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ABSTRACT

This research employs an embedded case study to examine the technology
development efforts of a federal criminal justice research agency during two different
organizational phases—as the National Institute of Law Enforcement aﬁd Criminal Justice
(NILECJ) from 1969 to 1980, and as the National Institute of Justice (NLJ) from 1992 to
the present. For analytical purposes, the two organizational phases are treated as separate
organizations in this study. An attempt is made to establish (a) whether there are
substantial differences between the two organizations; (b) whether the modified second
organization was more effective than the first; and (c) whether the idehtiﬂed differences,
if any, are sufficient to explain any variations in organizational effectiveness. The study
employs a cbnceptual scheme proposed by T. E. Deal and J. A. Rosaler in 1975, which
idenﬁﬁes six key subsystems in any organization: its goals, formal structure, technology,
informal norms and processes, environment, and the interactions of these subsystems.
The study found that during the NILECJ period the technology program lacked support
both within and outside the organization and that constantly changing leadership,
missions, and goals made it difficult to develop or maintain a coherent vision or process.
In contrast, broad support from the leadership of N1J’s parent organizations (the Office of
Justice Programs and Department of Justice) and Congress compensated for much of the
instability inherent in the rapid growth of the technology program during the NIJ period.
The author suggests that a key element of NIJ’s success was its clarity and consistency of
vision, mission, and goals; that social and physical science programs coexist uneasily
within a single organization, but developing cooperation between the tWo is an important

goal; and that a nonpartisan political posture is critical for organizations of this type.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction to The Study

Introduction

If the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration experience taught the nation
nothing else, it demonstrated that changing—much less improving-the way new
technologies (used here to refer to products or the direct application of the physical,
biological, and engineering sciences) are introduced into U. S. law enforcement is no
trivial task. Despite major studies conducted by the Institute for Defense Analysis
(Institute for Defense Analysis, 1967), follow up assessments made by the National
Academy of Sciences (White & Krislov, 1977), the invesnnenf of tens of milhons of
dollars, and a major review by the attorney general of the United States (National
Institute of Justice, 1986), by 1992 law enforcement was still equipped essentially as 1t
had been in 1967. Patrol officers still arrived on the scene typically carrying only a
firearm, baton, handcuffs, and a single channel FM radio. Despite the information
technology revolution in most of the rest of society, police officers continued to receive
their information primarily by voice from a dispatcher talking into a microphone, while
tools used to control uncooperative subjects were basically unchanged.

The state of technology in other elements of the criminal justice system was not
much better. Courts and prosecutors were even fm_ther behind, probation and parole had
changed not at all, corrections agencies were just beginning to introduce new
technologies, and all were tied inextricably to the most politically visible of the
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elements of the criminal justice system: the beat officer in police and shenffs’

departments (National Committee on Criminal Justice Technology, 1998).

Organization of the Study

This chapter reviews the background of the subject of the dissertation and
describes the research problem, purpose and significance of the study, the question to be
studied, and other relevant defining materials. Chapters 2 and 3 address two principal
issues: (a) what is available in the ]i;erature, both to lay a foundation for the study and to
determine what is already known; and (b) how, methodologically, the study Was
conducted. The final two chapters proﬁde the details and analytical findings of the two
case studies which are the focus of this research, the researcher’s conclusions and, |

where appropriate, recommendations for further research.

Background

It 1s useful, briefly, to describe some of the characteristics of law enforcement
organizations, the application of science in law enforcement, and how technologies have
been developed for law enforcement in order to set the stage for an understanding of
both the missions and key elements of the environments of the organizations included in
the case study. In the law enforcement instance, this is especially important because
many broadly held public impressions of the nature of law enforcement are wrong.
Former defense industry officials, hundreds of whom have briefed the author about what
they believe they can do for the law enforcement community, are especially likely to
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3
harbor misconceptions about the structure and nature of domestic law enforcement. Yet
defense industries and the U.S. Department of Defense have-at least since 1967-been
viewed as important players in attempts to modernize law enforcement agencies (Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1976; National Committee on Criminal Justice

Technology, 1998; National Institute of Justice, 1994c).

Characteristics of Law Enforcement
Unlike in national defense, there is no central authority in the United States that
directs all law enforcement, either operationally or in terms of research and
development. Each law enforcement agency is essentially independent, makes its own
decisions about equipment, and makes its own purchases. There is no structure that
extends from either the federal or the state level to the local law enforcement agency.
Each reports to the governmental entity that created it, hired its employees, and pays its
bills. While federal, state, county, and municipal laws affect the operation of local
agencies, these laws are often not very extensive and vary substantially among states
) ) and lower levels of government (Fyfe et al., 1997). More importantly, law enforcement
in the United States is local and predominantly small.
There 1s perhaps no area of American government where the principles of
federalism are realized more fully than in the area of criminal justice and law
enforcement. Criminal law in the United States is primarily and predominantly
state law, and most criminal justice activity takes place at the level of local
government. (Zenk, 1979, p. 4)

Fully 95% of law enforcement personnel in the United States are in state or local

law enforcement agencies (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1996). As one witness
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observed in testimony before Congress, “Federal agencies are rarely the first on the
scene for those problems the average citizen is most concerned about: domestic
disturbances, rapes, assaults, murders, barroom brawls, drive-by shootings, burglaries,
carjackings, robberies and the like” (Boyd, 1995b). In fact, he pointed out, whereas
federal agencies “are involved in a dozen or so hostage barricades or barricade
operations each year, the New York City police alone are called on to confront this kind
of problem several hundred times each year” ‘(p. 6).

More than 90% of the roughly 17,360 law enforcement agencies in the United
States employ 24 or fewer sworn officers. Half employ fewer than 12 (Federal Bureau
of Investigation, 1996). The situation is not much different in corrections, where over
90% of prison inmates and all the jail inmates (federal prisoners requiring temporary
custody are typically held in local facilities under contract) are held in state and local ‘
facilities (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1995). In fact, the largest federal facilities, which
rarely house more than 2,000 prisoners, are dwarfed by the Los Angeles County jail,
which frequently houses over 20,000 {Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1995).
Most courts, prosecutors and probation and parole agencies are similarly small, with

courts and prosecutors in every State and county, and in many municipalities.

Science and Technology in Law Enforcement
In the late 19® century, when Arthur Conan Doyle began to pen his stories about
Sherlock Holmes, the idea of using science and technology to combat crime
immediately seized the public imagination. Barely 3 years after Doyle’s great detective
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used the identifying characteristics of a typewriter to catch a criminal (Doyle, 1936),
real detectives also began to use the technique (Nash, 1986). Doyle, considered by then
the master of science in the pursuit of crime, was even called upon to assist in the
investigation of London’s most famous killer, “Jack the Ripper” (Nash, 1986). And
even in the United States, }science and technologies were beginning to make themselves
felt in law enforcement.

By 1903, Chief Francis O’Neil of the Chicago Police Department would observe
that “those were desperate times for policemen in a hostile country with unpaved streets
and uneven sidewalks, sometimes miles from the police station, with little prospects of
assistance in case of need,” but all that had begun to change because the “invention of
the patrol wagon and signal service [had] effected a revolution in police methods”
(ONeill, 1976, p. 7). Not long after, Chief J. H. Haager, of Louisville, Kentucky,
proudly reported “that the police department of Louisville is in such a line of progress
that we feel ourselves beyond the utility of the horse, and can now boast of three power-
driven vehicles” (p. 172). But this promising start at modernizing technologies in law
enforcement was not to last.

Nearly 60 years later, a Presidential Commission would observe that “the
scientific and technological revolution that has so radically changed most of American
society during the past few decades has had surprisingly little impact upon the criminal
Justice system.” Most public and private officials, observed the Commission, had begun
routinely to call on the scientific and technical community for independent advice and

objective analyses, yet “the public officials responsible for establishing and
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6
administering the criminal law—the legislators, police, prosecutors, lawyers, judges, and
corrections officials—have almost no communication with the scientific and technical
community.” In fact, even though the police had made early use of science and
scientific and technological expertise in establishing crime laboratories and radio
networks, “most police departments could have been equipped 30 or 40 years ago as
well as they are today” (President's Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Justice, 1967, p. 245).

To address this issue, a special task force of the President’s Commission
recommended the creation of a major science and technology development program
within a well-funded research institute (Institute for Defense Analysis, 1967, p. 82).
Congress responded in 1968 by including within the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968, which created the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA), a provision creating the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice (NILECJ). By 1977, the Institute—although primarily a social science research
agency-had invested more than $31 million in the development of bscience and
technology for the law enforcement community, with little to show for it (White &
Krislov, 1977, p. 147). In 1981, Congress ceased appropriating funds for LEAA. The
NILEC]J technology program (Diegelman, 1982, p. 1000), which continued despite the
disestablishment of LEAA, shrunk quickly to a shadow of its former self. Not for
another dozen years would é second major attempt be made to create a Federal structure

to drive physical science research and technology development for law enforcement.
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In 1992, the Director of the National Institute of Justice (N1J) decided to expand
NIJ’s role in the development of new technologies for law enforcement (Charles B.
DeWitt, personal communication, September 21, 1992). Although technology was
already a part of the Institute’s mission (National Institute of Justice, 1994b), it had not
been a major part of its portfolio since the demise of LEAA. The director wanted to
change that by building a stronger technology component of the Institute, so he
reorganized N1J to include a Science and i‘echno]ogy Division (designated the Office of
Science and Technology in 1994). He consolidated in this office the small number of
technology projects then underWay (including the development of standards for DNA
identification technologies, the testing and certification of police soft body armor and
the Less than Lethal Technologies Program), which meant the office had a total budget
of roughly three million dollars, most of which was earmarked by Congress for the
development of less than lethal technologies.

Congress apparently liked this new program, at least in principle, and over the
next four years invested nearly five times as much in the development of technologies to
support the unique needs of law enforcement as had been invested in the entire twelve-
year life of LEAA.

What is paradoxical about these two attempts to improve law enforcement
technologies—first under NILECJ from the creation of LEAA until its abolishment in
1979, and then under N1J from 1992 to the present—is that while the first attempt is
widely thought a failure (Diegelman, 1982; Feeley & Sarat, 1980; U.S. House of

Representatives, 1977) the second has, so far, received favorable reviews from Congress
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(U.S. House of Representatives, 1994; U.S. House of Representatives, 1995) and from
the media (e.g., Boyd, 1994; Dederichs & Wolff, 1997; Morrison, 1994; Rao, 1997)',
yet it is clear that the first attempt actually did produce a small but significant number of
technologies to help combat crime, while the second effort has not yet been examined in
any systematic way which would allow comparisons among the vanous incarnations of
the program. The national 911 system and bullet-resistant armor, clear examples of the
successful deployment of important technology, were both products of LEAA and its

technology programs (National Committee on Criminal Justice Technology, 1998).

Technology Development Mechanisms

While the law enforcement community offers a particular case of science and
technology management, technology transfer, and technology development, it is still
helpful to search the broader literature for material which might apply usefully to the
1ssue under study. Logically, a researcher might began by examining major
bibliographies which cover this area, and conduct other searches-such as computer-
assisted searches—to see whether relevant information exists.

There are several published bibliographies which touch on various technology
topics. Clarke and Reavley (1993) offer a typical example with a listing of more than

10,000 publications concerning science and technology management. Most of these,

'No attempt has been made to list all the media references, on radio, television,
and in printed media. The Office of Science and Technology, however, maintains a
clipping file and—-where possible—tapes of video or radio stories or interviews about the
program. Several hundred have appeared.
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however, have to do with industrial efforts to manage particular research and
development or technology programs, or major defense or energy related research and
development operations. None concern themselves with the unique issues involved in
developing technology for the law enforcement community. Instead, these articles and
those in Dworaczek (1987), Henwood and Thomas (1984), and Taylor (1985), focus
entirely on either conventional federal government purchasing or management systems,
or on the technology producers themselves. Yet, in many ways, law enforcement
agencies resemble a cross between consumer markets—where thousands of individuals
make independent purchasing decisions from competing industries-and government,
where acquisition rules often make it difficult to quickly make purchases that reliably
meet agency needs.

Other writers, such as those included in Golden (1988), provide rich material on
a broad range of science and technology issues facing the United States but omit entirely
the law enforcement community, principally because their focus is on scientific advice
to the Executive, Legislative, and Judicial branches of Congress. This is unfortunate,
because Golden declares that his book “has a purpose . . . [which 15} to attract attention
to the necessity for quality advice on science and technology issues to the President of
the United States, to the Congress, and to the Judiciary” (p. 1). The book, nevertheless,
provides a stark demonstration of the degree to which national science policies have
largely overlooked the role of science in law enforcement.

A final, narrow category of publications—most of which are of fairly recent
origin—are largely publications of proceedings of technical conferences in which
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specific law enforcement technologies that are either under development or may be of
value to law enforcement have been presented. Virtually all of this sort of material has
been published since about 1993. Most of these technology conferences are run by
organizations such as the International Society for Optical Engineering (Mataloni &
Mintz, 1995) or the National Defense Industrial Association (National Training Systems
Association, 1997) which, until the collapse of the Soviet Union, were concerned solely
with national defense technologies. None of these address either general management
or policy issues, but restrict their tre_atments specifically to the technologies or the
specific science behind the technologies.

A number of publications do concern themselves with technologies specifically
aimed at the law enforcement community, but generally treat the technologies with little
regard for either the manner in which they are or can be developed, or for issues
surrounding their actual deployment and use. Boyd (1995a), Larson (1989), Morrison
(1994), and others offer popular, rather than scholarly, treatments of particular
technologies likely to be of inte_rest to the general public.

The critical question is whether the lessons of the LEAA experience can be
useful in more recent, better-funded efforts to develop technologies to combat crime, or
whether the same mistakes that have haunted efforts to modernize police equipment will

continue to frustrate government.

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points
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Statement of the Problem

Twice in the last half century, Congress and the Department of Justice have
undertaken to modernize tec.hnologies employed to combat crime. The first attempt
began with the creation of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice (NILECJ) withiﬂ the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in the late
1960s and effectively ended by 1980. The second began with the creation, in 1992, of
the Office of Science and Technology within the National Institute of Justice {(NIJ).
Neither effort, despite the investment to date of billions of dollars of federal funds
through the various LEAA activities, has ever been examined in detail.

The main problem this research attempts to address, therefore, is how an
organization, in this instance a particular federal criminal justice fechnology
development agency, has improved its effectiveness over time. Effectiygness in this
context is defined as an improved capacity to make modemn law enforcement
technologies available for use by law enforcement organs of the nation. Accordingly,
this research examines the factors explaining the transition from a iess to a more
effective organization within the realm of structural and strategic changes the

organization under study has undergone during the specified time periods.

Purpose of the Study
Despite the fact that there have been two major attempts to develop a national
approach to apply the physical sciences to support the operations of law enforcement

agencies or to develop and deploy modern equipment or technology to support these
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agencies, there has been no compreheﬁsive study of the historical, organizational, or
strategy development of either effort. The purpose of the study, therefore, is to:

1. identify the organizational designs, structures, strategies, cultures and
management approaches _(hereafter referred to, for convenience, as “organizational
strategy models”) for modernmizing law enforcement technolbgy employed by the
technology programs during the two organizations under study, the National Institute of
Law Enforcement and Crinﬁnal Justice and the National Institute of Justice; ’

2. 1identify the major strengths and weaknesses inherent in each organizational
strategy model,

3. determine the extent of the effects of other relevant organizational variables
on the development and implementation of the organizational strategy models;
and-most importantly—

4. make a comparative assessment of the effectiveness of these models in
identifying, developing, and deploying new or improved technologies to combat crime.
1s to attempt to fill this gap by answering the three research questions listed in the next
section.

In short, this is a study in applied change within an organization that was itself
formed to foster change in one of the key institutions in American society—the criminal

Jjustice system.

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points
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Research Questions
1. What are the main differences, if any, in the organization during the NILECJ
and NI1J eras that helped or hindered organizational efforts to modernize technologies
for law enforcement?
| 2. To what extent has the second organization really proved to be more effective
than the first, as is commonly believed?
3. Ifthere are clear differences, how well do they explain the differerice in the

effectiveness of the organizations during the two periods under study?

Significance of the Study
Over the more than 30 years since the publication of the report of the President’s
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice (1967), the United
States has invested billions of dollars in the deployment of improved technologies for
law enforcement and several hundred million on research and development as part of a
massive experiment in social change. The 1997, 1998, and 1999 appropriations €ach
provided more than $500 million for technology grants to states. Over the past 4 years,
the annual appropriations for the NIJ science and technology program have increased
fn_)m just over $4 million to nearly $80 million. In short, by the end of 1998, the N1J
science and technology program had invested nearly $300 million over 4 years in
developing new technologies for law enforcement, nearly 10 times the total amount
invested by NILECJ over more than 10 years. Making the most effective use of these
mvestments requires that the NIJ, as the agency charged with leading the institutional
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points
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change required to encourage the modernizing of law enforcement technologies, have
some idea of what failed as well as what worked in earlier efforts in order to avoid
making the same mistakes.

The study, therefore, has a significance which is both theoretical and practical.
Its theoretical significance lies in the replication of an adapted conceptual model in an
empirical domain different from where it was initially used by its original authors, Deal
and Rosaler (1975). This framework identifies five principal organizational subsystems
which can be applied with equal effect to nearly any kind of organization: (a) the goals
of the organization; (b) the formal st-ructure of the organization; (c) the organizational
technology’ it employs to accbmplish its mission; (d) the internal, informal norms and
processes of the organization; and (5) the exiemal environment in which it operates.

While no attempt was made to test this formulation directly, this well-defined
classification system was employed as part of a comparative case study of the
development of the two organizations which are the object of the analysis in order to
allow the formation of insights that might be used to better design the present
organization.

Remarkably, despite frequent Congressional statements of both criticism and
support and the investment of large amounts of money, there has been—save for a single
limited National Research Council examination of the National Institute of Law

Enforcement and Criminal Justice (White & Krislov, 1977)-no systematic examination

’Deal and Rosaler call this subsystem fechnology, but to avoid confusion, the
term has been modified to organizational technology in keeping with the definition
provided later.
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of the organizations or processes used to develop physical science research or
technologies for law enforcement (U. S. House of Representatives, 1977, 1994, 1995).
The practical significance of this study, then, arises from its contemporary relevance as
a study of a nation’s attempts to.encourage positive change in the way new technologies
are developed for law enforcement and possibly for other, similar organizations.

An additional practical significance of the study lies in Chns Argyris’
observation that
it is becoming increasingly clear that modem organizations may not survive
unless they are able to innovate. It is equaily clear that the costs of innovation
are growing rapidly while the useful life span for any new idea is decreasing.
Caught in this squeeze, organizations must not only innovate, they must also
transform their ideas into . . . products quickly . . . . (Argyns, 1965, pp. 1-2)
Finally, the significance of this study for organizational change is direct, while
the potential for social change is indirect but substantial. The direct significance for the
organization arises from the degree to which this study provides insights that can be
used to improve that organization, while the indirect significance for society comes
from the improvements in effectiveness of policing and the safety of the public which
are a consequence of the new technologies the organization produces. For example,
police soft body armor is a product of the developmental efforts of the organization
under study and has been credited with saving over 2,000 police officer lives since its
introduction. DNA technology 1s another important technological contribution and has
been instrumental in convicting the guilty. But more importantly, it has also been

responsible for exculpating more than 60 individuals convicted of crimes and for
preventing miscarriages of justice in dozens of other cases. The indirect impact on
This report'has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points
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society will depend on the degree to which the success of such technologies change
public perceptions of the effectiveness of police.

This study, therefore, is intended to establish a foundation upon which to assess
present and future attempts at developing new and improved technologies for law

enforcement.

Conceptual Framework

In the study of any complex human organization, a model can be particularly
helpful in understanding the organizational development, institutional evolution and
related historical information. Such a model is useful because, as Amitai Etzioni (1964)
explains, “a systém model constitutes a statement about relationships which, if actually
existing, would allow an organization to maintain itself and to operate” (p. 19).

But a model for analysis need not (perhaps should not) represent all the
complexities of the subject under study. Instead, the criteria employed to select a model
should emphasize two key criteria: relevance and economy of representation. The
purpose of the model is not to replicate precisely the system being studied, but only to
credibly “resemble the empirical system,” which is essential to establishing its
relevance. This tradeoff is necessary, because to be economical, a “model must in some
respect be simpler than the situation modeled” (Deutsch, 1966, p. 16).

Logically, then, a single organizational development model is most appropriate

for the examination of two different periods in the history of the organizations under
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study because it allows reasonable comparisons to be made. AsXnezevich (1975)
explains,

organizations, like individuals, are dynamic. They are born, experience

frustrations, mature, and may even pass from the scene. Concern for an

organization’s life history, sensitivity to the conflicts within that could influence
achievement of goals, and restructuring it if need be to enhance its productivity

is what [organizational development] is all about. (p. 198)

While there are a number of organizational development models which might be
used to study the NILECJ and N1J organizations, the one developed by Deal and Rosaler
(1975) to analyze the complexities of the educational system in the United States seems
to offer a particularly good fit because it meets (a) Deutsch’s (1966) requirement that
the model be “in some respect simpler than the situation modeled ” (p. 16); and (b)
Knezevich’s (1975) insistence on a concern for the life history of the organization being
studied and for sensitivity to conflicting subsystems in its management. It is a rich
model because it is essentially a systems model in which each of the principal elements
of analysis is itself a subsystem of a larger system. Specifically, Deal and Rosaler
(1975) argue that contained within educational systems in the United States are five
basic organizational subsystems: (a) goals, (b) formal structure, (c) organizational
technology, (d) informal norms and processes, and (¢) the environment.

These subsystems constantly interact with each other in very complex ways, such
that changes in any subsystem will have effects for every other subsystem. They

describe these interactions as a "herniae” or "pebble in the pond” theory of

organizational change. This construct is not entirely original with Rosaler and Deal and
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appears in a variety of forms in the work of a number of different authors, a fact which
suggests the concept is a robust one.

Paul Hersey and Douglas Scott presented a similar structure in 1973, crediting
most of the inspiration for the concept to a series of earlier lectures delivered by Boris
Yavitz, Dean of the School of Business Administration at Columbia University . They
described it as a model of “social systems comprising many interrelated subsystems,
only one of which is a human/social subsystem” (Hersey, Blanchard, & Johnéon, 1996,
p. 13).

Depicted graphically as four mutually intersecting circles with the intersections
of the circles overlaid on a box labeled “goals,” the basic model includes the
administrative/structural, economic/technological, informational/decision-making, and
human/social subsystems. While either structure could provide a usable conceptual
framework for this study, the Rosaler and Deal model is particularly useful because the
educational institutions around which it was developed resemble—to a remarkable
degree—law enforcement organizations today: a large number of mostly small,
essentially autonomous organizations, directed at the local level, personnel intensive,
and politically very visible. This basic approach is grounded in systems theory applied
to organizations.

This cheice of a perspective through whiéh to describe and analyze the
development and operation of an organization is important, Deal and Rosaler (1975, p.

5) tell us, because it establishes the frame of reference which, in turn, determines what

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points
of view expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the
official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



19
questions are asked, how problems are defined, what strategies for change are proposed,
selected, and implemented, and the methods that will be used to evaluate the results.

In the Deal and Rosaler taxonomy this study employed, there are five principal
organizational subsystems. In addition, the interaction of these subsystems is also

treated as a subsystem. Each of these 1s described briefly below.

Goals

Every formal organization has goals which may or not be explicit. Goals are
statements of mission or purpose, which establish the very reason for the existence of
the organization. They are essentially philosophical statements, often couched in
altruistic language. Goals frequently are not ﬁﬂ]y articulated and are seldom expressed
in terms amenable to measurement (Deal & Rosaler, 1975, pp. 11-12).

There are, however, certain characternistics possessed by goals that can be
measured. It is possible, for example, to establish continua against which measurements
can be made of (a) the level of consensus on and support within an organization for its
goals, (b) the degree of specificity of an organization's goal(s), and the number of goals
an organization is attempting to pursue at any given time (Deal & Rosaler, 1975, pp. 11-
13). Etzioni (1964, p. 103) describes organizational goals in a similar way, suggesting
that they represent “a state of affairs which the organization is attempting to realize {or]
... an image of a future state, which may or may not be brought about.” Katz and Kahn
(1978, pp. 42-43) also recognize the importance of goals as a part of any organizational
system, and suggest that these goals directly influence both the success and the basic
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structure of the organization, while Hodge and Anthony (1988, p. 77) include the goals

and objectives of the organization as major components of organizational feedback

systems.

Formal Structure

There exists in every organization a formal structure of authority which regulates
its operation. It consists of a chain of command, a set of systematic decision processes,
and a set of generally prescribed rewards énd sanctions, all of which "organizations
frequently try to manipulate . . . to achieve their goals" (Baldridge & Deal, 1975, p. 12).

It 1s, suggest Deal and Rosaler (1975), the structural components of size,
differentiation, interdependence, and coordination that provide the framework for
measuring the effectiveness of the formal structure of an organization (pp. 15-22). Size
matters because it is a major determinant of complexity. Differentiation, which refers to
how responsibilities are divided and/or shared within the organization, can be measured
erther laterally in terms of the distribution of tasks, or vertically in terms of the
distribution of authority (p. 16).

Interdependence relates to the degree to which the role of one organizational
participant affects that of another. For example, the roles of several different
participants can converge simultaneously to achieve a single goal. In other cases, work
may flow in a sequence such that one's role begins where another's leaves off. More
often, however, roles among subsystems are reciprocal so that the work of one
organizational participant may directly affect or be affected by another (Deal & Rosaler,
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1975, p. 17). “Without adequate coordination, each role or unit tends to pursue its own
subgoals and the organization becomes fragmented. . .. Coordination is the primary
organizational mechanism for channeling diverse and specialized contributions into a
unified whole” (p. 18).

Coordination is controlled in turn by authority, which is implemented through
administrative sanction and applied primarily through the mechanism of evaluation.
Policies, procedures, and rules (usually in the form of standard operating procedures or
administrative directives), formal meetings, and/or the creation of special coordinating
rples or units within the organization are common mechanisms for accomplishing

~ coordination (Deal & Rosgler, 1975, pp. 20-21). Inherent in the notion of coordination is
the primacy of the qliality and quantity of information emanating from the top.
administrators within the organization.

Other authors provide support for the formal organization as a subsystem of its
own. Etzioni (1964), for example, suggests that the congruence between the goals of an
organization and its formal structure heavily influences the effectiveness of the
organization. Katz and Kahn (1978) observe that the formal structure of an organization
“is the equivalent of the blueprint for the design of a machine that is to be created for
some practical objective” (p. 19), but that the totality of what an organization is also
involves “unforeseen embellishments {that] dominate the organizational structure” (p.

20).
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Organizational Technology

The link between the goals of an organization and the actual production of
desired results is what Deal and Rosaler (1975) have termed the “technology” of the
organization. Technology thus includes both materials and methods (Deal & Rosaler,
1975, p. 14). The importance of technology in this scheme arises from the fact that the
structure of an organizational system “is at least partly shaped by 1ts technology, . . . [so
that major] changes [also produce] changes in the structure of the organization, or the
program will not function well” (pp.‘ 11-12). For a research and development
organization, the central organizational technology is the process-which can also be
described as an organizational strategy or model-which the organization employs to
1dentify, select and implement its research projects. Hodge and Anthony (1988) also
recognize the imppnance of an organization’s technology, but treat it as one of several

components of what they term the macro-environment of the organization (pp. 78-79).

Informal Norms and Processes

Depending on the issue, the informal power structure within a complex human
organization can often be a more powerful force in the peaceful resolution of that issue
than can the formal structure. These informal norms and processes are what constitute
the culture of the organization; as employees are enculturated by these norms, their
behavior is more or less controlled.

As individuals relate to each other in small groups there are accepted codes and

prescnibed patterns for relationships. From these also, individuals denive
rewards, and, on the basis of their patticipation in informal settings, their
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identities and orientations are formed and reformed. (Deal & Rosaler, 1975, p.
23)

The settings in which these informal norms and processes work are more often
outside both the normal workday and the workplace. Elite “in” groups, “kitchen
.cabinets,” and casual poker games, or persons who socialize with top administrators, are
all examples of settings, some outside the workplace, in which the informal norms and
processes subsystem may be at work (Deal & Rosaler, 1975, p. 23). These informal
norms and processes are often at odds with the coordination and control mecl;anisms of
the formal structure and thus can directly affect coordination within an organization (p.
23). It was Elton Mayo’s (1933) work on the Hawthorne experiments that provided the
first scholarly demonstration of the power of the informal group, which both Katz and
Kahn (1978) and Hodge and Anthony (1988) highlight as essential elements in
understanding organizations. In some cases, informal groups even possess the power to
either block management reforms or to increase or reduce worker productivity (Hodge

& Anthony, 1988, pp. 49-50).

Environment

Environmental constraints can be classified as either “relevant” or as “remote,”
depending on the immediacy with which that constraint impinges upon the organization
(Deal & Rosaler, 1975, p. 24). But these classificetions are impermanent; the
organizational environment tends to change over time as new circuinstances arise, so

what was yesterday a remote environmental issue may suddenly become relevant today.
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And since, in large organizations higher levels of management constitute much of the
relevant environment for lower levels, personnel changes may also affect the relevance
or remoteness of constraints (p. 24).

The Deal and Rosaler environmental subsystem can be further divided inté four
distinct elements: diversity, activity, stability, and predictability (Deal & Rosaler, 1975,
pp. 24-25). The many special interest groups within an organizational environment
may, for egample, have more or less diversified expectations of mission-related
outcomes for the organization. The activity within an environment can be measured on
a scale running from active to passive according to how loudly or persistently demands
are made for organizational responses. How stable these demands are is a measure of
the stability of the environment. In other words, whether the same demands are made
year after year or new demands are constantly rep]acing_previous ones aff;tcts the
stability of the environment. And over time, of course, that tends to mean the
predictability of the environment will vary, so that some administrators may be able to
reliably forecast how the organization will have to respond over a number of years,
while others in different systems may have difficulty projecting even a few days into the
future (p. 24). Deal and Rosaler conclude then that “simple environments are uniform,
passive, stable, and predictable,” whereas “complex environments are diverse, active,
highly variable, and unpredictable” (p. 25). Baldridge and Deal (1975) further argue
that “no analysis of [organizational] change can afford to neglect the strong influence of
the environment for both promoting, supporting, or hindering change, as the case may

be” (p. 11).
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Hodge and Anthony (1988) lend great support to the environmental element of
the model by emphasizing that the organizational environment 1s composed of severa)

important subenvironments, each capable of further analysis (pp.78-79).

Subsystem Interrelationships

A key element of the Deal and Rosaler organizational perspective is the high
level of interaction which will always be present among the five subsystems: goals,
formal structure, organizational technology, informal norms and processes, and
environment. They describe this dynamic interplay in terms of the “pebble in the pond”
or the “herniae theory of organizational change,” because

the subsystems form an intricate, complex system. When any of the subsystems

change-or are changed-this fact has implications for all the rest. . . . Pressures

on any one part of the organization ripple across and produce “bulges” in other

parts. (Deal & Rosaler, 1975, p. 25)

“The ‘herniae’ theory applies not only to interrelationships between the five
subsystems, but to elements within each subsystem too" {Deal & Rosaler, 1975, p. 30).
As a consequence, whenever there are changes in role differentiation and
interdependence in the formal structure of an organization, coordination is inevitably
also affected. Similarly, a change in environmental diversity may increase activity
which will lead to more unpredictability (p. 31).

The “pebble in the pond” in the Deal and Rosaler formulation is intended to

emphasize that “changing any aspect of a subsystem affects all the others” (Deal &

Rosaler, 1975, p. 31). Support for this notion of subsystem interaction can be found in
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Katz and Kahn (1978), who emphasize “the system character of social relationships and
the transactions of systems with their environment” (p. 15), as well as in other authors
who describe the complex interactions of systems (see Hersey et al., 1996).

While the terms used are sometimes different, a number of students of law
enforcement issues have used similar, but less complete, constructs to describe law
enforcement and related organizations. Hudzik and Cordner (1983), for example,
describe a system as “composed of elements or components that are in relatively
constant interaction with one another, having both impact or effect and mutual
dependence on one another” (p. 88, emphasis in original), and include organizational,
conceptual, 1deological, and environmental issues as important considerations for the
system (pp. 87-89). Fyfe, Greene, Walsh, Wilson, and McLaren (1997), describe the key
components of a police organizational system in terms very much like those used by
Deal and Rosaler. They argue that “these systems focus on various aspects of the
organization, each of which provides the administrator with a better grasp of the
organization, the behavior of its members, and the effects of its efforts” (p. 166), and
that these systems include organizational goals, organizational technology, structure,

environment and communications (pp. 168-170).

Assumptions
This study makes only one conscious assumption, that successful adaptation and
change to meet changing demands and circumstances is-essential to the survival of an

organization. “Virtually all organizations will face an increasingly dynamic-less stable,
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more heterogeneous—environment in the future,” and this will require constant
adaptation if the organization is to live successfully “with’ its environment in a dynamic
interaction” (Hodge & Anthony, 1988, p. 645). Since this observation does not appear
to have been established empirically (and doing so is beyond the scope of this

dissertation), it is treated here as an assumption.

Scope and Delimitations

1. There are other sources of research and technology development that may
support law enforcement, but these are all limited, ad hoc, and coincidental results of
other activities within organizations with missions other than the support of law
enforcement (e.g., the Department of Defense and the Department of Energy).
Consequently, this study did not consider them.

2. Technology transfer, although considered a significant €element of the
strategies employed by both NILECJ and NIJ (Boyd, 1993a; Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, 1976, p. 86), was not treated except as it appears as part of a
strategy employed by the agency.

3. The theoretical model employed as a conceptual framework for this study 1s
used solely as a heuristic device to guide the study. It is not the object of the study, so
no attempt was made to provide an empirical test of the validity of the Deal and Rosaler
(1975) theory of organizational development.

4. The author of this proposal has beén—sinoe joining N1J in September,
1992—the Director of the Office of Science and Technology of the National Institute of
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Justice—the organization which is central to the NIJ era—and makes the critical
technology funding decisions for that organization. Some of the informants who were
interviewed for this study are now in private industry and may have submitted or be
preparing to submit proposals for funding to the N1J Office of Science and Technology.
As a consequence, it is possible that their responses may have been somewhat
influenced by the author’s role in the orgénization.

5. Finally, the introduction of technologies-into law enforcement raises a
number of complex issues, including how individual criminal justice agencies are
prepared for the deployment of new technologies, the impact on the community of the
introduction of new technologies, organizational impacts (e.g., training requirements,
policy chénges, tactical adjustments, the socio-technical impact of technologies, etc.),
and others, all of which are worthy of research. The National Institute of Justice has
commissioned a number of studies to address most, if not all, of these issues (see
National Institute of Justice, 1995b; National Institute of Justice, 1995¢c; National
Institute of Justice, 1997). This study addresses those issues only when and if they are

important elements of the strategies employed by the agencies under study.

Definition of Terms
The terms technology, organizational technology, technology development,
science, and model have broad definitions and wide connotations. For example,
technology can refer to the development of processes which might be used to inform
decisions in a social context, or to actual pieces of hardware that perform certain tasks.
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So, to avoid confusion, the definitions which follow will be used, unless otherwise
noted.

The term technology can include both hardware and applied knowledge. Both
are accurate, both are important, and both are routinely confused because there is no
clear dividing line between the two definitions. Heller (1991, p. 2261), for example,
defines technology as “the application of knowledge and science to the production of
goods and services.” The term may be used to refer to actual hardware (e.g., radios,
laboratory equipment, weapons, etc.), or to methods or procedures to accomplish some
specific function or purpose, which may be relevant to the physical sciences or to the

management or operation of an organization. However, when applied “as a key

‘organizational variable, [technology] does not refer to sophistication of equipment but

to the tasks and techniques by which work is to be accomplished” (Hudzik & Cordner,
1983, p. 110). It 1s, in other words, “knoWledge that can be studied, codified, and taught
to others” (Bemiker, 1987, p. 10).

An automobile manufacturer uses science, engineering, and technology in the
form of machines to produce automobiles. But at the heart of the productioﬁ of
automobiles is a systematic procedure which must be taught to workers on the assembly
line. This systematic procedure also constitutes a technology, €ven though it may exist
only on paper or in the mind of managers.

It 1s important that as distinct a line as possible—albeit arbitrary—be drawn
between these two definitions, so two different terms will are used to accomplish this.

The term technology, therefore, is limited in this study to hardware, equipment, or to the
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direct application of the physical, biological, chemical, or engineering sciences in
investigations or courtroom proceedings. It does not include technologies grounded in
the social or management sciences, such as the management of law enforcement
situations, which are the province of a sister organization not included in this study.’

Organizational technology, in contrast, refers to the application of systematic
knowledge to direct the work of an orgamzation. This distinction 1s critical, because
this is a study of the experience of a single organization—during two different periods in
its history—and the development and application of its organizational strategies
(organizational technology) to address the problem of developing better equipment and
better scientific techniques (technology) to modernize all elements of the criminal
justice system. Similarly, science will be used to refer to the physical, as distinct from
the social or behavioral sciences. This distinction is made for no other reason than that
most of the references upon which this study must rely employ the terms rechnology and
science in this fashion, as referring to hardware, equipment, and the physical, biological,
chemical, and engineering sciences.

Technology development refers to the application of the physical, biological and
chemical sciences to the development and production of physical tools, equipment or
protocols to permit the accurate and credible application of these disciplines to evidence

used in investigations or in judicial proceedings, and to the development of equipment

>At the direction of Jeremy Travis, Institute Director since 1994, a number of
cooperative projects have been undertaken in recent years to join the social and physical
sciences in cooperative projects, but so far the numbers are too small for analysis. There
were no comparable joint efforts in the LEAA period.
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for law enforcement or corrections use. It is not used in this paper to refer to
management techniques, processes or procedures.

Technology transfer refers to the act of moving a technology developed to meet
the needs of one organization to another organization for application for a different
purpose, in a different context, or in a different environment (e.g., military technologies
adapted for use by law enforcement or rescue units). It can include technology in any of
the forms described elsewhere in this section.

A model is a pattern of events capable of being learned and repeated. Unlike a
theory, it does not attempt to explain why the pattern exists as it does. For example, in
trying to explain why Henry Ford was moved to develop a production line system for
automobiles, you would draw on a theory; but if you wanted to illustrate the actual
procedures and sequences the production line followed to produce an automobile, you
would employ a model (Hersey et al., 1996, p. 190).

Law enforcement and criminal justice are related terms, ofien used
interchangeably. Some suggest that Jaw enforcement properly refers only to those
) " organizations or officials authorized to carry arms and vested with the power to arrest.

They argue that criminal justice, on the other hand, should be taken to réfer to all the
components of the state involved in the protection of people or property, and includes
those officials and agencies involved in the apprehension, prosecution, trial,
imprisonment, probation and parole of criminals. In practice, distinctions of this sort
are more terms of art than fact, since police officials also incarcerate prisoners (often for

sentences of a year or more), and some of the officers of the court are also armed and
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have the authority to make arrests. Similarly, many corrections, probation and parole
officials also have the authority to carry arms and the power to make arrests.
Consequently, the technology programs of both NILECJ and NIJ have characteristically
defined law enforcement as including every person or agency from the officer on the
beat, through the jails, courts, and prisons, on to probation and parole officers, and
including prosecutors and crime laboratories (personal communication, Lester Shubin,
former director of the NILECJ technology program, October 9, 1997; David Boyd,
current director of the NIJ technology program). This is the definition that will be
observed in this study, but the term criminal justice will be preserved in references
(quoted or described) to the work of other researchers who make a distihction between
the two terms.

Four additional terms used in this paper are organizational structure,
organizational strategy, organizational model, and organizational effectiveness.

Organizational structure refers to the arrangement of formal “relationships
among the positions, groups of positions {units), and work processes that make up the
organization” (Shafritz & Ott, 1996, p. 203). Included in this term are the hierarchical
clements of the organization, the distribution of organizational authority and
coordination, and the characteristics which provide the horizontal differentiations
between organizational units, usually described graphically in organization charts.

The term organizational strategy, as used here, is intended to refer narrowly to
any approach, process or procedure intended to accomplish the mission or goals of the
organization. It is not intended to suggest that structure or strategy operate
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independently, but is intended to differentiate between the more mechanical elements of
organizational structure and the specific actions taken by management without explicitly
changing the structure of the organization. »

The term organizational model recognizes Alfred Chandler’s (1962) observation
that structure follows strategy and incorporates both organizational structure and
organizational strategy in order to provide a useful shorthand reference to unique
combinations of the two, rather than to either a specific structure or a specific strategy
alone.

Organizational effectiveness refers to how well the organization accomplishes
its goals. As Peter Drucker (1973) has observed, “effectiveness is the foundation of
S}xccess—eﬂiciency is a minimum condition for survival after success has been achieved.
Efficiency is-concerned with doing things right. Effectiveness 1s doing the right things”
(p. 45).

The next chapter examines the literature used in developing the study plan, and

other material uncovered during the course of the research.
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CHAPTER 2

Review of the Literature

Introduction
This chapter is divided into four parts:
1. A brief discussion of the literature essential to understanding the history of
the development and evolution of NILECJ and NIJ.
2. A discussion of relevant organizational development literature.
3. A brief treatment of the literature on models.

4. Anintegrated summary of the literature.

Histories

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
It is puzzling that, despite the perception that the Law Enforcement Assistance
) - Administration (LEAA) was a massive failure (Diegelman, 1982), there are few studies
of the technology development process actually employed by any component of the
LEAA. Diegelman's 1982 exposition on the lessons of LEAA observed that
the LEAA program ran afoul of unrealistic expectations, wasteful uses of funds,
mounting red tape, and uncertain direction. In the face of growing criticism, the

program had difficulty demonstrating that it was having any measurable impact
on crime or on the administration of justice. (p. 1004)
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Nevertheless, this criticism—though at least partly justiﬁed—“tended to
overshadow the program's accomplishments” (p. 1004). In fact, Diegelman identified
six different programs which he maintained offered examples of success, but only one
of which-a management information system designed to support prosecutors—could be
described as a technology project. This was despite the fact that, at the time the article
was published, more than $31 million had been invested by LEAA in the development
of technology.

In a glossy bicentennial publ»ication celebrating Two Hundred Years of American
Criminal Justice (Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1976), the agency traces
the history of technology in criminal justice, identifying it as “the application of tools
and skills,” and suggesting that while it is most thought of in terms of something
material than can be touched (1.e., a piece of equipment or gadget), the term also
“includes another kind of tool, less tangible but just as important in everyday life-the
rational method or systematic organizing concept, such as the assembly line’” (pp. 78-
79). This distinction is important, the publication suggests, because “throughout
American history the police, for instance, have adapted comparatively swiftly the
newest technological developments in things, but slowly to new concepts or systems”
(p. 79).

The publication then touts LEAA’s contributions of the previous three years in
six idiosyncratic categories: courts, corrections, contemporary technology, electronic
data processing, management and equipment. 1t observes that few changes had taken
place in the courts until the just the last few years. “Since then, major change has
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occurred in the manner in which the most advanced court systems operate,” principally
in the form of newly introduced information technologies (Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, 1976, p. 84). Atthe séme time, scientific and technical testimony had
begun increasingly to be introduced into many court cases, a development for which the
courts were largely unprepared (p. 85).

“In corrections,” the report declared, “technological developments in equipment
have tended to lag somewhat behind those in law enforcement,” but no LEAA
contributions are identified in the corrections arena (Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, 1976, p. 85). Under contemporary techno]ogy, the report indicates that
“a central goal for LEAA since its inception has been the application of technology to
State and local crimihal justice systems,” but questions the extent to which this has
occurred (p. 86). There then follows a list of technology initiatives, including a report
of a symposium on technology transfer to law enforcement (principally from the
military), electronic data processing (which focuses on Project SEARCH and the
Prosecutor Management Information System), management (in the form of 911
emergency systems, the application of systems analysis to law enforcement, and the
purchase of computers for agencies), and equipment (including lightweight body armor,
computerized systems for producing court transcripts, forensic techniques, metal
detectors, closed circuit television, and computerized educational programs in prisons).
Several of these projects are explained in greater detail under the remaining headings

(pp. 86-97).

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points
of view expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the
official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



37

The technology section of the report concludes, in the voice of O. W. Wilson,
with a warning that “all of the scientific and technological data available will not make
law-abiding and responsible citizens out of criminals,” and that “any applications of
technology in criminal justice must accommodate the rights and privileges guaranteed to
all persons in the United States by the Constitution” (Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, 1996, p- 97). It is important, however, to note that this is an official
report from an agency that had difficulty tracking its projects and was under attack.

Congress never conducted a thorough investigation of LEAA and-as late as
1976—critics could point out that “no reliable inventory now describes with accuracy the
nature, far less the dégree of success or failure, of the 105,000 grants LEAA has funded
to date” (Navasky & Paster, 1976, p. 21). Despite the creation by the agency of a Grants
Management Information System (GMIS), information available to agency officials was
little improved. GMIS data was of questionable utility because grani descriptions on the
GMIS were written by the grantees and not checked for accuracy, the categories into
which projects were divided were imprecise and overlapping, and the same grant was
frequently (but inconsistently) listed in more than one category. Worse, the system’s
coding procedures were “informal, subjective, and unreliable.” In short,

GMIS information [was] incompatible and inaccurate . . . {so that] LEAA could

account for only 39.9% of its fiscal 1974 . . . block grant funds and for only 75%

of its 1973 . . . block grant funds, although 90.2% of the money had been spent.

(Navasky & Paster, 1976, pp. 21-22)

They suggest that, while these failures were probably inevitable, for LEAA to be

genuinely useful, it had to go beyond meeting the short-term needs of the law
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enforcement community and address the long-range concerns of the larger society by
including representatives of the public from outside government to participate in
LEAA’s decision making. “The federal government’s war on crime,” they observed, “is
too important to leave to its generals” (Navasky & Paster, 1976, p. 143).

Feeley and Sarat (1980) place the blame for the failure of LEAA on what they
term the “policy dilemma,” which is that govemment tends to respond to public
demands by trying to do too much and promising more than it can possibly deliver. The
creation of NILEC]J within LEAA offers an instructive example of this tendency and of
Congressional failures to recognize them. The Institute was charged by the 1968 Crime

Act with the responsibility for encouraging research and development and improving

- and strengthening law enforcement by providing direct funding for research projects and

by undertaking its own research.

In theory, Institute-sponsored research would play an important role in the
granting and planning activities carried out with block grant funds. There is no
evidence, however, that this has been the case. Instead, the Institute has . . .
operated without a clear and comprehensive vision of the role of research in
dealing with crime. (Feeley & Sarat, 1980, p. 53)

The only clear successes the Institute had experienced were “in the development
of hardware and equipment” (Feeley & Sarat, 1980, p. 3), a refrain that appears
repeatedly in the early criticisms of LEAA (see U.S. House of Representatives, 1977).

Later researchers have had more positive things to say about the role of LEAA
and the Institute in particular in advancing research in areas other than hardware and

equipment. Petersilia (1987), in a study funded by N1J and designed to demonstrate the

influence of the research it funded, includes six chapters on the value of the research
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conducted by N1J, only one of which concerns technology. Describing it as “product-
oriented” research, Petersilia observes that the “research [already] 1s sd extensive that it
was not possible to address all aspects of it in this report” (p. 77), and limits her
treatment to discussions of the technologies themselves, not of the processes employed
to develop them. More recently, scholars have observed that

although technology has improved dramatically in society generally and in its

use by some criminal justice agencies, the application is not universal across

criminal justice agencies and there has not been much advancement in
conceptual innovation. . . . Research [both social and physical] has not become
an institutionalized element of policy development in criminal justice either at
the national or local levels. (Conley, 1994, p. xii1)

The failure of LEAA was not, therefore, just a failure of administration, but was also a

failure of concept and political theory, because it was at both the political and

| conceptual levels that the value of research had gone unrecognized (Feeley & Sarat,

1980, pp. 133-137).

Several other publications are concemned with specific categories of law
enforcement technologies. For example, a 1972 report by the Institute for Defense
Analysis examined the needs of the law enforcement community for less than lethal
technologtes, while a number of articles have been published which are concerned with
the use of information technologieé in law enforcement. None of these, however,
addresses the process by which these technologies might be introduced into law
enforcement (Manning, 1992; Waldron et al., 1987).

The National Criminal Justice Information Service touts itself as the most

complete collection of criminal justice related publications in the world (see the World

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points
of view expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the
official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



40
Wide Web, http://www.ncjrs.org), so the fact that an automated search for the terms
"LEAA" and "technology” yielded fewer than 50 abstracts suggests the relevant
literature is limited. Most are project reports on specific technologies funded under the
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, annual reports of the
Institute, annual program plans of the Institute, LEAA annual reports to Congress, and
studies of police management information systems, but none address how one might go
about modemizing technologies in either individual law enforcement agencie$ or in law
enforcement in general.

The three principal publications during the LEAA era that do address how to go
about developing technology are the two original reports produced by the President’s
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice (1967) and its Task
Force on Science and Technology (Institute for Defense Analysis, 1967), a report by
Zenk (1979) on Project SEARCH, and a case study by Kramer (1977). Zenk’s (1979)
case study of the struggle for control of criminal information in America offers a
powerful set of insights into the turf battles that rage continuously among federal, state
and local law enforcement agencies. These turf battles are important to the
understanding of any project designed to improve any part of policing, because as
Newbold (1997) has demonstrated, cooperation is an uncertain thing even in special
local/federal crime task forces created specifically to encourage cooperation among
agencies at all levels of govemment. The same forces affect the development and

deployment of technologies.
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Project SEARCH still exists as a legacy of the LEAA, but in a greatly reduced
form and at much lower levels of Congressional funding (Bureau of Justice Assistance,
1995, October). It was originally intended to be a “System for Electrénic Analysis and
Retrieval of Criminal Histories,” from whence it gets its name, but by 1974 had become
a non-profit California corporation intended to provide support for the development of
state criminal information systems. The only attempts to examine how NILECJ was
organized to support the development of technology for law enforcement, and how well
it went about accomplishing that task, is a chapter included in the 1977 National
Research Council (NRC) evaluation of the entire Institute (Kramer, 1977).

Frederica Kramer (1977) offers a number of criticisms of the way the Institute

* was organized to develop technology, including an obsefvation that

there 1s no clear evidence that NfLECJ 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 1s planned and conducted separately from research

programming for police, courts, corrections, prevention, etc. (Kramer, 1977, p.

130)

Further, since the program essentially turned the needs analysis, development,
and prioritization functions over to contractors (Kramer, 1977, pp. 135-138), the
Institute had sacrificed the level of involvement and control in the project that was
required to ensure the quality of the work. This meant that the Institute staff was
effectively “out of the loop,” unable to offer effective guidance to the project

performers. This problem was, in turn, aggravated by the isolation of the technology

unit from the rest of the work of the Institute. “It is clear that the inability to structure a
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technology research and development program as part of a broader strategy to solve
problems in criminal justice-whether deliberate or not—created a kind of abandoned
child” (p. 146).

The report is limited, however, to coverage of only a very brief period of the
time in which the Institute was involved in technology development, from 1973 until
sometime before the report was published in 1977. As a consequence, it provides
information about the Institute’s appreciation and organization of the technolagy
mission, but does so for only a portion of the period of interest, even for the NILECJ
case. More importantly, it offers several leads in the form of studies commissioned by
the Institute, which diligent research may be able to locate. However, while it describes
the model in use at the time of the study—which was one of contracting out most of the
major elements of both social science and technology research—it offers few concrete
details on the actual process used to select and develop technologies.

It is interesting to note that the report takes the technology program to task for
investing major effort in developing soft body armor (better known as bullet resistant
vests), because the authors were skeptical that these vests would ever be much more
than a passing fad. They suggested that-because vests do not deteriorate rapidly—they
would never be likely to be more than a one-time purchase and thus would not be able
to support an industry of any size. Ironically, it is this very development which is
recognized by the law enforcement community today as the single most important
contribution the Institute has made to the individual officer on the street, and which has

today produced an international industry dominated by the United States (National
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Institute of Justice, 1994a). Nevertheless, this and the Congressional hearings at which
these findings were first presented, appears to provide the only documentation which

describes, even in part, the technology development process in NILECJ.

The National Institute of Justice

The N1J era, over a much shorter period, has produced significantly more
published information on the organizational vision and strategies than did NILECJ.
Some of this material has been included in Institute solicitations for applications for
funding for new technology projects (National Institute of Justice, 1996a), and in other,
more general Institute publications, such as the annual reports to Congress which have
been published by N1J each Vyear of its existence.

Each of the technology conference reports it has published (National Institute of
Justice, 1994b; National Institute of Justice, 1995b; National Institute of Justice, 1996b)
has been focused primarily on how to develop technologies for law enforcement and
how to move them into a commercial market for deployment to agencies. One of the
solicitations for applications for funding (National Institute of Justice, 1996a) includes
discussions of what it terms the “Technology Assistance Strategic Process Diagram,”
the “Foundations of the NI1J R[esearch,] D[evelopment,] T[est,] & E[valuation]
Initiatives,” and “The Technology Infusion Process,” complete with diagrams (pp. 2-3,
8-10). These are, in each case, high-level schematic representations of a process that
begins with a needs assessment and then progresses through stages where potential

solutions are identified, projects selected, development initiated and reviewed,

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points
of view expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the
official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



44
prototypes are produced and demonstrated in the field, and finally projects are turned
into commercial products. No details are provided for any of the elements of the
process. The solicitation does, however, include a section calling for proposals “that
explore the dynamics of the technology infusion processes, and the resulting behavioral,
operational, and organizational consequences of technologies which have, or could be,
introduced into law enforcement, courts or corrections” (p. 8). No similar matenals
seem ever to have been published by NILECJ.

Perhaps the most complete djscussions of the vision for the NIJ program are
contained in Congressional hearings (Boyd, 1995b), in which it was described as
addressing five major issues:

1. Drawing attention to the advantages technology can offer to law enforcement,
“because-—while virtually no money has been invested in developing effective
technologies for law enforcement, it is also true that law enforcement has not readily
embraced technology” (Boyd, 1995b, p. 32).

2. Identifying a principal focus for law enforcement technology efforts in order
to coordinate the development of new technologies, eliminate duplication, ensure law
enforcement involvement in order to reduce expensive mistakés, make possible the
development of a coherent strategy that considers immediate, mid- and long-term
technology needs, and identify “what we can and what we cannot do with technology”
(Boyd, 1995b, p. 33).

3. Creating a mechanism “to ease the collection of technological information by

public safety agencies” (Boyd, 1995b, p. 34).
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4. Building on “the health and justice interagency working group [to be formed
pursuant to language included in the fiscal year 1994 Defense Budget Authorization
(U.S. House of Representatives, 1994, pp. 201-202)] to establish a way to insure public
safety needs are always taken into account in the earliest states of every federal research
and development effort” (Boyd, 1995b, p. 36).

5. And, finally, “addressing the fragmented buying power of law enforcement”
(Boyd, 1995b, p. 37).

Additional materials discuss the development of the NI1J National Law
Enforcement and Corrections Technology Center (NLECTC) system, which is
compnsed of regional technical centers and special techmical offices. This system was
designed to replace the Technology Assessment Program Information Center (TAPIC)
and to become the virtual hub of a national organization of regional centers dedicated to
supporting Federal, State, and local law enforcement, corrections, and criminal justice
system science and technology requirements.

The NLECTC was designed to function as a hub for hot-line services, standards,
evaluations, data base development for the Technology Information Network (TIN), and
for support to law enforcement technology assessment councils, panels, and committees.
The regional centers were intended to be centers of excellence for respective
technologies and to provide regional interfaces for law enforcement agencies and the

Technology Information Network (National Institute of Justice, 1994a, p. 53).*

*NLETC was the original name of NLECTC. It became NLECTC when
“correcttons” was added.
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On September 29, 1996, Congressman Steve Schiff introduced House
Concurrent Resolution 227 (U.S. House of Representatives, 1996), which declared that
it was the intent of Congress that the “technology program at the National Institute of
Justice . . . should be designated as the national focal point for law enforcement
technology programs”™ in order to: (a) “ensure that Federal agencies are not duplicating
one another’s work;” (b) “develop a nationwide database to provide information on law
enforcement equipment and technologies to State and local law enforcement;” (c)
“promote testing and evaluation of law enforcement equipment and technologies and
make available a list of product failures and shortcomings;” (d) “promote establishment
of standards for law enforcement equipment and technologies;” (€) “maintain the
National Law Enforcement and Corrections Technology Center system as the main
clearinghouse for the research, development, testing, evaluation, and dissemination of
law enforcement technologies and standards;” and (f) “develop a program to improve
forensics technology and work with the Nation’s crime labs.” Congressman Schiff died
before any action could be taken on the resolution.

Most of this material is self-generated by N1J. There are no published external

studies of any kind on the NIJ program, and internal studies have been limited in scope.

Organizational Development
Organization development has come a long way since Gulick (1996) defined the
principal problem of organization as “the problem of building up between the executive

at the center and the subdivisions of work on the periphery of an effective network of
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communication and control” (p. 17). With a history that extends back centuries in time
(Shafritz & Ott, 1996, p. 11), it has existed in its current general form in the world of
business and industry for at least the last 40 years (French, Bell, & Zawacki, 1978;
Owens, 1970), and has been applied to an increasing number of organizational
structures, including research and development organizations (Argyris, 1965; Bozeman,
1987), educational organizations (Hoy & Miskel, 1978; Knezevich, 1975), and
government in general (Osborne & Gaebler, 1993).

Over the years, a number of writers have offered definitions of organization
development:

— Organization development is an effort: (1) planned, (2) organization wide, and

(3) managed from the top, to (4) increase organizational effectiveness and

health through (5) planned interventions in the organization's "processes,” using

behavioral-science knowledge. (Beckhard, 1978, p. 20; empbhasis in original)

— The process of analyzing the organization and developing ways of

implementing elements of a new organization design—in structure or process—is

called organization development. (Hodge & Anthony, 1988, p. 325; emphasis in

original)

— Concern for an organization’s life history, sensitivity to the conflicts within that

could influence achievement of goals, and restructuring 1t if need be to enhance

its productivity is what Organization] D[evelopment] is all about. (Knezevich,

1975, p. 198)

— For heuristic purposes, we define O[rganization] D{evelopment] as planned

efforts to improve the management of organizations. (Patten & Vaill, 1976, pp.

20-24) '

— O[rganization] Dfevelopment] can be defined as a planned and sustained effort

to apply behavioral science for system improvement, using reflexive, self-
analytic methods. (Miles & Schmuck, 1978, p. 23)
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In general, most of the definitions of organization development can be distilled
into one offered by Hodge and Anthony (1988, p. 63):

Organization development is the process whereby organizations attempt to

improve and renew themselves {and] . . . usually includes critical examinations

of organization goals, work systems, strategies, policies, procedures, work group
behavior, and structure. It also includes executive, management, professional,
supervisory, and technical training and development. . . . The goal of

[organization development] is to improve the functioning of the organization and

of its managers and employees. It is planned renewal and development of the

organization initiated by top decision-authority centers.
But no matter how they are defined, organization development techniques are equally
applicable in every organizational type at any stage in its development, whether for the
existing units of a well established organization, or for the new units created by a start-
up organization (Miles & Schmuck, 1978, p. 24).

However, the application of organization development techniques can be
problematic when applied to certain kinds of organizations (Miles & Schmuck, 1978, p.
393). Educational institutions, for example, face special challenges because, unlike
industrial organizations, many educational institutions tend to: (a) suffer from goals that
are both too diverse and ambiguous; (b) lack well differentiated roles; (c) be especially
vulnerable to short-run demands from their sponsors and constituents; (d) under-invest
in research and development; and (e) lag well behind significant cultural éhanges in the
community. All of these conditions, although not always described in the same way, are

also recognizable in criminal justice agencies (Buerger, 1993; Hudzik & Cordner, 1983,

pp- 87-90).
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Baldridge and Deal (1975, pp. 1-2), writing about the systematic study of change
in educational organizations, suggest that three things are required to understand
organizational development: (a) a firm grasp, from a comprehensive organizational
perspective, of the crucial organizational subsystems and processes involved in
innovation; (b) a firm appreciation of the strategies available to cause and support
educational changes (i.e., leadership dynamics, change agents, internal organizational
politics and thé process by which programs are evaluated); and (c) a foundation of
actual experienée with the dynamics of educational change, gained by actually
administering an institution undergoing change, or vicartously through case studies of
actual attempts at change.

It was this notion of a “comprehensive organizational perspective” that led Deal
and Rosaler (1975) to apply the model that will be used in this study to describe both the
subsystems of an educational institution and the interrelationships between those
subsystems. The same model, adapted only slightly to fit l]aw enforcement and criminal
justice organizations, will provide ihe conceptual framework for this study. Itis

particularly attractive because it offers a model firmly based in systems theory.

Systems Theory
Systems theory assumes that there is a constant interaction between a system and
its environment in the form of demands, pressures, supports, and so on, which require
the system to respond or to react in some way. These environmental effects are inputs
to the system, while the system’s responses to the environment are its outputs
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(Bertalanffy, 1968). In the early 1960s, as the space program made the term system a
common element of American speech, the concept began to be applied to the problem
of crime, most notably in the report of the President’s Crime Commission report, 7he
Challenge of Crime in a Free Society. Included in this report was a diagram purporting
to describe the movement of cases through the “criminal justice system,” and showing
what kind of agency was involved at each step in the process. This comprehensive view
of the “system” led to the creation of a 1969 Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration guideline which required the criminal justice planning agencies
submitting funding proposals to LEAA to consider “all facets and elements of law
enforcement activity, including police, court and correctional programs, and systems as
well as general crime prevention and control” (in Hudzik & Cordner, 1983, p. 87).

The criminal justice system exists in an environment which includes such things
as current social or economic conditions, public opinion and expeétations. How a
system responds to these and other environmental inputs affects the environment, and
this—in turn—produces still further reactions by elements of the environment. These
reactions provide feedback to the system which shapes its adaptation to its environment
(Hudzik & Cordner, 1983).

Most organization theorists have observed that any system—especially a social
system—which fails to consider or adjust to changes in the environment which affect its
supports and demands may fail to accomplish its purpose or goals, or even risk

extinction. Nevertheless, one of the key distinctions made by systems theorists about
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how to study systems has to do with whether a system is to be analyzed with or without
regard to the environment.

When an analyst examines a system without considering any environmental
factors, he is employing a classical closed-system approach; when the analyst includes
environmental factors in his studies, he employs what is called an open-system
approach. While the closed systems approach can often be used effectively in
examining concrete systems (e.g., a voltage regulator for an electronic device), it can
virtually never be used successfully i_n the analysis of a social system, because
environmental influences frequently produce morphogenesis in order to permit the
social system to respond more effectively to these influences. For example, community
policing represents a significant change from only a few decades ago in the concept of
policing (Mastrofski & Greene, 1993). Most scholars believe this change to have been
produced, in part, by public dissatisfaction with crime and the way police were attacking
the problem, which provided environmental pressures on police to find both more
efficient and effective ways of dealing with crime, as well as better means of interacting
with the éommunity (Bracey, 1992). In fact, changes in the way society defines crime
may itself be part of a morphogenic process.

Walker (1980, p. 57) offered an implicit example of this morphogenesis when he
described changes in policing from 1815 to 1900:

The development of a criminal justice system in the United States was a

response to the extraordinary disorder wrought by social change. . . . Americans

launched what historian Robert Wiebe called a “search for order.” The search
led to the creation of a network of specialized bureaucratic agencies, each
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designed to deal with a particular social problem. The criminal justice system
was only one part of this new network.

This blurring of the lines between environmental and internal pressures and
reactions is the source of a particularly sticky problem, since those elements of the
world which fall outside the bouﬁdaries of the system are what compnse the
environment of the system. As Emery (1969, pp. 4-5) has observed, “[i]nteractions will
... exist between a system and its environment, but the exogenous variables t}lrough
which the interactions are mani festVCd are treated as noncontrollable. Only the
endogenous variables used to describe a system are considered to be subject to a
significant degree of control.” This observation is important, because how what 1s
essentially an arbitrary boundary between a system and its environment is selected may
cause the researcher to miss opportunities to influence or change significant mteractions
which influence the system.

The boundgry between a social system and its environment, however, is rarely
clear, because it is often impossible to distinguish-clements of the system from elements
of the environment. For example, should welfare agencies providing probation-related
services be considered part of the criminal justice system? A truly open-system
approach may easily lead to the conclusion that everything has to be considered, which
1s probably impossible. And more to the point, simple systems or biological systems do
not provide accnrate analogies for complex social systems (Hudzik & Cordner, 1983, p.

89).
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Perhaps the greatest weakness of the systems concept, however, is that since it
evolves out of the mechanistic notions of cause and effect of the physical sciences, it
does not easily recognize or take into account independent behavior éharacteristic of
human and social systems. Human and social systems do not simply react to
environmental influences; instead, they pursue independent goals in ways that cannot be
easily explained by simple cause-and-effect mechanisms.

It may be that the most serious challenge to the application of systems concepts
to social entities comes from wn'tersAwho share the view expressed by Hoos (1972), who
argues that the systems approach, originally drawn from the natural sciences and
engineering, is applied to the social sciences in order to attempt to simplify very
complex and value-laden processes. Unfortunately, this approach hides important
questions that may not be amenable to systems analysis by suggesting that systems
thinking necessarily produces objective answers.

Critics of systems analysis argue that it cannot deal "systematically” with all
relevant policy variables in the study of social systems. For example, a former head-of
NASA has observed that it was fér easier to manage the engineering and human systems
it took to land a man on the moon than it is to find a way to apply any kind of systematic

~management to the court subsystem alone. The goals of the space program were very
specific and operated almost entirely within a structured, controlled environment,
whereas the environment within which the goals of the criminal justice system are

determined is highly unstructured and intensely political, a circumstance “anathema for
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a systems approach with its objective of stating clear, unconflicting, and uncluttered
goals” (Hudzik & Cordner, 1983, p. 89).

The systems approach can also lead to a gross oversimplification of
organizational relationships. Because the human mind has difficulty identifying or
expressing adequately all the relationships ambng elements in a system, most models or
organizations tend to oversimplify reality, a problem that tends to be particularly
pronounced in open systems models.

Thompson (1967) points out that in closed systems, it is possible to develop a
complete knowledge of cause-and-effect relationships, because results for every
possible combination of variables can be known from experience or can be calculated.
With open systems, however, actions often have multiple causes and effects that operate
differently at different times. Effects within the system are affected by actions outside
it, so tracing speciﬁc effects to specific causes can be difficult or impossible.
Consequently, argue Hodge and Anthony (1988, pp. 62-64), models developed from a
systems philosophy should be considered tools for understanding a complex reality, -
rather than as total representations of reality.

Nevertheless, the systems approach brings a broader, more complete perspective
to the analysis and study of organizations by providing a framework which demands a
wider perspective. This not only forces the theorist to consider the effect that
environmental dynamics are likely to have on the organization, but also permits the
examination of both how the component parts of the organization function together as a
umit, and how organizations link to each other (Hodge & Anthony, 1988, p. 62).
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But the systems approach is not a panacea. It serves best as a tool oras a
framework for examining organizations, or societies, or parts of each. And as a tool or
framework, it can be a uniquely powerful resource for decision-makers or researchers.
It provides, in effect, a perspective with which to examine an organization, while the
principle value of the systems framework offered by Deal and Rosaler is that it provides

a comprehensive model and a rich foundation upon which to shape this study.

Models

Modeling is a well-established process in the physical and engineering sciences
where it is typically thought of in mathematical terms. This is because

a mathematical model describes a problem much more concisely . . . [which]

tends to make the overall structure of the problem more comprehensive, and it

helps to reveal important cause-and-effect relationships. In this way it indicates

more clearly what additional data are relevant to the analysis . . . [and] facilitates

dealing with the problem in its entirety and considering all its interrelationships

simultaneously. (Hillier & Lieberman, 1974, p. 740)
More importantly, mathematical modeling is amenable to high speed computer analysis
which permits researchers to rapidly examine large numbers of relationships of great
complexity. This approach, therefore, is widely used wherever a process can be
described as a set of mathematical relationships.

In more sophisticated forms, models are described with greater accuracy as
simulations of actual phenomena, much like those seen in many of today's computer

games, or which are widely employed in engineering to test designs before they are

constructed or put in production (Johnston, 1984, pp. 1-2). But the reality is that all
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"models are abstractions of reality in which only those components relevant to the
problem being analyzed are included. Thus, a major portion of model construction
involves identification of relevant components and description of the relationships
between these components” (Lee, Moore, & Taylor, 1981, p. 6, emphasis in original).
Consequently, a model can take a wide variety of alternative forms. It can appear as a
flow chart, a graph, a network, or as a set of mathematical equations.

What all the authors who write aboﬁt models recognize, however, is that to
validate a model, all the assumptilons employed in its construction must be clearly
identified and validated. Typically, this validation is performed by checking to see if
the model correctly reflects the operation of the system it represents (Hersey et al.,
1996; Hillier & Lieberman, 1974; Johnston, 1984; Lee, Moore, & Taylof, 1981).

The variety of models available to the researcher is limited only by imagination.
This is particularly true of models intended principally for use as heuristic devices to
provide an abstract picture of a process, organizational structure, or other social
interaction as a framework for either instruction or analysis. The important issue is that
while some writers view model development as being akin to theory development
(Hillier & Lieberman, 1974), it is now more common for authors to note the differences
between a model and theory. As Hersey et al. (1996, p. 190) éxplained, "the theory
attempts to explain why things happen as they do." They are not intended to recreate
actual events. A model, in contrast, attempts to describe a pattern of actual events in
order to allow the pattern to be learned and possibly duplicated. Situational leadership,

for example, is a model rather than a theory. "Its concepts, procedures, actions, and
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outcomes are based on tested methodologies that are practical and easy to apply” (p.

190).

- Summary

What the literature suggests is that the modernization of law enforcement
technologies in the United States has been a recurring theme in national efforts to fight
crime. This interest in modernizing a diverse community made up of a large number of
small agencies performing a critical public function has led to the creation of an
organization charged with this task. Its initial efforts under the direction of LEAA,
however, are widely viewed as failures, while ité most recent effort in N1J appears to be
viewed largely as a success. Yet, despite the investment of hundreds of millions of tax
dollars, only one of these attempts has ever been evaluated (by the National Research
Council in 1977), and that evaluation was ihcomplete. The second attempt, under N1J,
has never undergone a systematic evaluation.

There is, however, a vibrant literature which offers a framework with which to
study these organizations. It is made up of the work of organization development
theonsts, and one of its manifestations is a conceptual scheme developed by Deal and
Rosaler (1975) and built upon foundations established by earlier theorists. Although
often modified (e.g., as by Hersey et al., 1996), the basic outline described by Deal and
Rosaler remains popular among organization development scholars. Its five basic

elements—goals, formal structure, organizational technology, informal norms and

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points
of view expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the
official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



processes, and the environment-provide a far richer way of conceptualizing an
organization than can mere descriptions of its formal structure. |

Finally, understanding something as complex as a human organization requires a
method of analysis which is simpler than reality, but faithful to major 1ssues of interest
to the analyst. Well-designed models offer that capability, serving as predictive
constructs, descriptions of active processes, or as heuristic devices. Together, these
elements describe a problem worthy of research and offer useful tools to support that

research.

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points
of view expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the
official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



CHAPTER 3
Methodology, Design And Procedure

Introduction

Few research projects allow the researcher the luxury of a textbook research
design. This project was no different, so some modification of the basic methodology
selected for this research—a case study approach-was required.

Yin (1994) tells us that singl¢ cases are common case study designs, and are of
two types: holistic designs and embedded units of analy_sis. These designs are
“eminently justifiable . . . where the case represents a critical test of existing theory,
where the case is a rare or unique event, or where the case serves a revelatory purpose”
(p. 44). In these instances, the case under study ,méy itself be the sole unit of analysis or
it may contain within it subunits of analysis.

Multiple-case designs, on the other hand, tend to be preferred because the larger
number of cases tends to offer the potential for the researcher to develop more powerful
msights into the.operatidn of the cases. In its basic form, the multiple-case design
involves selecting or developing a theory, and then selecting and conducting some
number of individual case studies with which to examine or test the theory. Once the
individual case studies are completed, a case report is written for each one, after which
the researcher draws cross-case conclusions, which are conclusions about the category
of cases under study, rather than about individual cases. The researcher then makes

whatever modifications to the theory the findings may dictate, identifies the policy
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implications of the study and finally prepares a cross-case study report. In a perfect
world, each case would provide a replication of every other case (Yin, 1994, pp. 45-48).

This study, however, was not well suited to either a single case or replicable
multiple-case design because the object of study is unique. However, since there is a
clear and dramatic change in the organization between the NILEC] era and the NIJ era,
it was possible to demarcate the two eras within the case study and compare the
organization strucﬁxrc, environment, and effectiveness in each case by employing what
Yin (1994) calls an embedded single-case study, in which subunits of a single case are

treated as individual cases for the purpose of analysis (Yin, 1994, p. 44).
Description of the Research Design

Unit of Analysis

The basic units of analyses for this study come from a single organization during
different time periods and under different leadership. The first unit is defined as the
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) during the period
from its creation within the Law Enforcement Administration in 1968 until about 1980,
not long after it was renamed the National Institute of Justice by the Justice System
Improvement Act of 1978. This unit will be referred to as “NILECJ” for convenience.
These rough dates were selected as logical breakpoints because there was a significant
change—or at least outward appearance of change—as a consequence of legislative action
which substantially altered NILECJ’s role in technology development efforts for
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criminal justice by substantially reducing its budget for that purpose, and by changing its
name.

The second unit of analysis covers the time from the creation in late 1992 of
what is now the Office of Science and Technology under the National Institute of
Justice (N1J), to the present, and will be referred to for convenience as “NI1J.” The
interim period between the end of the first period and the beginning of the second was
also briefly reviewed in ordef to set the foundation for the second unit of analysis. It
was not, however, a primary focus of this study. It is called “Interim” for convenience.
Within both of the two primary units of analysis were three categories of individuals of
interest: (a) those who were associated with the organization, either as employees or as
siéniﬁcant participants in programs sponsored by NILECJ; (b) those who were
associated with the organization, either as employees or as significant participants in
programs sponsored by N1J; and (c) a very small number of individuals who were
involved in both the NILECJ and the NIJ periods. These individuals constitute the
interview population for this study, and each served as a data source to augment other

data sources, such as files, documents, and records.

Subunits of Analysis
Subunits often become appropriate as a study proceeds, but Robert Yin (1994)
cautions that researchers must guard against allowing subunits of analysis to receive too
much attention at the expense of the larger, holistic concerns of the case. If they do,
there is considerable risk that the focus of the study may shift in ways which
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substantially change the nature of the original study, an event which may be justified by
tﬁe development of the case, but which should not be allowed to catch the researcher by
surprise (Yin, 1994, p. 44).

The design used for the study, therefore, is the embedded single-case design
where, as Yin (1994, p. 39) tells us, “the same case study may involve more than one
unit of analysis.” This study is, therefore, an essentially archival and ethnographic
study, involving close scrutiny of relevant historical documents, interviews with a
number of key players, and the persqnal knowledge and experience of the investigator

himself during the two demarcated periods of the organization under study.
Procedures

Sources of Data

The history of both the NILECJ and the N1J eras can be located in four primary
sources: (a) the existing official documents, housed primarily in NIJ's offices in
Washington, or at the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS) maintained
under contract for NIJ by the Aspen Systems Corporation in Rockville, Maryland; (b) a
limited number of studies conducted by scholars and published in books or research
Journals; (c) hearings before Congress, published in the Congressional Record; and (d)
the direct experiences and personal recollections of individuals who were the prime
movers in the creation of the organizations, were or are the senior officials in LEAA or

the directors of NILECJ and NI1J, or who were or are the program managers of the
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relevant science and technology programs and were interviewed for this research. The

interview population is summarized by category in Table 1.

Table 1
Interview Population
LEAA Interim NLJ
LEAA or Institute Director 1 1 ¥
Office/Division Director 3 3 2
Program Manager 3 5 5
Others 1 | 1 2

Some of the subjects are listed in more than one cell. For example, Lester
Shubin was a program manager from 1969 to 1989, and so 1s listed in both the LEAA
and Interim periods, while Tom Brady is listed in all three of the cells labeled “Others.”
The total number of individual subjects interviewed was 14, including one self
interview. The total number of individuals who provided information, even if not in
formal interviews, are listed at Appendix C and totaled 26.

Few other individuals were involved in related activities and therefore had useful
information relevant to the study, but could not be interviewed formally. A list of all the
individuals who providea any information, either through interviews or otherwise, 1"s
included at Appendix C.

Additional supporting information was provided by a survey of the staff of the

Office of Science and Technology, some of whom were also interviewed. The survey,
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reproduced in Appendix B and described more fully later in this section, consisted of a
descriptive component intended to collect information on the duties, educational levels,
and experience of OST staff, and an attitudinal component designed to provide
information on the perceptions of OST employees. A total of 16 subjects were

surveyed, 5 of whom were also included in the interviews.

Data collection

Yin (1994) identifies six possible sources of evidence for a case study: (a)
documentation, (b) archival records, (¢) interviews, (d) direct observations, (€)
participant observation, and (f) physical artifacts. Three of Yin’s sources, augmepted by
a survey, were used: documentation, archival records, and interviews. | |

Documentation is particularly useful bécause it is stable, can be reviewed
repeatedly, tends to be exact about names, references, and details of an event, and
provides broad coverage in terms of time, events, and settings. Its disadvantages include
the difficulty of retrieving the documents (which can often be considerable), the risk of
bias in the selection of documents if the collection is incomplete, the presence of
reporting bias (which may be unknown) on the part of the individual who prepared the
document, and potential limits to access (Yin, 1994). In this instance, some of the
documents referenced in the records of the Inst;tute are not available because the only
copies have been lost. Some of these were located in private collections, but there are
substantial holes. There was, for example, a task force (discussed later in this paper)
formed by LEAA to examine its research efforts. If the task force produced a report,
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and several of those interviewed report that it did, no trace of that report could be
located, either in LEAA, N1J, Justice Department or other archives, yet references to it
are found in other documents. The report of the 3™ National Symposium on Law
Enforcement and Technology (Cohn, 1970), for instance, is available from NCJRS, but
the reports of the first and second symposia are not, although they are listed in the
NCIRS database. Other reports similarly appear in the listings at NCJRS but are no
longer present in the actual collection.

Archival records also share many of the same strengths and weaknesses as
documentation, as well as offer the advantage of greater precision and raw quantitative
data, but may raise significant privacy issues, or—in the case of technology
proposals—proprietary concerns.

Interviews are useful because they can be focused directly on the case study
topic, provide information on individual insights, and can provide "perceived causal
inferences” (p. 80), but in an historical study-as that of NILECJ necessarily is—access to
individuals with useful information is limited because there may be no record of where
that person is now and some may, as is the case in this study with Joseph Kochansky and
Ralph Siu, have died before they could be interviewed. One consequence is a potential
selection bias which arises from the fact that some subjects may be interviewed simply
because they remain in the area, have remained in contact with others associated with
the object of study, or have a particular interest in the subject and so-hearing of the
study—seek out the researcher. This sort of bias can only be managed by a diligent effort
to seek out and interview as many subjects as possible. That has been done here, so
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that—while most of the interviews are in person-a few were conducted telephonically
because the subject was not available in any other way.

Although the author is a participant in one of the organizations included in the
study, the National Institute of Justice, participant observation was not used. Since he
has not engaged in observing the case in a systematic way, he was treated as an ordinary
interview subject, except that his own interview was completed on paper without the
presence of an interviewer (i.e., a self interview). This approach is useful because it can
provide insights into interpersonal behavior and motivations behind decisions, and in
this instance-since it is the researchér who made many of the decisions—is essential. It
may, however, be as likely as the paﬂicipant-obsewat?on method to suffer from biases
which arise from the observer’s manipulation of events, whether conscious or not.
Nevertheless, despite these potential problems, the observations of the author can often
be essential to a full un'derstanding of the case, for the very reasons suggested by Ketl
(1990). He observed that the public-management school relies heavily on case studies
and tends to be dominated by the personal reflections of the senior administrative
officials and by case studies of individual public managers. He argues, in fact, that
"there is no intellectual alternative to regarding the experience of each public executive
as a unique case," because the situation of every manager is so unique that broad
generalizations are impossible. 'fherefore,

the public management school's approach to the problems of administering

public programs is to present broad propositions about the need to adapt "and

about the problem that can hinder adaptation;" to add rich case studies about
public managers who have been perceived as successful and unsuccessful, and
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to ground it all in Neustadt's dictum that executive power is the power to
persuade. (Ketl, 1990, p. 413; emphasis added)

Direct observation was not used, primarily because the time and resources it
required were not available, while an analysis of physical artifacts was not employed
because physical artifacts have only limited relevance to this study. The study does,
however, include an analysis of the recorded, documentary histories of the science and
technology programs of both NILECJ and N1J in terms of the framework described by
Deal and Rosaler (1975).

Historical records examined as part of this research include official agency
correspondence, reports, internal memoranda, formal publications, organizational
schematics, employee handbooks, and any other matenial resources which promised to
help build an understanding of the research problem. In selected cases, the content of
some of the agency reports was also analyzed. Validation of the accuracy of the sources
was accomplished by comparing various sources with each other and reporting
discrepancies which could not be resolved adequately.

Open-ended interviews emphasized, but were not limited to, top-level managers.
because, as Argyris (1965) tells us, “the lower one goes down in the hierarchy in |
organizations, the greater the probability that behavior is controlled by systems of
technology, organizational structure, and managerial controls.” Deal and Rosaler (1975,
p. 9) also note that “administrators play a key role and are the ‘legitimate’ manipulators
of a system . . . [so an] administrator's decisions can affect organizational change or

even survival.”
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A survey was employed to augment the information gleaned from interviews,
permit limited comparisons with a survey of NILECJ conducted by the National
Research Council, and to provide added validation of the findings from the mterviews.
All of the records not readily available to the public are readily available to the
researcher as a consequence of his position in the organization, and he has the aﬁthon'ty

to permit access to them.

Instrumentation

The great challenge in any case study is in properly recording and categorizing
the data from what can frequently be an overwhelming number of sources. To help
simplify this project, data sheets were employed to note essenﬁal information gleaned
from each document.

Similarly, a protocol in the form of a set of core questions (Appendix A)
designed to elicit information on key historical events and processes within the two
cases was used to steer the conduct of each interview. Each interview subject was
provided a copy of these core questions several days in advance of the interview. The
interview then, with permission, was recorded and the recordings used to produce
written summaries of each interview.

Validation of the interview protocol was accomplished through interviews, first
with the senior forensic science program manager of the Office of Science and
Technology of N1J, who has been a program manager for more than 25 years in both

NILECJ and N1J, and second, with a former Director of N1J who served in that capacity
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for eight years between the periods represented by the two cases. This validation, which
differs from that normally sought in a quantitative study or in a qualitative study using
quantitative methods, is intended primarily to assess the degree to which the interview
schedule provokes answers which address the issues relevant to the study. Both the
validity and the reliability of the information obtained from a respondent or informant,
as Yin (1994) makes clear, depends more on post-interview checking against multiple
sources of information than on prior testing of the mstrument.

Overall, interviews are an essential source of case study evidence because most

case studies are about human affairs. These human affairs should be reported

and interpreted through the eyes of specific interviewees, and well-informed
respondents can provide important insights into a situation. They also can
provide shortcuts to the prior history of the situation, helping you to identify

other relevant sources of evidence. (Yin, 1994, p. 85)

They are, however, subject to all the problems common to what are essentially verbal
reports, including problems of bias, erratic memories, and the confusion that arises from
poor or inaccurate articulation. Accordingly, any reasonable approach includes attempts
to corroborate interview data with information from other sources.

A questionnaire was also employed (Appendix B) to provide additional
information to help in the final triangulation of data, and was tested on the same
subjects as in the case of the interview protocol. The instrument consisted of two parts:
(a) a general personnel background informatioﬁ questionnaire and (b) a limited
attitudinal survey designed to elicit responses which can be quantified and analyzed.

The first part of the questionnaire was adapted from the personnel questionnaire used by

the National Research Council in its 1977 evaluation of NILECJ (White & Krislov,
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1977, pp. 233-235). Adaptations were limited to changes required to allow the
questionnaire to be used to survey NIJ personnel. Since this instrument uses the same
questions in the first part as did the oniginal survey instrument, it allows newly collected
data from NIJ personnel to be directly compared with the results of the White and
Krislov study. The attitudinal portion of the survey, however, is new and was not part of
the National Research Council survey. This portion was added in order to provide
further validation of the findings from the interviews, especially with respect’to the
environment within which the organization functions.

This questionnaire was origit-lally to have been administered to each of the
subjects interviewed during the reséa:ch. However, the number of individuals
interviewed for the first case (NILECJ) was necessarily small, and the subjects
represented a very different sort of cross section than did the N1J case. In the NILECJ
instance, none of the program managers were engineers, only one waé a physical
scientist, and no separate technology office existed for most of the period under study.
As a consequence, those qﬁestionnaires collected from the NILEC] era (there were only
four) were discarded and only the NIJ questionnaires were used in the analysis.

Since the entire eligible population for the survey was very small and some of
the population was no longer available, only a nonprobabilistic, availability sample was
possible (Schutt, 1994, pp. 158-165). Such surveys and sampling approaches, though
limited, are useful “when random sampling is not possible, or with a research question
that does not concern a large population,” both of which apply in this case (Schutt,

1994, p. 161). The major value of this second part of the study lies in its use as one of
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several sources of validating information for the larger case study, particularly in
providing an additional check for any bias which may have been introduced into the
study because of the author’s role in the organization.

The author of this dissertation conducted all of the interviews personally. In
addition, where appropriate, follow up interviews were conducted and these were also
recorded and summarized. The survey instruments. were delivered to respondents by
way of the internal office mail system and then were collected anonymously 1a a drop
box. The two sections of the instrument were separated to remove any possibility that
the first section could be used to identify respondents to the second section. The total
population consisted of only 19 employees, since 6 of the 25 authorized positions in the
organization were vacant at the time. Sixteen questionnaires were retumned, for a
response rate of 84.‘2%.

Yin (1994, pp. 34-35) contends that establishing the construct validity of each
case study requires using multiple sources of evidence, establishing a chain of evidence,
and having key informants review the draft of the case study »report, all of which were

employed in this stady. He suggests, however, that establishing the internal validity of a

case study is appropriate only for explanatory or causal studies, but not for descriptive
or exploratory studies such as the one that was undertaken here. They are not relevant
to the latter case studies because they may suggest, but cannot clearly establish, causal
relationships (p. 35). Similarly, although this study examined the organization at
different periods in its history, later periods of analysis clearly cannot be coﬁsidered

replications of the first, so external validity (i.e., establishing the domain within which a
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study’s findings can be generalized) may be suggested but cannot be established, with
any degree of certainty (pp. 35-36). Finally, Yin argues that establishing the reliability
of the study hinges on the quality of the protocol developed to direct the case study and
on the quality of the case study database developed during the data collection phase (pp.

36-38). The case study database will be discussed in the next section.

Database

Yin (1994) has pointed out that one of the major weaknesses in case studies is
that it is often difficult for later researchers to make use of the data collected by the
author of a case study of interest, because “with case studies, the distinction between a
separate database in the case study report has nor yet become an institutionalized
practice.” In many cases, the only case study data available to later researchers is the
case study itself, and there is no recourse for a researcher that wants to inspect the basic
data which led to the case study conclusions.

The main point here is that every case study project should strive to develop a

formal, presentable database, so that, in principle, other investigators can review

the evidence directly and not be limited to the written reports. In this manner, a

case study database markedly increases the reliability of the entire case study.

(Yin, 1994, p. 95, emphasis added)

Accordingly, any data collected for this case study which is not available in
regular collections open to researchers, will be assembled in an orderly fashion
accessible to other researchers, and will also be made available to the data resource

collection at N1J, catalogs of which are published periodically for use by the research
community (National Institute of Justice, 1995a).
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The historical events which lead to the inception, creation, and evolution of the
organization represented by the different periods included in this study were examined .
within the framework of the Deal and Rosaler (1975) organizational perspective. The
histories of the development of science and technology within NILECJ and N1J, as
developed from the documentary, archival, testimonial, and observational evidence
were analyzed and are reported within this framework.

The study attempted to identify: (a) the formal goals of the organization, any
changes over time, and any informal goals within the organization which may be
identiﬁéd during the coursé of the study; (b) the formal structure of the organizations
and any changes over time that might be relevant to the study; (c) the organizational
technology and any changes in it over time; (d) any informal norms and processes
within the organization which may be important in understanding the organization at
various points in its history; and, finally (e) the larger environments within which the
organization functioned. To accomplish this, the study includes several qualitative and
quantitative analyses of such matters as the

. Stabulity of the formal structure of the organization (e.g., where the

technology program is placed in formal organization charts, how often
and how much it changes).

. Stability of the legislative mandates, goals and objectives of the

organization over time.

. Distribution of funding among technology development programs and

other programs and how they changed over time.

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points
of view expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the
official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



74
. Stability of specific technology development programs over time.

. Stability of the selection process used to choose projects for development
as well as its congruence with the goals and objectives of the
organization.

. Degree of openness of the organization to internal and external
assessment or review, as revealed by the existence of assessments or the
judgements of interview subjects.

. Stability of staffing levels.

. personnel qualification (education, experience) and levels of civil service
grades among technology development staff.

. Publications and other materials disseminated to the field, and the degree

to which these are congruent with the goals and objectives of the

organization,
. Stability of the management structure at all levels.
. others, as appropnate.

Where feasible and appropriate, each data analysis is displayed in suitable
tabular, graphic or statistical forms.

Each organizational subsystem was examined with particular attention to the
subsystem interactions and how the "herniae” or "pebble in the pond” iheories of
organizational change developed by Deal and Rosaler (1975, pp. 25-27) apply. The

implication of this concept is that a change cannot be made in one organizational
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subsystem, whether the changes are intentional or not, without having some effect on it
least one other subsystem.

Finally, an attempt was made to assess the relative effectiveness of the different
organizational approaches to the modernization of law enforcement technologies, in
terms of the perceptions of the subjects interviewed and based on what the documentary
record suggests. In addition, an effort was made to determine whether the organization
measured its own success at the different points in its history of interest to this$ study,
and-if possible-to compare these metrics with each other in order to determine whether
a usable assessment of the relative success of the organization at different points could
be made. Unfortunately, no such metrics were employed in any studies extant, but
comparisons have been made of more qualitative suggestions or recommendations made
by several studies of the organization at various points in its history.

In making relevant comparisons, four steps were involved:

1. Careful interviews, supplemented by a survey, of individuals involved in each
of the different periods (NILECJ, Interim, and NIJ), in order to determine how
successful they believed the organization to be in the various peribds in its history;

2. An examination of documentary evidence, in order to determine as precisely
as possible how effective the organization appeared to be to those who wrote or
assembled the documents, and any formal effectiveness measures which may have been
employed.

3. Comparison of these metrics to identify commonalities and differences
among the different periods of interest; and
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4. Assessments of each period, as far as possible, using as many as possible of
the measurement systems which may have been employed at various points in the
history of the organization.

In the final analysis, however, the most important requirement is that the
researcher

have a general analytic strategy . . . [because] the ultimate goal is to treat the

evidence fairly, to produce compelling analytic conclusions, and to rule out

alternative interpretations. The role of the general strategy is to help an
investigator to choose among different techniques and to complete the analytic

phase of the research successfully. (Yin, 1994, p. 103)

This approach was necessary because the researcher could not be certain what
kinds of data might develop in the course of the study, so a variety of techm'ques were
used, including fitting some qualitative or quantitative data into matrices arranged by
categories, assembling the data into arrays, using various statistical comparisons
(usually 1n graphic form), organizing databased on a temporal scheme, developing flow
charts, and a number of others as various authors have suggested (Miles & Huberman,
1984).

It is not always clear which parts of a methodology may properly be thought of
as part of the data collection and validation procedure, or as part of the analysis and
reporting process. There is, however, one crucial step in a case study which is
appropriately included as part of the reporting and analysis of the data. Yin (1994)
suggests that in a. multiple case study, each individual case ought to be put in written

form and then be reviewed by one or more of the informants in the study. In this case,

reports were developed for each of the periods of interest in the history of the
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organization, and these were reviewed by study participants. Once these reviews were
completed, a comparative assessment was made across the reports—in much the same
fashion as in a cross-case analysis in a multiple-case study. It is from this analysis that

the essential findings of the study were>deve]oped.
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CHAPTER 4
Results

Introduction

This chapter is divided into four major parts: NILEC], Interim, NIJ, and Cross-
Case Comparison. The NILECJ and NIJ parts are each further divided into two
sections. In both cases, the first section lays out the major points in the institutional
history of the organization under study in order to provide a context for the second
section, in which the institution is analyzed in terms of the organizational perspective
described by Deal and Rosaler (1975). This second section is further divided 1nto six
subsections, each corresponding to one of the subsystems described by Deal and
Rosaler, the first five of which are: goals, formal structuré, technology, informal norms
and processes, and the environment. The sixth subsection, “subsystem interactions,”
examines the effects of change in the institution in accordance with Deal and Rosaler’s
“pebble in the pond,” or “herniae” theory. Selected changes are traced from their origin
to their impact on other subsystems, and on how these changes affected the entire

organization.

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Context
Crime is not an uncommon element of American political campaigns. While
more usually a local political issue, it has emerged as a major issue on at least three

occasions in American electoral politics—in the 1920s, in the 1960s, and more recently
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in the early 1990s. In the 1960s, crime became a major issue in national elections, first
pressed hard by Barry Goldwater and George Wallace in 1964, both of whom built their
campaigns around a “law and order” theme. They used this issue to charge Lyndon
Johnson and others with a permissiveness and leniency which encouraged crime and
successfully made it a major element of the 1964 campaign. Reacting to this political
pressure, Johnson—as the incumbent-began taking steps to defuse the issue (Diegelman,
1982; Feeley & Sarat,. 1980; Navasky & Paster, 1976).

The response included two elements: a very small grant program aimed at
providing direct assistance to state and local law enforcement, and a very public
executive order by the President créating a bipartisan commission to study and develop
recommendations for the nation on how to tackle the problem (Navasky & Paster,
1976). The Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 1965 permitted the attorney general to
make grants to both public and private organizations to support the development and
implementation of programs that would improve local capabilities to address crime
(Ruth, 1968), and led to the creation of the Office of Law Enforcement Assistance
(OLEA). Unfortunately, this agency “did not develop a clear set of priorities or plans to
guide its funding activities, nor did it have a clear congressional mandate to guide its
funding decisions” (Feeley & Sarat, 1980, p. 36).

Charged by President Johnson in his executive order to both bring crime under
control and then to “root out the cause,” the Crime Commission began its work in mid-
1965. Organized into task forces, it produced nine separate reports on various aspects of
crime and on the administration of criminal justice in the United States, concluding that
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while “the criminal justice system has a great potential for dealing with individual
instanqes of crime . . . it was not designed to eliminate the conditions in which crime
breeds.” According to the report, the criminal justice system needed help and any
efforts to address poverty, inadequate housing and unemployment would also support
the war on crime (President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of
Justice, 1967, p. 6). The Commission suggested, therefore, that no effort against crime
would be complete until the very conditions that produced crime were corrected. “To
speak of controlling crime only in terms of the work of the police, the courts and the
correctional apparatus, is to refuse to face the fact that widespread crime implies a
widespread failure by society as a whole” (p. 15).

The Commission also found a wide range of shortcomings in all the elements of
law enforcement, including inadequaté or nonexistent planning, a lack of training for
criminal justice officials, and law enforcement delivery systems that lacked the capacity
to meet local needs. Fixing these, the Commission suggested, would require major
investments by the federal government in order to help state and local governments
build the capabilities needed for system wide improvements. It would also require
federal support for a number of innovative demonstration projects which would test a
Iimited range of modemn techno]ogiés in law enforcement, primarily in wireless
communications and information systems. The Commission made clear that it believed
an active partnership among the federal, state, and local levels of government would be

required (President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice,

1967).
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Since the Commission relied for its technology work on a Science and
Technology Task Force managed by the Institute for Defense Analysis, it is not
surprising that the Commission would adopt the systems analytic processes developed
by Robert McNamara’s Defense Department, especially since the Science and
Technology Task Force was led by Dr. Alfred Blumstein, who was employed at the time
in the Office of the Secretary of Defense (Conley, 1994).

Under Blumstein’s leadership, the task force took a very expansive view of what
technology could offer, observing that “the natural sciences and technology have long
helped the police to solve specific crime” (Institute for Defense Analysis, 1967, p. 1).

“The use of Systems analysis,” observes the report, “was a major theme of the
work of the Task Force” (Institute for Defense Analysis, 1967, p. 3). Further, because
the range of research and development possibilities was so extensive, the task force felt
it essential to begin its analysis with the problem rather than with the technology, so that
efforts could be concentrated in areas likely to yield the most useful results. But doing
this meant limiting the task force’s work to parts of the criminal justice system which
were “amenable to systems analysis, and then to present conclusions in appropriately
qualified terms” (p. 3). Accordingly, the task force sought

. To 1dentify problems, immediate and long-term, which might benefit

from the application of science and technology and to suggest what
research and development efforts were needed.

*’ To 1dentify and describe the problems of crime control in a way which

would make quantitative analysis possible and useful.
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. To identify what data on crime control and the criminal justice system

did not exist or was lacking, unreliable, or otherwise unusable, and to
suggest ways to collect the data or correct the deficiencies.

. To conduct an analysis of the problems associated with the assessment of

crime and the functions and performance of police, courts, and
g corrections in order to support the work of the Commission and its other
task forces.

. To suggest strategies for developing, field testing, and rendenng useful

new devices, technolégies, and techniques (Institute for Defense
Analysis, 1967, pp. 3-4).

From this analysis, the task force developed 12 recommendations, only three of
which necessarily involved the direct consideration of the application of the physical,
biological or engineering sciences. Fight involved data collection, adjustments in either
process or procedures, the introduction of programed leaming to contribute to changing
the behavior of youthful offenders, or the more extensive application of systems analysts

) : to the criminal justice system. The last recommendation proposed a national research
and development program which would focus on far more than the physical, biological
or engineering sciences.

This outcome was probably inevitable because James Vorenberg, the Executive
Director of the President’s Commission was concerned lest the Task Force become so
enthralled with technological solutions that it might “come up with something that
might be viewed by some as a technological quick fix, and thereby detract attention
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from some of the other more fundamental approaches being pursued by the operational
task forces” (Blumstein, 1994, p. 146). This concern that technology as a quick fix
might overtake the more important social concerns of the Commission lay at the center
of much of the debate that followed publication of the report and creation of LEAA.

Blumstein would later write that the most “fundamental perspective that the
Task Force emphasized . . . was the theme of looking at the criminal justice system as a
“system,’ that is, as a collection of interacting organizations pursuing some common
objectives.” This meant that the Science and Technology Task Force, unlike the others
under the Commission, tried consciously to consider every aspect of the criminal justice
system 1n its analyses and to “emphasize the connections and interdependencies among
the police, courts, and corrections parts of the system” (Blumstein, 1994, p. 149).

This emphasis on a systems approach caused the task force to limit its
consideration of what might be considered major areas of technology interest to
criminal justice. Forensics, for example, was explored by the task force but “never
attained significant saliency,” because of the “more pervasive systems perspective
sought by the Commission,” which felt that the Task Force could make no more than a
marginal contribution to forensics in any case. Even if the Task Force was successful in
identifying some important new development, the Commission did not believe it would
have a major impact on the crime issues with which the Commission was concerned
(Blumstein, 1994, p. 148).

Maintaining this attitude in the task force “took some strong determination in
light of the intense commitment to their area displayed by forensic scientists.” Oddly, it
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was this very determination that seemed to ensure the forensic sciences would be firmly
relegated to a secondary concern, because the Task Force was convinced that
improvements in the forensic sciences “were going to come from basic improvements in
laboratory instrumentation and measurement—all of which were under way continuously
in the broader instrumentation and measurement industry—and not from the short-term

) efforts of our Task Force” (Blumstein, 1994, p. 148).

Perhaps the most important finding of the task force was that an extensive
research and development program was needed, but this research program was to be not
so much a program aimed at developing or applying technology, as it was to identify the
contributions that could be made “from the processes of science and from the methods
of systems analysis for analyzing and improving the operation and the performance of
the criminal justice system’ (Blumstein, 1994, p. 156).

The Johnson Administration used the Commiésion report to create a major
federal program of support for law enforcement and criminal justice, an effort which led
to the passage in 1968 of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act (Pub. L. %0-

) . 351). Thas bill established the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and gave it
a tripartite leadership structure in which all three of the senior leaders—one of whom bwas
by law from the political party out of power—had to agree on every funding decision.
This system had been developed by Congress largely to ensure that the attorney general,
then Ramsey Clark, would have as little funding discretion as possible, and to prevent

the development of a single “crime czar” within the federal government (Cronin, 1981,
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p. 57). The arrangement stayed in place until passage of the Crime Control Act of 1973
(Pub. L. 93-83).

NILECJ came into being in October 1968 when an attempt was made to plan for
a research structure which would comply with the requirements of Section 402(a) of the
1968 Act:

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 [of LEAA]. It shall be the purpose of the Institute to encourage

research and development to improve and strengthen law enforcement.
To accomplish these ends, the Institute was authorized to use a broad variety of funding
instruments and to engage in partnerships with

public agencies, institutions of higher education, or private organizations to

conduct research, demonstrations, or special projects pertaining to the purposes

descnibed 1n this title including the development of new or improved approaches,

techniques, systems, equipment, and devices to improve and strengthen law

enforcement. (emphasis added)
Elsewhere the Act directed the Institute to “carry out programs of behavioral research
designed to provide more accurate information on the causes of crime and effectiveness
of various means of preventing crime, and to evaluate the success of correctional
procedures,” as well as to undertake extensive support for programs designed to train
law enforcement personnel. It was on the phrase “equipment, and devices™ upon which
all subsequent technology and physical science research and development efforts were
Jjustified.

Ralph Siu, then at the Department of Defense, was nominated to be the first

director but was never confirmed and left when the Administration changed after the
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1968 election (White & Kristov, 1977, p. 17). Henry Ruth thus became the first
confirmed director, serving only one year before being succeeded by his deputy, Irving
Slott. Slott then served as the acting director until early 1971.

Rﬁth established five centers in the Institute to conduct its work: the Center for

Criminal Justice Operations and Management, which focused on the employment of

) operations research techniques to improve the management of law enforcement
agencies; the Center for Crime Prevention and Rehabilitation to manage research into
the underlying causes of crime and on new approaches to prevention and rehabilitation;
the Center for Law and Justice, which concerned itself with the faimess and
appropriateness of criminal laws; the Center for Demonstration and Professional
Services which had as its principal mission the translation of research into action by
providing technical assistance programs and disseminating research findings; and,
finally, the Center for Special Projects which administered a modest fellowship program
to support researchers, ideva]ly working at the Institute itself during the fellowship (Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1969, p. vi; Law Enforcement Assisiance

) - Administration, 1970b, p. 48). No specific provision was made for an organization for
technology.

Ruth was convinced during this period that Congress was hostile to research and
thus was forced to spend an inordinate part of his time justifying the Institute’s research
efforts to Congress as well as to his own hierarchy. Charles Rogovin, the first LEAA
Administrator, told evaluators from the National Research Council that he had promised
Ruth “that he could design his own research program and enjoy real freedom and
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flexibility in implementing it.”” As it turned out, however, Ruth’s initiatives were
constantly frustrated by the lack of agreement among the members of the troika (Velde,
Coster, and Rogovin) who administered LEAA. “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,” a situation which characterized the role of every Institute director
in the LEAA period. _Theirs‘was, in every case, more a political than a research role
(White & Knslov, 1977, p. 18).

In 1971, President Nixon appbinted Jerris Leonard as the new LEAA
Administrator, and Leonard appointed Martin Danziger to head NILECJ. With
Congress still demanding quick demonstrations of the LEAA’s effectiveness in reducing
crime, Danziger reorganized the Institute into four divisions: Research Operations,
Research Administration, Statistics, and Technology Transfer, and made clear in the
Institute’s 1973 program plan that this was done to allow the Institute to provide nearly
immediate, operational support to the field (National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice, 1973). The reorganization included no new division devoted to
technology development. The Technology Transfer Division was essentially a
dissemination operation, responsible for publications, conferences, and other outreach
efforts.

This basic organization was socn modified, however, when the Statistics
Division was moved out of NILECJ to become part of the National Criminal Justice

Information and Statistics Service (now the Bureau of Justice Statistics) in December,
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1972 (Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1973, p. 98), and again in 1974
when the Juvenile Delinquency Division was taken from the Office of Research
Programs to become what is now the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention. Danziger also decided to change substantially how programs would be
funded, concentrating Institute dollars on a small number of very large grants and
contracts in order to achieve the greatest possible payoff in the shortest amount of time.
For example, the 1973 Annual Program Plan argued in one case that the program would
invest a substantial portion of LEAA’s discretionary and research funds to selected
Impact Cities in order to “halt the inérease in the target crimes and to achieve a 5%
reduction in two years and a 20% decrease in five years” (National' Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 1973, p. (b), a goal so explicit and so unachievable
that it subsequently became a major source of criticism of the Institute’s work (Feeley &
Sarat, 1980)

The Institute’s technology programs were similarly refocused from a number of
individual projects, which were often in different divisions, into three very large
programs within what was called the Equipment Systems Improvement Program (ESIP)
within an Advanced Technology Division (ATD). This represented the only time before
1992 when the organization had a division or larger structure specifically devoted to
research in the physical and engineering sciences. This program, which will be
discussed in greater length later in the paper, continued in this form until at least 1977.

In sum, the Danziger period produced an intensification of the Institute
commitment to directly reducing crime. Goals, objectives, and planning were all
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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. (White & Krislov, 1977, p. 21)

By the time Donald Santorelli took over LEAA 1n 1973, a series of reports from
the General Accounting Office had cnticized LEAA for not evaluating its programs to
determine which worked and which did not. In response, Congress amended the Crime
Act by requiring NILEC]J to provide this function for LEAA, and so Santarelli directed
Gerald Caplan, whom he had recently appointed to head the Institute, to create an
evaluation capability. This meant that “the institute was being asked to carr; a
tremendous share of the burden of making LEAA effective” (Cronin, 1981, p. 157), but
with this heavy burden came dramatically increased resources as the Institute budget
increased from roughly $7 million in 1974 to over $25 million in the following year, a
funding level near or above which the Institute remained until early in the N1J Period
(see Figure 1).

A consensus had apparently developed in both the Institute and in LEAA that
specific cnme reduction goals were not only unachievable, but politically dangerous,
because Caplan was convinced that it was not possible to demonstrate credibly that
there was any meaningful connection between changes in crime rates and specific
programs, especially since crime rates had not only not gone down, but had actually
increased in most places. Caplan thus reofganjzed the Institﬁtc to meet this challenge
by creating an Evaluation Division and moved toward what National Research Council
researchers called “a new period of deflating expectations” (White & Krislov, 1977, p.

22).
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Figure 1. NILECJ funding levels, as claimed in NILECJ annual reports.

When Caplan left the Institute in 1977, it was facing a series of Congressional
hearings. These hearings were conducted jointly by Subcommittees of Judiciary and the
Science and Technology committees of the House of Representatives and led, in part, to
the recreation of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice as the
National Institute of Justice after the death of LEAA in 1979 (Based in part on text

material found in Feeley & Sarat, pp. 133-148).

Analysis of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
As the Institute’s annual reports make clear, after Caplan’s departure, NILECJ
was led by acting directors, first by Blair Ewing and then by Harry Bratt, which meant
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that-by the time NILECJ became the National Institute of Justice in 1979-the
organization had been led by seven different directors and acting directors. Caplan had
served the longest of any director, less than 4 years, and the average tenure was barely
18 months, with only three serving more than 2 years. One consequence was a

constantly changing set of goals within the Institute.

Goals

Deal and Rosaler (1975, p. 11) maintain that “goals give organizations a general
overall direction, . . . serve as symboiic rallying points for participants, [and] . . . are
used to obtain social support and resources.” Variances in goals, they observe, may
occur 1n three major wéys: (a) in the degree of consensus among significant partibipants
on the goals of the organization; (b) in the specificity of goals, with some well |
articulated in terms amenable to measurement while others may be either too lofty or
too diffuse; and, finally, (c) in the number of goals within the organization, possibly as a
consequence of the relative complexity of the organization (pp. 12-13). Goals, in tumn,
are only part of the larger equation—vision, mission, goals, and objectives~that
ultimately both defines what an organization is, and determines how successful it
ultimately becomes. |

While terms may occasionally differ, the notion that these elements (often
emphasized in a different order) are crucial to organizational success is well recognized
in the management literature, much of which suggests that goals are derived in the final

sense from the vision and mission of the organization, and that goals then determine the
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means and objectives of the organization. “To choose a direction, a leader must first
have developed a mental image of a possible and desirable future state of an
organization.” This image, which may also be described as a vision, “may be as vague
as a dream or as precise as a goal or mission statement,” as long as it describes a view
that offers a realistic, credible, attractive future for the organization (Bennis, 1985, p.
89).

To get action and commitment you need to create a strong emotional vision or

desire to be part of the organization. Tom Peters describes this emotion as

passion, one of the three essentials for organizational success: vision, passion

and action. (Hersey, Blanchard, & Johnson, 1996, p. 548)

The requirement for a limited number of well articulated goals 1s no different in
government organizations than it is in private, commercial organizations. The very
struggle to define the essential purpose of an organization can provide a powerful source
of motivation to its members. “When it is done right, a mission statement can drive an
entire organization from top to bottom. It can help people at all levels decide what they
should do and what they should stop 'doing” (Osborne & Gaebler, 1993, p. 131).
Unfortunately, however, while “pﬁblic organizations work best when they have one
clear mission . . . governments tend to load several different-and often
conflicting—missions on each agency as the years go by” (p. 131).

Formal goals, however, do not often appear in clear terms in the various
documents published by NILECJ. As a consequence, other indicators have to be relied

upon to determine what the goals of the Institute were, even in the original task force

report. The Institute did produce a number of indicators of what constitute its real
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goals, but only occasionally articulated explicitly its goals, mission statements, or
objectives. Many of the Institute’s goals, however, can be determined only indirectly by
examining what programs it chose to undertake, what functions it described as

important, and what tasks it set for itseif.

Formal goal development. From the beginning, even in the report of the Task
Force on Science and Technology, the goals for science and technology programs aimed
at addressing crime were unclear and subject to substantial room for both interpretation
and disagreement. The task force recognized that “the natural sciences and technology
have long helped the police to solve specific crimes,” but argued that neither engineers
nor scientists had had much meaningful impact on the operations of the criminal justice
system or its major components, the police, courts, and corrections. Although more
than 200,000 scientists and engineers'had been employed in finding solutions to military
problems and hundreds of thousands more had contributed to private sector innovation
in many other areas of the daily life of Americans, only a tiny fraction of these had been
applied to finding ways to control crime. “Yet, the two communities have much to offer
each other: science and technology is a valuable source of knowledge and techniques for
combating crime; the criminal justice system represents a vast area of challenging
problems” (Institute for Defense Analysis, 1967, p. 1).

Unfortunately, declared the report, “in the traditional view, science and
technology primarily means new equipment bought.” While technology was capable of

providing devices not then available that would be useful in improving the operations of
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criminal justice agencies, technologies had been only very slowly incorporated into the
operations of criminal justice agencies. This was partly because funding to buy the
equipment had always been limited, the fragmentation of the market had offered
industry little incentive to invest in basic development for an “uncertain and fragmented
market,” and criminal justice agencies rarely had technically trained staffs. “Much
closer communication,” they concluded, was “needed between criminal justice officials
and engineers to identify the problems for the engineers and to enumerate the:
possibilities for the officials' consideration” (Institute for Defense Analysis, 1967, p. 1).

In order to achieve this end, fhe report identified several critical elements of
information that would be required by scientists and engineers in developing effective
research and development programs. Among these were information on the extent and
nature of crime and its causes, information on current crimes to be used by police in the
immediate apprehension of offenders, information on past crimes in order to help solve
them, information on individual offenders in order to help prescribe treatment for them,
information on criminal justice operations that would permit officials to better allocate
their money and manpower, and finally, information on the “effects on crime of actions
taken by the criminal justice system, to help promote the evolution of a more humane
and effective system” (p. 2).

The task force, therefore, decided to rely on systems analysis as a “major theme
of the work of the task force.” The task force decided that because the range of research
and development possibilities was so great, it would be essential to begin with the

problem rather than with any specific technology, observing that “systems analysis is a
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valuable method for matching the technology to the need” (p. 3). Although it would be
necessary to “narrow the focus to those parts and aspects of the criminal justice system
that are amenable to systems analysis, and then to present conclusions in appropriately
qualified terms,” the Task Force was convinced that systems analysis offered the
greatest promise for solving these problems (Institute for Defense Analysis, 1967, p. 3).

They descnibed this process as a series of steps, and diagramed an example of
their work in using systems analysis 1o discover how the police patrol force might better
deter crime by shortening the time it takes to respond to a call for help. In this example
(see Figure 2) the objectives are shoﬁ on the risers and the means for achieving them
on the treads. The support (in their example, assumptions) for each step is shown below
the step. “By a sequence of analytical and empirical investigations, necessarily B
mterlaced with assumptions and judgment, it was possible to proceed from a basic
objective of the criminal justice system-reducing crime-to specific recommendations
concerning new technology and operating procedures” (Institute for Defense Analysis,
1967, p. 3). This process, they believed, should be central to the nation’s technology
development efforts.

What 1s perhaps most striking about the five objectives identified by the task
force, however, is that only two treat technology directly, while three focus primarily on
what might be termed social science questions. This distinction is important, because
the task force intended that technology be defined in the broadest possible manner and
wanted to make certain that the focus was not solely on equipment. Nevertheless, as the

task force’s simplified illustration of a systems approach relating technology to crime
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Figure 2. A simplified illustration of systems approach, relating technology to crime
control (Institute for Defense Analysis, 1967, p. 4, a government-funded, public domain
publication).
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control demonstrates, most of its focus was on equipment, especially on information
technologies and communications equipment. Its illustration ends, quite explicitly, in
“equipment designed.” It should come as no surprise then, that of the 12
recommendations put forth by the task force, only five related explicitly to technology
as defined here: efforts to reduce congestion on police radio frequencies; a program for
the development of a semiautomatic fingerprint recognition system; studies examining
technological innovations for police operations in such areas as alarm systems and
nonlethal weapons; development of an outline—short of a detailed design—of a national
information system for criminal justice agencies; and a proposal for a national research
and development program (pp. 5-6). This last, however, included a great deal more than
equipment or the physical sciences, wrapping it all into a confusing morass of research
priorities in operations research, the social sciences, and technology, but with no clear
indication of the most appropriate prioritics. But as ambiguous as was this
1dentification of goals for the development of technology, Congress introduced even
more ambiguity when it attempted to translate the task force report into legislation.

In its earliest incamations, LEAA was essentially a grant program, more
specifically a block grant program, intended by the Republican administration to move
substantial funds to the states. Research—either social or physical science—was only
incidentally part of the mission established for it. Republicans, and some conservative
Democrats, concentrated on passing an amendment to the act that would ensure that the

states, rather than either the attorney general or the cities, would control LEAA funds.
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Although the language included an institute for research and development, it was barely
funded (Cronin, 1981, p. 54).

More importantly, Congress was determined that Attorney General Ramsey
Clark, distrusted by both Republicans and conservative Democrats, not be permitted to
have any meaningful authority over the anticrime program (Cronin, 1981, p. 57). In
fact, the congressional language made clear that the program was intended to provide
national assistance to state and local governments in “strengthening and improving law
enforcement at every level.” It declared that the purpose of this legislation was to:
encourage state and local govemmeﬁts to develop and adopt comprehensive plans based
upon evaluations of state and local problems of law enforcement; provide grants to state
and local governments in order to improve and strengthen law enforcement; and
encourage research and development in order to improve law enforcement, develop new
methods for preventing and reducing crime and detect and apprehend criminals (U.S.
Department of Justice, 1969, p. 2).

Included within the 1968 Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act (Pub. L.
90-351) were five specific tasks assigned to NILECJ:

1. Make grants to public and private organizations for research demonstrations
and special projects.

2. Undertake research to strengthen law enforcement.

3. Carry out research on crime causes and crime prevention.

4. Make recommendations to federal, state, and local ;govérnments.

5. Provide training.
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6. Disseminéte information and establish a research center.

None of these tasks specifically mentioned technology of any kind, even though
conservatives in Congress—in both parties—and large majorities in both the House and
Senate Judiciary Committees supported the idea of providing funds to local
governments for police support and equipment purchases, rather than for training,
research, and experimentation. “Give them the men and the tools to do the job was a
prevailing attitude” (in Cronin, 1981, p 12).

Nevertheless, Congressional guidance was unclear and typified by “creeping
categorization,” which called somet;mes for police equipment and riot control, at others
for support for high-impact cities programs, or for corrections, or for juvenile justice,. or
for courts and community programs, all of which only clouded matters further (Cronin,
1981, p. 138). The Safe Streets Act thus became more a “rhetorical vision which
substituted expenditure for goals. The result is an administrative structure without the
ability or authority to translate vision and money into a coherent program” (Feeley &
Sarat, 1980, p. 135).

Since the primary responsibility for law enforcement has traditionally rested
with state and local governments, suggestions of any federal role had to avoid even the
slightest appearance that the federal government was going to usurp local authority for
cnime control. The result was a purpose defined as “fostering system change and
improvement through national leadership and assistance,” upon which LEAA built four
basic purposes. It would: encourage the states to engage in comprehensive planning for

a broad range of improvements in criminal justice agencies and programs; offer both
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technical and financial assistance to the states to support plans to improve and
strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice; undertake relevant research and
development projects to improve the effectiveness of operations of criminal justice
agencies and programs; and develop and transfer to the states improved ways to reduce
crime, detect, apprehend, and rehabilitate ciminals (Diegelman, 1982, p. 997).
Unfortunately, “with each new LEAA Administrator came new direction and new
program priorities” (p. 999).

The 1969 LEAA annual report noted that the agency’s work had begun 1n that
first year, and that grants were also 5warded through the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice, “the research arm of LEAA,” for a vaniety of |
programs which included studies of the development of new police equipment (Léw
Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1969, p. 3). There were, however, no explicit
indications of goals for NILEC]J, although the LEAA annual reports for 1969 aﬁd 1970
list eight aims for NILECJ that generally resemble what might otherwise pass for formal
goals. This tendency to not explicitly list institutional goals held throughout the
existence of the Institute. Only in 1972, under Director Martin Danziger did the
Institute list explicit goals, although some sections in annual reports indicate-among the
more usual generic topical headings—a few specific goals.

Whether characterized as goals, topics, missions, or a research agenda, the
formal presentation of these changed frequently, in both number and character.
Although explicitly defined goals appear only infrequently in the existing published

materials by or about the Institute, headings and descriptions in the texts of the LEAA
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and NILEC]J annual reports offer useful clues. These headings or descriptions often
served for the Institute as analogues for the Institute’s real or public goalé.

For 1969 and 1970, the Institute listed in the descriptions of the research foci of
its five research centers, eight categories which could qualify as goals, although they
were not so described in the annual report. Only one of these referred to the
development of technology, but that one reference was unusually explicit, indicating
that the Institute was “to sponsor development of new kinds of devices, equipment, and
facilities for the increased effectiveness of the law enforcement mission” (Law
Enforcement Assistance Administra‘tion, 1969, p. 23; Law Enforcement Assistance
Admuinistration, 1970a, p. 48).

By 1971, the number of headings had been increased by one and had been

7 &¢ ¥ <c,

combined into such categories as “crime prevention,” “police operations,” “prosecution
of courts,” and so on. Development of equipment and technologies was now changed to
“development and testing of new systems and equipment to improve police
apprehension and clearance rates,” and shared equal billing under “police operations™
with preventing crime through improving community support for the criminal justice
system, and with the development of new management techniques and technologies
(Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1971, p. 71).

The next year, for the first time, the LEAA annual report explicitly identified

four goals for the Institute, none of which made reference to technology or equipment

development:
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1. To improve understanding of the extent and consequences of crime, how the
criminal justice system operates, and to assess the effectiveness of various crime
prevention and control strategies.

2. To design, develop, and disseminate improved criminal justice procedures,
policies and systems based on well executed research.

3. To assist in the design, implementation and evaluation of national
demonstration programs.

4. To help speed the adoption and utilization of new approaches to crime
control by the criminal justice comrﬁunity (Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, 1972, p. 17).

This expression of goals, however, was transient and was replaced the following
year by a very lengthy list of nine categories—much like those used in 1971-within
which were a number of “research and development activities.” The annual report
described these programs as being “organized around a model which ties all Institute
efforts to the ultimate goals of reducing crime and delinquency and improving the

quality of justice,” and then, confusingly, indicated that the basic goals of the model

were
. To alleviate social, economic, and behavioral conditions which cause
crime.
. To intervene 1n incipient and ongoing criminal careers to reduce
recidivism.
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. To reduce opportunities for crime by identifying and developing
preventive measures which will eliminate targets of opportunity and
reduce the vulnerability of potential victims.

. To increase the risk of crime by improving detection, identification and
apprehension capabilities of law enforcement agencies, and by improving
the adjudicative process (Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,
1973, p. 98).

While none of the goals explicitly addressed technology development, one of the
research problem categories was listed as the “equipment systems improvement
program,” but was, according to the report, limited to the development of “standards
and guidelines and éssist[ingj in identifying problems where new or improved
equipment can provide a solution” (Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1973,
p. 98).

Barely a year later, in the first annual report published separately by the Institute,
Director Gerald Caplan had removed all reference to the four goals and had collapsed
the eight research categories into six. Asin 1971, the equipment improvement task had
been lumped into another category. This time it was “Police” (National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 1974, pp. 21-27).

But even stability at the head of the agency did little to reduce turbulence in the
expressed goals and missions of the Institute. Over the next 2 years, Director Caplan
changed both the form of the annual report and the research emphasis each year. In his
introduction to the 1975 report, Caplan observed that the Institute was created “amid
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great expectation about what could be done quickly to solve the problem of crime,” in
response to President Lyndon Johnson’s vision of an “effort that would ‘not only reduce
but banish crime’ in the United States.” But, he observed, “time has tempered that
vision” (National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 1975, p. 1).
Reflecting this newly tempered view of crime, the 1975 report listed three
“issues”—efficiency, fairness, and reducing the cost of cime—and three programs:
research, evaluation, and technology transfer (National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice, 1975).

In 1976 the report again changed the way it presented the mission, agenda and
functions of the Institute, perhaps because Caplan had now been the director long
enough to more fully influence the report. It had ten section headings, including “The
Citizen and the Criminal Justice System,” “Designing for Safer Environments,” and
“Crime and Punishment” (National Institute of Law Enforcement and Justice, 1976), but
none specifically referencing technology.

Caplan left the Institute during 1977, leaving Blair Ewing as the acting director
to finish the year out and publish the annual report. This time the number of substantive
headings in the report was reduced to seven, and several of the earlier categories
returned, including “Police,” “Adjudication,” and “Corrections,” but still none of the
headings explicitly addressed technology. The following year continued the now annual
process of redefining the Institute and, even though Blair Ewing was still the acting
director, the number of areas of research interest to the Institute increased to ten. Even

the category names were changed so that none of the headings were similar to those of
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the previous year (National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 1978, p.
Viit).

A final change came in 1979, when LEAA was abolished and NILECJ became
the National Institute of Justice. This time the report, now prepared by new acting
director Harry Bratt, simply listed the missions directed by the law, none of which made
express reference to technology development.

This ambivalence about technology meant that throughout its history, NILECJ
contained within the organization a number of contradictory perspectives, with the
importance of the technology programs rising and falling as those perspectives changed.
Lou Mayo (interview, December 12, 1998), who describes himself as one of the
Institute’s founders, maintains that it is pointless to “look for any sense of coherence or
rationality as you look at the Institute programs over [the] years, because there isn't
any.” He maintains that this is because there was a “continual tumover of Institute
directors with interim directors, acting Director's and everything else . . . so there was no
continuity of management.” More importantly, all his attempts

to focus the Institute on clarifying its goals, its objectives, with measurable

indicators, both to guide our program development and to assess its progress

[were] kicked out. They did not want to hear it. Nobody wanted to hear it. Oh,

as Institute directors came and went and presidential appointees came and went,

and so forth, whatever the policy was, it changed from a high emphasis on
technology to technology being a dirty word. (Lou Mayo, interview, December

12, 1998)

This was largely confirmed in 1977 by a National Research Council examination

of the technology program, which found that “the isolation and frustration that

characterize the [Advanced Technology Division] staff suggest an ambivalence toward
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hardware research on the part of the Institute.” In fact, the director at the time of the
study “had stated a flat disinterest in hardware and equipment,” even though his
immediate superior-the Director of LEAA—"had repeatedly shown active interest in
specific projects” (White & Krislov, 1977, p. 146).

Lester Shubin (interview, December 12, 1998), a chemist by training and
manager of the Equipment Systems Improvement Program (ESIP), believes that
“technology projects were included in official reports only because it was politically
necessary to protect the social science programs.” This attitude was probably
aggravated by the attitudes of particular Institute directors, such as those of Gerald
Caplan, about whom Dr. Richard Rau (interview, December 18, 1998), the principal
program manager for forensic science programs, tells a story he believes typifies
Caplan’s view of technology.

For years, Institute publications were displayed on tables in front of a set of
elevators outside the entrance to the Institute. Caplan happened to walk through one
day and saw several stacks of technical standards for police equipment, which have
always been among the most popular Institute publications among police. As Rau tells
it, Caplan suddenly scooped up all the standards, dumped them 1in the trash and
.mumbled “who needs standards.” Later, at a meeting with a senior official from the
Department of Housing and Urban Development, Caplan asked a senior HUD official if
they used standards and why they needed them. Since HUD uses a great many standards
when it builds homes, the official responded in amazement, indicating that of course

standards were important to HUD’s work. “That,” says “Rau, typifies the lack of
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interest in technology most of our directors had, although Caplan was the most anti-
technology of them all.”

Even Richard Velde, a founding administrator of LEAA and largely considered
within the Institute as “pro-technology,” was convinced that the Institute was not really
interested in technology, and so chose to use his authority to work around the Institute.
He did this by initiating major projects such as the development of the 911 emergency
telephone system and PROMIS (a computerized prosecutorial case management
system), managing them from his office until they were well established and then
assigning them to the Institute for management by the Advanced Technology Division
(Richard Velde, interview, December 3, 1998). The degree to which this lack of interest
in technology was a consequence of a single person’s lack of interest in technology
cannot be known for certain, but Caplan was known even outside the Institute as
resolutely anti-technology (Tom Brady, interview, February 2, 1998). But it may also be
that, because he served far longer than any other director, his attitudes have tended to
produce especially exaggerated responses in some Institute personnel, especially within
technology programs.

An examination of funding and reporting patterns strengthens observations heard
in interviews that support for technology programs was generally limited. Since all the
funding within the Institute was discretionary under the Crime Act, the director could
allocate the funds as he saw fit. Except for the early, formative years of the Institute,
technology was not well funded, and the differences in emphasis between technology
and other, primarily social science research became even more stark after Caplan
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became the director in 1973, as Figure 3 demonstrates. But a more telling indication of
what may have been the Institute’s real goals lies in what it considered important

enough to report in its Congressionally mandated annual reports.
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Figure 3. Distribution of funding, as claimed in NILECJ annual reports.

What the organization identifies as both its most important programs and greatest
successes in reports to its key constituencies, tells us much about what the organization
values and what it believes its most inﬁportant constituents value. Such an analysis, by
itself, cannot conclusively reflect the real goals of the organization, because published
reports may reflect what current administrators and managers believe is necessary to

satisfy outside constituencies or to head off criticism, rather than to reflect what is

}
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actually happening in the organization. Nevertheless, such an analysis, added to other
kinds of information, can help draw a better picture, through a process of triangulation,
of how the goals were generally viewed within the organization (Yin, 1994, pp. 91-93).

From the very first report, the proportion of section headings and subheadings n
NILECJ annual reports showed continuing declines in the share devoted to technology,
from a high approaching 35% to a low of less than 5% by 1979 (see Figure 4). In 1976,
in fact, not a single heading was devoted to technology. This analysis of section
headings, however, may hide a brief period of greater interest in technology within the
institute, since an analysis of the prop-om'on of column inches of text (exclustve of
project listings) devoted to technology shows an increase from just over 5% in the first

annual report to a high of more than 25% in 1971, before a constant decline began that
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Figure 4. Percentage of headings in NILECJ annual reports reflecting technology.
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brought the figure to less than 5% in 1979 (see Figure 5). Nevertheless, both analyses

suggest a generally declining interest in technology programs.
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Figure 5. Percentage of column inches devoted to technology in NILECJ annual reports.

) : Summary of goals analysis. At the beginning of this section Deal and Rosaler are

cited as identifying three sources of variances in goals: degree of consensus, specificity

of goals, and the number of goals.- If stability is added to these three, the nature of the

goals of the organization can be fairly well summarized.

Stability, which was not included in the Deal and Rosaler list of sources of

variance in goals, may have been the single most important issue in the organization. As
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the archival reéord makes clear, NILECJ’s goals and missions were always in a state of
flux and the uncertainty this produced within the organization wasvparticularly acute in

its technology programs. It is also clear from interviews with Institute personnel,
funding patterns and the contents of the Institute’s annual reports, that most of the
Institute’s directors were only marginally interested in and in some cases actively hostile
to technology development projects, despite the fact that its establishing legislation made
technology an explicit part of the Institute’s mission. The instability thus produced in
missions and even in program categories inevitably made it difficult for program staff to
plan, and-as many of the members of the NILEC] staff indicated-had adverse
consequences on morale within the organization. NILECJ’s goal subsystem appears,
therefore, to be a fairly complicated one, a circumstance which the Deal and Rosaler
typology (Deal & Rosaler, 1975, p. 13) suggests is likely to produce far less CORNsensus
than a simple, stable regime of goals. What happened in NILECJ, then, parallels
Batten’s observation that

organizational policies, procedures, processes, and programs must be indivisibly

rooted in the organization’s philosophy, which is the basic repository of corporate

vision and values, and which, in turn, pervades every part and person in the

organization. It is important to note that in the absence of a coherent and cogent

philosophy, mediocrity and a sense of drift abound. (Batten, 1994, p. 61)

In NILECJ’s case, the organization’s philosophy changed so often it could not
offer the coherent and cogent philosophy Batten considers so essential to the

maintenance of quality in an organization. Coupled with these changes in philosophy

were equally frequent changes in the formal structure of the organization.
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Formal Structure

The most important aspect of formal structure is that it “helps determine how
effectively an organization will accomplish desired goals.” Accordingly, all the
dimensions of formal structure, including size, differentiation, interdependence, and
coordination, directly influence the effectiveness of the organization (Deal & Rosaler,
1975, p. 15). The more stable this formal organizational structure, the more likely the
o-rgam'zation will succeed in the accomplishment of its most fundamental missions,
provided it has a clearly defined set of goals. Unfortunately, while more stable than its
goals, the formal structure of the Inst-itute changed frequently, evolving through three
identifiable periods in the history of the organization, which the author has termed the

academic, the transitional, and the mature.

The academic structure (1968-1970). When the Institute was first formed, Ralph
Siu and Henry Ruth attempted to create a research Institute that resembled an academic
institution. Accordingly, most of its resources were placed into five centers, much as a
college might be divided into departments. Each of these centers was defined by a
problem identified by or alluded to by the 1968 Crime Act:

— The Center for Crime Prevention and Rehabilitation, responsible for conducting
and sponsoring research and development to determine the underlying causes of criminal
behavior and develop programs for crime prevention, correction, and rehabilitation.

— The Center for Criminal Justice Operations and Management, concerned with
identifying ways to improve the efficiency, structure, and tactics of various law
" This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points
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enforcement organizations, and with “the development of new kinds of devices,
equipment, and facilities” to enhance the effectiveness of the “law enforcement
mission.”

— The Center for Law and Justice, which managed programs to study “the
appropriateness, faimess, and effectiveness of our criminal laws and the procedures
through which the laws are enforced.

— The Center for Special Projects, which principally handled the Institate’s
fellowship programs.

— The Center for Demonstrati-on and Professional Services, charged with the
dissemination of the results of Institute-sponsored research and the development of what
is now the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (LawEnforcemént Assistance
Administration, 1969, p. 23).

It soon became clear, however, that much of

.. . Congress doesn’t cotton to the research and studies approach. The thing, for

example, in the area of “research” that would impress many of the senators most

is a new type of bullet that would have better and more effective results, 1.e.,

killing someone faster and more totally, that is what you have to deal with when

you talk about research with Congress. They want to satisfy the hardware people

and the police first, those are the people they listen to. . . . (Cronin, 1981, p. 54)

The consequence of this disconnect between the “academic” design of the
Institute and the police constituencies that influenced Congress was the creation of a task
force, charged with examining the organization of NILECJ. Finding that the Institute’s

research program was “demonstrably non-productive” and its “grants process . . . not
y Y

now well handled,” the task force recommended that the Institute “take a more
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aggressive grantsmanship stance.” More importantly, “the Task Force also called for a
major in-house research effort to be coupled with the outside research program” (Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1971, p. 69). Irving Slott, the acting director
who took over from Henry Ruth, therefore began to transition the Institute into an
organization explicitly based on the task force’s recommendations and capable of

) responding more quickly to external political demands (Navasky & Paster, 1976).

The transitional structure (1971-1973). Slott’s structure retained Ruth’s center
concept but reduced the number to three and folded them into the new Research
Operations Division, which became the center of the Institute’s major work. The
Institute’s intramural and extra-mural research ;esponsibilities were divided between the
Research Operations Division and the Research Administration Divisions, while LEAA’s
Statistics Division was moved from the LEAA front office into the Institute. The Center
for Demonstration and Professional Services was renamed the Technology Transfer
Division and given additional responsibility for the Pilot Cities operation. The LEAA
) - library and Reference Service (which is now the Natibnal Criminal Justice Reference
Service) was pulled under the Office of Operations Support. Technology development
went into the Center for Crime Prevention, Detection and Apprehension within the
Research Operations Division, rather than into the more aptly named Technology
Transfer Division (Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1971, pp. 69-70).
Martin Danziger retained this basic organization but made the Institute a more
explicitly operational organization by séparating the evaluation function into the new
) This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points

of view expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the
official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



115
Planning and Evaluation Division in 1972 to meet Congressional cniticism that no one
knew whether the federally funded crime programs were reducing crime or not. At the
same time, the Statistics Division, which had only just become part of the Institute, was
transferred to the National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service.
Technology development programs remained in the Research Operations Division (Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1972, pp. 17-18; Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, 1973, p. 98). One final major reorganization later, the Instituie assumed
the general structural form it would maintain until it was reorganized into the National

Institute of Justice in 1979.

The mature organization (1974-1979). As Gerald Caplan took the reins of the
Institute, it was experiencing a dramatic increase in funding, from about $7 million in
1973 to over $27 million by 1975. He took the basic structure developed by Slott and
Danziger and expanded it as the Institute grew. He collapsed the four divisions Danziger
had left after the departure of the Statistics Division into three offices devoted to
research, evaluation, and dissemination.

The Office of Research Programs contained six divisions devoted to research into
community crime prevention, juvenile delinquency, police, courts and corrections,
education and manpower, and advanced technology. Technology development programs
were contained primarily in the Advanced Technology Division, but a number of others

were placed in the Police Division (e.g., forensic sciences, 911 emergency
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communications systems, and the improved police car) and in the Community Crime
Prevention Division (e.g, architectural security technologies).

The Office of Evaluation was effectively mandated by the Crime Control Act of
1973, which instructed the Institute to “evaluate various programs and projects . . . to
determine their impact upon the quality of law enforcement and criminal justice and the
extent to which they have met or failed to meet the purposes and policies of this title.”
Contained within this office was three divisions. One was charged with evaluating
LEAA programs, a second with managing evaluation resources (primarily contractors),
and a third with developing new evalﬁation research methodology tools.

The third office was called the Office of Technology Transfer and retained the
major functions of the old Technology Transfer Division. This three-office structure
remained generally intact until 1977.

Blair Ewing arﬁved in the Institute just as a critical National Research Council
study of the Institute was completed, and just as Congress convened a series of critical
hearings on LEAA. These hearings eventually resulted in the demise of LEAA and the
reconstitution of NILEC]J as the National Institute of Justice. At the same time, two other
studies on the Institute’s technology programs had also been commissioned and recently
completed, both of which the National Research Council used in a case study of the .
Institute’s Advanced Technology Division, which was responsible for the most expensive
of the technology projects in the Institute.

The first study was an attempt by NILECJ to head off what the Institute’s

leadership thought might be a less friendly evaluation the management of LEAA was
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threatening to fund (interviews, Paul Estaver, December 15, 1998; Lou Mayo, December
12, 1998). This study, an evaluation of the Equipment Systems Improvement Program
(ESIP), found that the Institute’s technology efforts were not well connected to the needs
of the law enforcement community and declared that further investment in existing ESIP
programs was not likely to result “in significant national benefits either in the long or
short run” because the program lacked policy direction,” and was not based on any
“systematic appraisal of the real world situation and of the key issues confroniing the
main elements of the producer to user R&D system for law enforcement equipment”
(Radnor, 1975, p. I-1). |

The study suggested that a central policy issue NILECJ needed to consider was
whether it “should be working towards the establishment of a national law enforcement
teéhno]ogy laboratory along lines similar to that found in Britain and Japan, coupled with
a decentralized assistance program for users and producers” (Radnor, 1975, p. I-6). The
study also suggested the creation of regional technology centers, which “could act to
aggregate user demand for specialized and costly equipment which might not be
attainable by an individual user” (Radnor, 1975, p. ITI-10).

As 1t turned out, the effort to head off the LEAA study was unsuccessful when
Administrator Richard Velde directed that the Arthur D. Little Corporation be funded to
study ways to improve LEAA’s utilization of research and development in science and
technology (Tate, Kriegsman, Michaelis, Miles, & Prescott, 1976). This study inevitably
focused on the only technology development program in LEAA, that of the National

Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. The study offered three possible

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points
of view expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the
official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



118
approaches: (a) an LEAA/NILECJ-managed R&D Program, performed by multiple
contractors and grantees; (b) a prime-contractor-managed R&D program; or, (c) a multi-
disciplinary R&D laboratory, similar to the one suggested by Radnor’s (1975) study (p.
V).

The study recommended rejection of the second alternative because 1t might
mean the Institute would lose its ability to direct the program and rejection of the third as
far too expensive to be justified. Adopting the first recommended alternative would
“entail a considerable expansion of internal effort and a modified approach for NILECJ
in the area of technological research and development.” This could best be
accomplished, the study’s authors suggested, by creating a new office within NILEC]J,
which would both incorporate and replace the existing Advanced Technology Division
and be on an equal level with the principal offices of the Institute (Tate et al.; 1976, p.
75). Tronically, such an office would not be created anywhere within the Jﬁstice
Department until 1992.

At the same time the Arthur D. Little study was underway, LEAA also asked that
the National Research Council conduct a comprehensive examination of all of NILECJ’s
research programs. Observing that “the technology program in NILECJ began and has
remained structurally separate from the other research programs” (White & Krislov,
1977, p. 130), NRC researchers suggésted that it might be neither useful nor feasible to
make technology research and dévelopment a separate and discrete activity within the
Institute (p. 131), because—without mechanisms to assess the social implications and

benefits of every project—“no level of spending on technology can be justified” (p. 147).
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This report played a major part in the subsequent Congressional hearings, and
was included as an appendix in the report of the hearings (U.S. House of Representatives,
1977, pp. 307-358). While these hearings resulted in the Justice System Improvement
Act of 1979, which killed LEAA and made NIJ (NILECJ’s successor) an independent
agency within the Justice Department, they led to no specific legislative directions to
reform the technology program in NILECJ. Indeed, they exemplified the standing
disagreements between liberals and conservatives in Congress and in the Admiinistration.
As Congressman John Conyers described it,

.. . this is a precise instance of being caught between a rock and a hard place, and

it is going to turn on what kind of attitude is in the Department of Justice. I mean,

... if we don’t have the kind of attitude that is going to sanction legislation {to

follow the NRC recommendation to make the Institute an independent agency

outside the Justice Department] at least he has been candid enough to tell us up
front they want high success, immediate-application-type activities, which means
we are back into applied science systems, gadgetry, and the whole thing that
reverses what we are supposed to be learning after 8 years of fumbling around

with LEAA. (U.S. House of Representatives, 1977, p. 216)

Faced with these divergent recommendations and a very visible set of ongoing
political battles, Blair Ewing—who was only the acting director-took a cautious approach
to reorganizing the Institute. He split the Office of Evaluation into two new offices, the
Office of Research and Evaluation Methods and the Office of Program Evaluation. He
renamed the Office of Technology Transfer the Office of Development, Testing and
Dissemination and moved into it the personnel from the former Advanced Technology
Division, which he abolished. Finally, he created an Associate Director for Science and

Technology within the Office of Research Programs to oversee all the projects

throughout the Institute. He did not, however, consolidate the technology development

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points
of view expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the
official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



)

120
programs under the new associate director, but left them scattered throughout the
Institute. Most, in fact, went with the former ATD staff to an entirely different office
under a different and more senior office director.

Where technology lay in the Institute reméined confusing-even to program
managers, some of whom evidence frustration even now. Asked where technology
programs were managed within the Institute, Lou Mayo (interview, December 12, 1998)
could only answer only that it had once been in his division, but “then the management
changed and technology became a dirty word, all that was wiped out, all the tire tracks”

(Lou Mayo, interview, December 12, 1998).

Summary of Structural Analysis. As Deal and Rosaler (1975) make clear, the
formal structure of an organization is not the same thing as the inanimate wiring
diagrams published by organizations. Instead, “structure is the formal network of |
organizational (a) roles, (b) relationships, and (¢) processes” (p. 51), and can be
understood in four dimensions: (a) the size of the organization; (b) how responsibilities
are allocated among the various specialized units or roles of the organization, termed
differentiation; (c) the pattern of relationships among the various roles units of the
organization which defined its interdependence; and (d) coordination, which is defined
by the mechanisms existing within thé ofganization to integrate the diverse efforts of the
various roles and units in order to ensure that the various elemenis of the organization
work together (pp. 15-16). Deal and Rosaler suggest that these dimensions are closely

related to organizational size, and that the degree of differentiation of responsibilities,
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interdependence among the elements of the organization, and the mechanisms required
to maintain coordination increase in complexity as the organization grows.

To some degree, this was true with NILECJ, but the amount of fluidity of roles
and relationships throughout the Institute’s history is striking and may have contributed
more to the complexity of these dimensions than aid the size of the orgénization.
NILECJ remained, throughout its history, a relative]y small organization that should, in
keeping with the De‘al and Rosaler perspective, have meant that differentiation,
interdependence, and coordination remained uncomplicated. Yet, as the Institute’s
history demonstrates, this clearly was not the case.

Although NILEC]J was the putative research agency for LEAA, it was often
bypassed by the LEAA Administrator in his efforts to achieve particular goals, especfally
in technology development. Even within the Institute, competition for missions ofien
resulted in a blurring of the formal lines of responsibility in the organization and
exacerbated institutional tensions. “Interest in technologicél research by
nontechnological staff,” for example, “seems to have often been affected by feelings of
threat or competition” (White & Krislov, 1977, p. 142).

Although the formal wiring diagrams describing the organizational structure of
the Institute stabilized by the end of the fourth or fifth year of NILECJ’s history, specific
projects and project managers were frequéntly and often arbitrarily moved about within
the @rganization. A 1976 study bf the Institute found that “the category [Advanced
Technology Development] varies in definition such that activities described in a

particular year may be included under another program in the next (and vice versa)”
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(Tate et al., 1976, p. 106). In one instance, all the operations research positions—which
described most of the technology personnel in the Institute-were reclassified as social
science positions, even though the presence of operations researchers in a research
agency had been a major recommendation of the 1967 President’s Commission on Crime
(int-erviews, Richard Rau, December 10, 1998; Richard Laymon, December 10, 1998).

Deal and Rosaler (1975) suggest that the degree of interdependence among
elements of an organization will be reflected by the level of coordination among those
elements (pp. 15-22). Clearly, the independence of the technology program from the
other activities of the Institute typify Deal and Rosaler’s observation that the reverse
relationship is also reflected in complex formal structures where a lack of coordination
leads to a reduced level of interdependence among elements of the organization (p. 26).
Not surprisingly, changes in the formal structure of the organization generally entailed
changes to the organizational technology employed by the Institute to accomplisﬁ ;ts

missions.

Organizational Technology -
The technology employed by an organization to accomplish its mission depends
1n large measure on the nature of that mission. For example, Deal and Rosaler (1975, p.
- 14) point out that “in schools the principal technology is the instructional program.” For
the NILEC] technology program, it was the combination of structure, processes and

procedure employed to decide which projects to fund in the development and

)
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modernization of law enforcement technologies within state and local law enforcement
organizations.

Initially, NILECJ employed a competitive grant process for all its programs, and
for the first two years universities, research organizations, and public agencies were the
principal‘beneﬁciaries. In 1969, of seven grants awarded by the Institute, four went to
colleges or universities, two to research centers and one to a police department. The

following year, five went to universities, four to police departments, two to re§eafch
organizations funded exclusively by the government (RAND and the Institute for
Defense Analysis), and one went to a special interest group, the International Association
of Chiefs of Police (IACP). By the next year, an increasing share of the awards began to
go to government owned or operated activities and to government agencies. Technology
programs, in particular, began to be placed in federal, often military, laboratories
(National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 1973). Most of these early
grants for technology were directed at studies and evaluations of the application of
technologies, although as the years passed, the share devoted to technology development
increased.

This reliance on discrete grants placed a huge burden on a very tiny staff. The
original NILEC]J staff numbered only four, including the director, and by the end of 1970
was managing 19 separate grants or interagency agreements (contracts between federal
agercies), nine of which were technology projects. By the end of 1971, the project total
had doubled to 38 and technology projects were spread among several different parts of

the Institute’s small staff.
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Danziger then directéd what was “probably the first attempt at a systematic
process for analyzing technology needs and then prescribing a development and
standards operation based on that analysis,"’ a process which would be conducted mostly
under contract by activities outside the Institute (White & Krislov, 1977, p. 131). Called
the Equipment Systems Improvement Program (ESIP), this work was to be accomplished
under “umbrella” contacts in which the contractor, generally supervised by the Institute,
would be required to define the program and subcontract out under its supervision what it
could not accomplish by itself.

The precedent for this approach had been established earlier, with the creation in
1970 of the Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory (LESL), which was set up to develop
standards for law enforcement equipment. Since the Institute had no laboratoriés of its
own, it. provided $44,000 to establish a small interagency agreement with the National
Bureau of Standards to set up the laboratory to serve as NILECJ’s standard-setting arm.
By 1971, demands on LESL had grown so much that the agreement was increased to
more than $480,000, provided in three separate funding agreements. In 1972, four more
funding increments were provided, totaling more than $1.3 million, so that by the time
ESIP was started, the Institute already had in place a significant standards-setting
capability.

ESIP initially began in 1972 as a three component program, each with its own
umbrella contract. Its objective was to “contribute to the solution of law enforcemert and

criminal justice problems by developing, demonstrating and evaluating new or improved
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procedures and equipment systems,” and consisted of an analysis group, a development
laboratory, and a guidelines and standards group (Holden, 1972, no page number).

The first award was for $1 million to the Mitre Corporation to set up the Analysis
Group to “identify and formulate criminal justice system problems and assess the value
of existing and proposed systems for the resolution of these problems” (Holden, 1972, no
page number). Oddly, though, this award preceded by only one month the second award
for $1,850,000 to the Aerospace Corporation, to set up the Development Laboratory to
develop “solutions to criminal justice systems problems admitting to hardware solutions,
... generate design concepts, . . . fabricate prototypes .and test gear for evaluative
purposes, . . . prepare field evaluation test plans and [support] operational tests and
evaluations in the field (Henshall, 1972, no page number). LESL made up the Guidelines
and Standards Group.

Starting both the analysis and development activities at the same time meant that,
because the budget did not increase as anticipated, much of the planning work of the
Analysis Group had to be scrapped after 14 months and a $2.6 million investment
because it was too ambiﬁous. It also meant that the Development Group had to plan its
own research and development program without information from the Analysis Group on
real needs in the field. Because Development Group projects were very large and
expensive, and took a long time to be completed, they tended to be continued

despite any recomunendations 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. (Kramer, 1977, p. 132)
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These grants were soon followed by an award to the California Crime
Technological Research Foundation for $37,970 to the California Crime Technological
Research Foundation to “provide an independent source of review for the National
Institute’s Equipment Systems Improvement Programs’s [sic] . . . Analysis component”
(Wormeli, 1972, no page number). This was a task Mitre was to perform, yet this grant
was awarded barely 6 months after Mitre began its work. The reasons for this award,
funded well before the Analysis Group could possibly produce any usable prod}ucts, are
lost in the mists of time.

By the time the National Research Council report on NILECJ had been published
in 1977, nearly $22 million of the Institute’s $31 million investment in technology
research and development had been spent by ESIP (Kramer, 1977, p. 131), without-in
the opinion of many observers—having delivered anything of value. Some believed this
failure occurred because “NILECJ does not have a clear sense of mission independent of
the pressures it experiences from both LEAA and a larger political arena” (Kramer, 1977,
p. 134), while others suggested that the problem arose from an insufficiently broad vision
on the part of “its own personnel or from the outside help it solicits” (Radnor, 1975, no
page number), from inadequate monitoring (Tate et al., 1976, pp. 108-110), and from an
mability to accurately predict what would be the effects of various funding strategies on
the time required to complete various projects. This left the Institute unable to determine
“whether individual projects could be completed faster if higher funding were

authorized” (Lowe, 1976).
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Lester Shubin, program manager for ESIP, blames Aerospace for the key failures,
because “they spent their time working on pet projects and wouldn’t pay attention to
what law enforcement really needed.” In his view, they were deciding mostly on their
own what to develop, burned up huge amounts of money because of a very high
overhead, tendéd to submit huge and mostly unusable progress reports, and took far too
long to deliver products to the field. One of Shubin’s favorite examples is a police
transceiver that could be carried in one hand. Despite huge investments, “commercial
outfits like Motorola beat thefn_to it so it was obsolete even before they completed it.”
According to Shubin, only LESL had managed to stay focused on what was really needed
by law enforcement, and although their work was limited to the development of
equipment standards, this work “turned out to be more important than what Aerospace
was doing.” For these reasons, Shubin killed the ESIP contract with Aerospace as soon
as he could after arriving at NILECJ, maintaining that “they weren’t doing anything but
eating up money” (Lester Shubin, interview, December 12, 1998).

The NRC report bolsters Shubin’s observation that LESL, in contrast with some
of the other elements of ESIP, was effective and pointed out that LESL-although
conceptually a part of ESIP-actually predated ESIP by several years. It had been created
in response to a Crime Commission recommendation for a standards laboratory for law
enforcement and had, since 1971, been operated with NILECJ funding by the National
Bureau of Standards (NBS) as a technical manageinent unit within the National Bureau
of Standards that funneled law enforcement work to operating laboratories within the

NBS. It had, according to the NRC report, undertaken over 160 separate projects on a
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wide range of law enforcement-related technologies, including communications
equipment, security systems, protective equipment, investigative aids and other systems
such as lights, sirens, prison locks, buildings, vehicles, and others. During the first 10
months of fiscal 1976 alone, LESL completed 34 standards, 6 guidelines, 50 reports, and
7 materials, and had been allocated only about $8 million total from its creation through
fiscal 1975 (Kramer, 1977, p. 133). More importantly, of all the elements of ESIP, LESL
was the only one that had a clearly established an effective mechanism for obtz!ining user
input.

Lester Shubin had established the Technology Assessment Program Advisory
Council (TAPAC), a panel of law enforcement officials (many of them chiefs of police
and sheriffs) from throughout the United States, to develop pﬁorities for LESL’s
development of standards and guidelines. Although the group had no published
instructions to guide development of its priority lists, it met annually and Shubin was
able to develop significant loyalty among its members, several of whom serve on NI1J’s
successor council, the Law Enforcement and Corrections Technology Advisory Council
(LECTAC) to this day. He describes LESL as his “ace in the hole,” because it allowed
him “a way to put extra money in an account in LESL so that when [he] needed
something done quickly, LESL could do it.” Since LESL wasn’t using NBS money, NBS
managers were rarely concerned about how the money was used (provided it was used

| legally), which meant that the program ran with almost no interference. Most of
TAPAC’s work was accomplished by LESL, which probably explains part of law

enforcement’s satisfaction with the laboratory, and for the body armor program which
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Shubin indicates was developed principally through a partnership with the Army
laboratory at Aberdeen Proving Grounds and with LESL (Lester Shubin, interview,
December 12, 1998)

LESL, alone among the components of ESIP, survived beyond 1977 and is still
funded by the National Institute of Justice as the Office of Law Enforcement Standards.
Technology development programs in NILECJ were never again consolidated under large
contracts or agreements. Instead, NILECJ returned to the use of a competitivef grants
process.

While more than the organization’s technology is involved in determining
whether an organization is successful or not, the processes it employs are significant
components in its efforts to accomplish its mission, especially in technology
development organizations (Rogers, 1983, pp. 348-355). 1t is appropriate, therefore, to
include a brief examination of what NILECJ’s teéhnology programs may actually have

accomplished.

Technology accomplishments. Remarkably, despite the essentially negative
findings of most of the studies of NILECJ’s technology program, the Institute still
managed tb develop a number of significant technologies for the law enforcement
community, many not recognized until years later. When the National Institute of Justice
published 25 Years of Criminal Justice Research, among the technology

accomplishments it claimed credit for was an odd mix ranging from fairly mundane
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studies to highly complex scientific techniques or advanced technologies. Included from
the NILECJ era were (National Institute of Justice, 1994, p. 45-49):

. A determination that installing longer screws in the striker plates of doors
made doors “almost impregnable to those who wanted to kick them
down.”

. Evaluative studies of night vision devices which “led directly to the wide-
spread use of night vision gear by law enforcement agencies tod}ay.”

. Assessments of helicopters in police operations.

. “Establishment of scientifically based, voluntary commercial
manufacturing standards so that police agencies could select high-quality,
low-cost equipment.”

. Standards for radios, walk-through and hand-held metal weapon detectors
(NILECJ Standard 0601 for airport metal detectors is still in use), portable
x-ray devices for bomb disarmament, handcuffs, etc.

. Kéy research and development in the forensic sciences on techniques to
idc;ntify trace evidence, blood and semen analysis, drug detection dogs and
others.

The most often claimed success, however, was the body armor program that
developed bullet resistant body armor for police and which provides what is probably the
best example of the more informal and personal mechanisms used to develop
technologies in NILECJ. Widely identified by former NILECJ personnel as Lester

Shubin’s singular contribution, he described it as a work of love involving a number of
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players from several different organizations (interviews, Paul Cascarano and James
Stewart, October 15, 1992; Lou Mayo and Lester Shubin, December 12, 1998).

Shubin claims his interest was generated by an advertisement he saw in an airline
magazine which suggested that Kevlar® was stronger than steel. He immediately
contacted DuPont, the manufacturer of the material, and asked if he might be allowed to
shoot several samples. Satisfied by these informal tésts that the material had great
promise, Shubin managed to initiate a project in 1972 with the U.S. Army’s Land
Warfare Laboratory to develop a lightweight, comfortable, and effectively protective
garment. Once a prototype vest had been developed and tested extensively, Shubin
arranged to have 4,200 garments produced, and purchased another 800 from commercial
sources. These garments were then provided to police officers in 15 urban departments,
each serving a population greater than 250,000, and data on wearability and performance
were collected. Shubin then worked with the International Association of Chiefs of
Police and the DuPont Corporation to create the Kevlar® Survivors’ Club which widely
disseminated information on every incident in which body armor played a role in saving
an officer’s life, and charged LESL with developing performance standards for the
product. Finally, he created a mechanism, the Technology Assessment Program
Information Center, to manage the testing of bullet resistant vests against the standard,
and to help publicize informati on on which vests passed (National Institute of Justice,
1992; Lester Shubin, interview, December 12, 1998; National Institute of Justice, 1994).

-The body armor program was so successful that both NILECJ and NIJ have touted

it in every annual report since it was first demonstrated. According to N1J, within the
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first six years of its introduction, body armor was credited with saving more than 400
police officers’ lives, a number that had grown to more than 1,500 by 1993. The
significance of this accomplishment, NIJ has repeatedly reported, goes beyond even its
human dimension and is responsible for an estimated savings in survivors’ benefits and
replacement costs of more than $1 million per officer for a total of $1.5 billion by 1993.

It has even created a new industry (National Institute of Justice, 1994, p. 47).

Summary of organizational technology analysis. The technologies employed by
NILEC] as the “vehicle for reaching goals,” began and ended with the same basic
approach (1.e., a competitive grant program), but never provided for a complete concept
to deployment process. In some cases, projects were undertaken without ever involving
the end user of the proposed technology, while in others, “what was not adequately
planned for was dissemination” (Kramer, 1977, p. 133). Only one major effort,
development of soft body armor, seems to have touched most of the essential elements, a
situation which seems to have been largely both serendipitéus and personality driven.
Unfortunately, neither Shubin nor anyone else in the Institute ever published any explicit
descriptions or analyses of what the elements of this process were, probably because they
were largely unaware that they had identified a possibly unique and effective approach
that could be applied to other technology development efforts.

Although the approach does not seem to have been applied to any other
development process in NILEC], it has been studied at length and reconstructed and

adapted for use as the foundation of the process now used by the Office of Science and
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Technology, established in 1992 as the technology component of the National Institute of

Justice (National Institute of Justice, 1996).

Informal Norms and Processes

Deal and Rosaler (1975, p. 22) define informal norms and processes as “the
unspecified features of organizational life [arising] from the personal needs, beliefs, and
orientations of individuals and the social needs of small groups.” Asa consequence, “the
informal part of an organization is often irrational and unpredictable, [yet] has patterned
and regularized features” (p. 22). Other scholars have noted similar characteristics in
informal organizations, Kétz and Kahn (1978, p. 80), for example, note that the formal
structure of an organization is “set up to insure predictability, efficiency and coordination
of the efforts of a great many individuals.” This runs counter to the notion of individual
differences and “the needs of people for self-determination, spontaneity,
accomplishment, and the expression of individual skills and talents” (p. 80).

Lou Mayo (interview, December 12, 1998), Director of the Policing Division, put
it even more starkly. “I wouldn’t say there was disagreement [over the mission or goals].
It was just that there was no systematic coordination. One division would be doing
something. Another division would be doing something else.”

Within any organization, informal norms and processes will inevitably develop,
through which the actual work of the organization 1s accomplished. These “informal
norms and processes arise from the personal needs, beliefs, and orientations of

individuals and the social needs of small groups” (Deal & Rosaler, 1975, p. 22). This
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informal subsystem reveals itself in three ways: through “(a) communication patterns
(who talks to whom?); (b) affective ties (who likes whom?); and (c) informal influence
(who has the most clout . . . with peers [or] with superiors?)” (p. 22). Individual
preferences, personal feelings of satisfaction, rewards, identity, and self-concept weave
together to produce intricate work behavior patterns in organizations, which may either
produce or limit conflict. As Katz and Kahn (1978) have pointed out, “every group thus
develops its own pattern of communication, interaction, and informal norms to meet the
social and emotional needs of its member” and often these structures operate in
“contradiction to the prescribed institutional paths for reaching those goals” (Katz &
Kahn, 1978, pp. 80-81).

This pattern was evident in NILECJ, where instability in organizational goals and
the perception on the part of the technology program managers that the Institute’s
constantly changing leadership was often hostile to the very existence of the programs
they managed, led to the development of a number of informal, undocumented Processes.
Much of this arose from the fact that, while there may not have been significant
disagreement on the Institute’s mission, there also was—as Lou Mayo observed—no
systematic coordination.

There existed no formal coordination mechanism within the Institute to resolve
such disagreements, and attempts to develop one were generally met with hostility or
indifference. “Interest in technological research by nontechnological étaff,” for example,
“seems to have often been affected by feelings of threat or competition” by the

technology development staff (Kramer, 1977, p. 142). Lou Mayo, who had supervisory
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oversight of most of the technology programs in NILECJ claims that all of his efforts “to
get a coherent Institute plan, a philosophy, a values specific goals, objectives, and
measures . . . was always stopped” (Lou Mayo, interview, December 12, 1998).

Influence over program choices varied from director to director, although Paul
Cascarano, the director of the dissemination activity, often emerged in interviews as a
particularly influential figure in the Institute, possibly because he was—for most of the
organization’s‘history—the only civil service supergrade (what would today be a member
of the Senior Executive Service). No single person, however, always had primary
influence. As Dr. Rau obsewed, each director had certain people he listened to more
than to others. For much of the Institute’s history, Paul Cascarano-as the only member
of the Senior Executive Service in the agency—exerted the most influence. At other
times, the “head of what was called the research office, research programs had more
clout with the director, but that was a function primarily of what director was‘in office,
who they listened to.” All this could and often did change even within one director’s
term because “he could get teed off at somebody [and] start listening to somebody else”
(Richard Rau, interview, December 10, 1998).

While Richard Velde was present in LEAA, initially as the Associate
Administrator and later as the Administrator, technology programs received considerable
support, at least from LEAA if not from NILECJ’s own leadership. But once Velde left
LEAA and ESIP was eliminated, the principal technology manager—Lester Shubin—-was

virtually isolated within the Institute, a fact which still offends Lou Mayo.
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Once the ESIP program went down, there was no support for it. The point man

for technology was left twisting in the wind, was Lester Shubin and he wasn’t

supported by anybody and he was crapped on by many. Finally, towards the end
of his career, {the Institute] gave him a $500 bond for recognition for his work.

And I’d say, come on, he saved thousands of police officers lives. He’s the only

person in the Institute that could say that. (Lou Mayo, interview, December 12,

1998)

Not surprisingly, Shubin developed his own inforimal organization and technology
development process, although he still does not articulate it in so explicit a fashion, nor
does he seem fully aware of the reasons the project succeeded. Shubin believed that “the
social scientists [in the Institute] kept trying to take all the technology money for their
social science projects,” so he developed, not entirely consciously, a technology
approach which consisted of four major components: a small competitive grant program,
the Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory, the Technology Assessment Program
Information Center which supported an advisory council of law enforcement officials
known as the Technology Assessment Program Advisory Council (TAPAC), and an

- informal process that had its most successful application in the body armor program
(Lester Shubin, interview, December 12, 1998).

Neither Shubin nor anyone else in the Institute ever developed a description or
diagram of the development process employed so successfully to produce body armor,
but the key elements of that largely ad hoc process are discernible in the history of the
body armor program. The author of this study has broken this process into eight discrete
steps.

1. Identify potential technologies from any source and take steps to introduce

them as potentially useful technologies to the law enforcement community.
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2. Determine the feasibility of the technology through limited, informal testing.

3. Confirm the need for the technology by consulting with prospective users,
relying especially on a standing panel of law enforcement personnel to provide a credible
sounding board.

4. Develop prototypes of the technology, leveraging major government research
and development activities where possible (e.g., Aberdeen Proving Ground, where much
of the research and development was accomplished) and subject them to extensive
technical (laboratory) testing.

5. Produce or purchase enough working samples of the technology to conduct
credible operational tests by actual users.

6. Develop performance standards for the commercial products which result
from this development effort.

7. If appropriate, test the commercially manufactured versions of the product
against the standards in a voluntary program, and publish the results to users.

8. Finally, develop an effective public information campaign to inform
prospective users of the successful application and value of the product.

These basic steps, developed by the author of this paper and confirmed in 1994 by
Shubin as generally descriptive of what he believed he; had tried to do, were adapted by
Dan Hunt of the extended staff of the Office of Science and Technology (which includes
f:ersonnel employed under contract as “Scientific and Technical Assistants,” as well as

federal staff) and published by the National Institute of Justice in a technology
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solicitation published in 1996. A summary diagram of that process is Hllustrated in
Figure 6.

This diagram lays out the foundations of the NIJ research and development
process and expands the 8 steps to 10, depicting them as a pyramid beginning with the
identification of needs and ending with the documentation of the entire development

process (National Institute of Justice, p. 2).

Summary of informal norms and processes. According to Deal and Rosaler
(1975), orgamizationally dysfunctional conflicts often arise from informal intergroup
disagreements or apparent dichotomies between an organization’s formal and informal
subsystems (p. 22). Paradoxically, these “informal patterns may [also] be highly
effective in [either] solving problems or in reducing conflict” (p. 23). It seems clear that
both cases applied to NILECJ’s technology program.

The perception on the part of NILECJ’s technology staff of significant hostility
on the part of the larger social science element of the Institute led to a nearly total
isolation of its principal technologist. This, in turn, caused him to follow—whether
consciously or by happenstance-his own informal technology development process
which resulted in what is generally acknowledged as the Institute’s most successful (and
possibly most important) technology effort, and which became an important part of the

Institute’s efforts to defend itself in an often hostile environment.
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ID customer
needs &
requirements

Perform functional
process analysis

Conduct applied technology
research

Select technology options and approaches

Develop product, tool, or service

Conduct performance and technical evaluations

Close product implementation gap

Modernize law enforcement operations

Document Effort

Figure 6. Foundations of NIJ RDT&E Initiatives (National Institute of Justice, 1996).
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Environment

Deal and Rosaler (1975) observe that organizations may be open or closed to
their environments. Educational organizations, they suggest, are particularly open to
their environments, constantly “interacting with and influenced by environmental
pressures and forces,” primarily because most educational organizations are public
organizations (p. 23), as was NILECJ. Other organizations, such as many of those
described by Katz and Kahn (1978), may be viewed as closed off from their
environments (see chapter 2).

In many respects, NILECJ resembled educational organizations, the environment
of which Deal and Rosaler describe as consisting of “‘everything ‘out there’: parents,
teacher organizations, individuals, opinion leaders, social issues, community groups,
economic conditions, the state legislature, and other schools or districts” (Deal &
Rosaler, 1975, p. 24). For NILECJ, one need oﬁly add such groups as the International
Association of Chiefs of Police, Congress, the White House, universities, the nation’s
research and development laboratories, and industry. For open organizations such as
NILECIJ, Deal and Rosaler (1975) argue that the key components of the organizationally

relevant environment are diversity, activity, stability, and predictability (p. 24).

Diversity. Diversity has to do with both the number and the relative uniformity of
~ expectatioiis imposed on the organization by the special interest groups which operate
within a pluralistic environment (Deal & Rosaler, 1975, p. 24-25). From the very

beginning, the research component of LEAA was caught in a very noisy and very partisan
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ideological struggle, both inside and outside the organization, which pitted research in
the soft sciences against technology development and physical science research. As
Richard Velde (interview, December 3, 1998) observed, the debate was
“liberal/conservative partisan, but was not democrat/repub]_ican partisan.” Even when
Velde, a Nixon appointee, was the LEAA administrator, since “liberal LEAA wasn’t
doing what the conservative senators wanted,” every year when “they went up on the hill,
they’d get battered about all this liberal stuff the Democratic chairman didn’t want.”
Typical of the criticism was Velde’s “paint problem.”

Among the grants awarded in the first year by the Office of Law Enforcement
Assistance (OLEA), the forerunner of LEAA was one for $12,000 to the District of
Columbia Police Department to repaint several patrol cars to make them more visible:
Another was to IACP to fund a conference of big city chiefs, which IACP convened at a
high-toned resort in Warrenton, Virginia. When OLEA’s first funding request was
submitted by the Administration, these two grants caught the attention of the
appropriations chairman, who immediately began to criticize the “inordinately expensive
and unnecessary paint jobs,” and the “resort boondoggle for chiefs,” an issue he raised
with LEAA “every fiscal year until he retired.” As Velde is fond of pointing out, one can
look at the appropriations testimony he gave on the fiscal 1977 LEAA budget (some 10
years after those grants were awarded), “and here’s Rooney asking questions about
painting patrol cars and the rural retreats.” For all three fiscal years that OLEA

submitted budget requests, the hearings were “dominated by these two grants,” which
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were used as justifications each year to reduce the $21 million Administration request to
$3 million (Richard Velde, interview, December 3, 1993).

This ideological conflict drove both personnel and program decisions about
research, and thus about NILECJ and its predecessors, because administrators were faced
with the annual challenge of proposing and defending a budget authonzation and then
getting the authorization turned into an appropriation. This was no simple task in such
an ideologically charged environment.

LEAA was authorized three presidentially appointed positions. Nixon nominated
Charlie Rogovin to be the first administrator of LEAA, and Velde was appointed to be
the associate, but the third presidential position was not filled. Since the law required
that both parties be represented, Velde—-a former Congressional staffer—filled the
Republican slot, while Rogovan—who had been an assistant attorney general in
Massachusetts and had made his reputation on an organized crime task force—occupied
the Democrat seat. Velde provides a colorful but telling story about those early days.

He and Rogovin arrived at their desks the first time to find confidential FBI
reports on nearly 15% of the key personnel in the research program of the agency they
now headed. The reports indicated that these were people who would be comfortable in
“the anti-war riots and all that.” This was particularly upsetting to Velde who was
concemed that this hotbed of liberalism would interfere with efforts “ to build credibility
for the research program with the Congress so we could get the funding” (Richard Velde,

interview, December 3, 1998).
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But at the same time Velde was making the case for the development and
deployment of technology to criminal justice agencies, others were attacking LEAA for
an over-reliance on technology. Typical was Joseph Golden’s 1970 article in The Nation
magazine which articulated clearly the antipolice, antitechnology perspective, declaring
that “its original good intentions notwithstanding, the federal government has taken the
first dangerous steps toward transforming the United States into a society whose police
agencies have a repressive capacity unparalleled in history,” and bemoaned the fact that
LEAA had, from this perspective, “become a pork barrel whose chief beneficiaries are
the uniformed police” (Goulden, 1970, p. 520).

This perception of LEAA programs as tending to focus on technologies rather
than on social solutions, on police rather than on communities, and of the organization
itself as a badly run pork barrel program became a familiar refrain even in the
mainstream press. Headlines announcing that “LEAA is called ineffective; abolition of
agency urged” (“LEAA is called ineffectivé,” 1976), or that “NAS and justice panels pan
federal crime research effort” (“NAS and Justice Panels,” 1977, p. 236) appeared
frequently. Time Magazine said the “handling of the program has been extraordinarily
inept. The history of the LEAA has been one of waste and mismanagement” (in Cronin,
1981, p. 90), and even a do_ctoral student saw fit to observe in a 1981 dissertation that she
found “the program’s mobilized bias . . . to favor police; means to acquiring increased
information; new sophisticated technology; znd professional management of criminal

Justice agencies” (Pearson, 1981, p. xiv). This early criticism of technology programs in
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LEAA and 1in the Institute thus represented one of two polar views on the proper role of
federal support to criminal justice.

“Congress,” wrote Cronin (1981, p. 12), “wanted the war on cnime to begin
slowly in order to make sure that only a limited number of ‘liberal social engineers’ were
funded.” Conservative members of Congress from both parties, who represented
powerful majorities on the appropriations committees mn both the House and Senate,
“favored federal assistance for police support and purchase of equipment, as opposed to
training, research, and experimentation” (p. 12). At the same time, other powerful
members of Congress were critical of the emphasis on technology. Typical of these was
Congressman James Scheuer of New York, who declared that he and others were
concerned that political influence from the highest levels of the Justice Department were
forcing the Institute Directors, who did not have independent signature authority for their
grants to

look to upper echelons that are not really familiar with the research process and

in many cases have not been sympathetic to the research process, and particularly

the theoretical role of applied research, and because of the politicization of the
process the basic credibility of the Institute has suffered greatly and they have
found it difficult, if not impossible, to recruit first-class scientific personnel.

(U.S. House of Representatives, 1977, p. 290)

This controversy produced a volatile environment which constantly redefined the

demands made on the Institute. As different elements in the debate became more or less

influential, the environment became increasingly less stable.
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Stability. The stability of an organization has to do with the consistency over
time of the demands made on it by both internal and external forces. This, in tumn, is
related to the degree of vacillation in both what objectives the organization should pursue
and the priorities the organization places on those demands. Both were problematic for
NILEC].

Over the course of its roughly 12 years of existence, the Institute was headed by
seven different directors, was reorganized to varying dégrees at least seven times, and
changed its missions and priorities nearly annually. As demands on LEAA changed, the
demands on NILEC]J similarly changed, and over time became more confused in the face
of what Cronin describes as “Creeping categorization,” in which Congress would call
one year for major investments for police equipment for riot control, for funding for
corrections programs or the construction of new prisons the next year, then for juvenile
Jjustice programs or something else in folldwing y‘ears. Further complicating the agency’s
ability to plan its programs was a remarkable degree of Congressional micro-
management, in which legislative language emphasizing different areas of the crimihal
justice system “were plastered all over the legislation until the statutes looked like a child
who has pasted himself over with a box of band-aids.” All these had to be considered in
identifying program priorities (Cronin, 1981, p. 138). Theé environment faced by the

agency was thus an extremely active one.

Activity. Environmental activity has to do with how persistent and loud are the

demands made by the special interest groups that act on the organization. For NILECJ]
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the demands were not just loud and persistent, but in a constant state of change as well,
depending on which ideological or political perspective was ascendant at the time.
“Democrats began to sound like Republicaﬁs, supporting a lock-'em-up approach to
crime and special revenue sharing for LEAA,” while supporters of LEAA, as had its
original congressional sponsors, were.constantly maneuvering to force the agency to
favor their own constituencies (Cronin, 1981, p. 130). As rapidly as one hot new crime
issue would fade, others would blossom, so that a focus on riot control and police
equipment would give way the next year to an emphasié on community issues. “And just
a few months after LEAA’s budget was killed, a new task force on violent crime was

being set up by [President] Reagan’s attorney general” (p. 130).

Predictability. The last element of the environment-predictability-refers to how
accurately the organizational system managers and administrators can forecast the
demands of the special interest groups and plan for those demands (Deal & Rosaler,
1975, p. 24). Neither NILECJ nor LEAA was able to forecast or plan for demands for all
the groups making demands on the organization, largely because every change in
leadership brought not only changes in goals and objectives, but significant changes in
the influence of special interest groups. No administration maintained a constant set of

demands on the organization.

Summary of environmental analysis. NILECJ was thus, like LEAA, as much a

victim of its contradictory and ever-changing environment as it was of any of its own
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failures. As the demands became more intense and harder to sort out, the organization
responded by making frenetic changes in its goals, programs, and objectiveé in an effort
to satisfy the most influential of its critics. The consequence was that the organization
began to focus on immediate problems and near-term goals of interest to particular
members of the organization rather than on the longer term goals of the organizatibn.
This tendency, suggests Selznick (1969, p. 198), is common 1n organizations under stress,

as were both LEAA and NILECJ during most of their existence.

Subsystem Interactions

Deal and Rosaler (1975) maintain that all five of the organizational
subsystems—goals, formal structure, organizational technology, informal norms and
processes, and environment-are highly interrelated. “When any of the subsystems
change—or are changed-this fact has implications for all the rest. The dynamic interplay
is best captured as a ‘pebble in the pond’ or ‘herniae’ theory of organizational change”
(p. 25). In other words, when a change is introduced into any one subsystem, it produces
a ripple effect which transmits pressure to the other subsystems. This pressure
sometimes causes what are described as “bulges™ in other parts of the organization. Too
often, managers of organizations fail to appreciate the complexity of this process and so
fail to take this “ripple” effect into account when introducing changes into the
organizations and so are unprepared for, or fail to understand, just how dysfunctional

these organizational “herniae” can be (p. 27). For NILEC], these herniae were nearly a
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permanent part of the organization’s existence, since change was almost continuous and
the turmoil generated by the changes directly affected every other subsystem.

NILEC]J personnel uniformly observed in interviews that the cycle of change was
constant, so that none of the elements of the organization ever scemed to be at rest. As
each new director arrived, the goals would be adjusted and the formal organizational
structure would be changed’tvo bring it into line with the new goals, or the agency would
be reorganized and the goals brought into line with the new organization. Freqyenﬂy,
changes in goals or structure would occur so rapidly that one subsystem or another was
as much as a generation behind.

Even when new directors were not themselves making changes, Congress was
legislating changes for them. Some of these changes were marginal and implemented in
annual appropriations bills. Others were more substantial, as for example when
Congress amended or passed entirely new crime acts. What seemed most to typify

NILEC] was 1instability in every system as change after change was introduced into the

organization or into LEAA, its parent. This instability was so pronounced that it is not

always clear to what degree a change in one subsystem drove herniae in other systems,
because it was not always even clear which subsystem changed first. There is little
doubt, however, that the various subsystems had major influences on each other.

When LEAA was unable to account for all its grants because its Grant
Management Information System (GMIS) was incomplete, that damaged the credibility
of the organization and became a useful tool for Congressional and media critics. When

N1J’s technology program invested in ESIP but produced little of value, that further
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weakened the credibility of both NIJ and LEAA programs. As these weaknesses were
explored in the press and in Congressional hearings, they inevitably damaged the
confidence of both the law enforcement cdmmunity and the Department of Justice itself
in technology programs in LEAA.

Unfortunately, the Deal and Rosaler perspective clearly did not anticipate an
organization in which change was so constant or so pervasive, so its usefulness as an
analytical tool was limited. Educational establishments, on which the Deal and Rosaler
perspective is based, simply are not subject to changes which are quite so extensive or
frequent, in part because the cultural history of education imposes its own resistance to
change and because schools have a broadly acknowledged basic mission. Neither LEAA
nor' NILEC] had any history, or even any similar organizations to help provide stabilizing

models.

NILECJ] Summary

The major observations from the application of the Deal and Rosaler perspective
to NILEC)’s technology program have been summarized in Table 2. Each of the
subsystems has been listed in this table, and below each goal subsystem are listed any
dimensions relevant to that subsystem along with a simple scale used to assess each
dimension. For example, the goals subsystem may be assessed on each of three
dimensions: (a) the degree of consensus among participants, which may range from none
to complete; (b) the specificity of goals, which may range from vague to concrete; and

(¢) the number of goals, which may run from none to many. Each dimension is allowed
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only three possible ratings and each rating is also assigned a numeric equivalent for
convenience in displaying the results. Thus, goals may be assessed as extremely unstable
(for a score of 1), moderately stable (2), or totally stable (3), while specificity of goals
can be scored as extremely vague (1), mixed (2), or extremely specific (3).

The last column in the table indicates the primary kinds of evidence used by the
author to arrive at the assessment. Collecting them in this fashion helps to highlight how
complex and changeable were the subsystems within which NILECJ operated, and makes
it possible to compare NILECJ with N1J, both descriptively and graphically, as will be
done later in this chapter. This is parﬁcularly useful because none of the external
assessments of either NILECJ or N1J employed any metrics which would allow
comparisons between the NILECJ and NIJ periods.

Wﬁi]e subjectivity cannot be entirely eliminated from an assessment of this sort,
every effort has been made by the author—where feasible and appropriate-to base each of
his scores on some objectively verifiable measure, such as the number of different goal
sets published by the Institute, or the number of different organizational structures. In
other cases, the author has based his scores on a combination of archival material such as
Congressional hearings, studies, or correspondence, and on information gleaned from
mterviews of NILECJ personnel. In each case, the table also provides a quick summary
of the reasons for the score and an indication of the sources of the evidence used to

-adduce the score. Using this approach simplifies comparisons of subsystem assessments

and makes it possible to display them in an easily understood graphic form.
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Subsystem Scale Score Basis for Score

Goals Extremely unstable (1) Per annual reports and
moderately stable (2) interviews, goals changed every
extremely stable (3) year from 1970-79.

Degree of consensus Limited or none (1), Interviews, transcripts of

among participants moderate (2), total (3) speeches, independent studies

and Congressional hearings
show wide disagreement over
goals.

Specificity of goals Extremely vague (1), Annual report listings of goals as
mixed (i.e., some well as interviews confirm goals
specific, some vague) were almost universally general;
(2), extremely specific 1972 is the only year an annual
3) report had an explicit listing of

goals.

Number of goals 4 or less (1), 5-8 (2), 9 NILECJ averaged 9 “goals” in
or more (3) each annual report, with a range

from 4 in 1971 to 14 in 1972. In
6 of 11 years 9 or more goals
were listed.

Formal Structure Unstable (1), Annual reports show 7 different
moderately stable (2), organization structures from
stable (3) 1969-1979 with only one

surviving more than 2 years.

Size Small (1), medium (2), Personnel listings and
large (3) organizations chart show that the

Institute never grew larger than
50 individuals during the period.
Differentiation None (1), some (2), Program documents and

much (3)

mterviews suggest that staff were
considered interchangeable and
specialization was either rare or
nonexistent.
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Subsystem Scale Score Basis for Score
Interdependence Very little to none (1), 2 Interviews indicate very little
some (2), much (3) work required crossing of

internal organization lines and
management did not actively
encourage any.

Coordination Limited (1), moderate 1 _ Since, as interviews indicate,
(2), much (3) there was little
interdependence and little
) need to share information,
coordination was rare.
Organizational Ad hoc (1), occasional 1 Process or procedure
Technology (2), frequent (3) docurmnents were rare, while
interviews indicate that what
existed was very ad hoc.
Informal Norms and  Unstable (1), i As formal organizational
Processes moderately stable (2), structures changed, interviews
stable (3) suggest that informal
relationships were also
affected.
Communications Limited (2), moderate 1 Interviews indicate
Patterns (2), pervasive (3) communications in all
directions (up, down, and
lateral) were himiuted and often
hostile or suspicious.
Affective Ties Limited to small cells 1 Interviews, tesimony and
(1), fairly common external studies (e.g., White
across organizational and Knislov, 1977) indicate
boundaries (2), that internal hostilities and
) - common throughout competition for status and
the organization (3) resources tended to limit
friendships to within small
subgroups within the
organization.
Informal Influence Unstable (1), 2 Interviews confirm that
moderately stable (2), informal influence within the
stable (3) organization changed often,

particularly when directors
changed, as they did 6 times
from 1969-79.

(table continues)
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Subsystem Scale Score Basis for Score
Environment
Diversity Limited (1), moderate 3 Public media, Congressional

(2), extensive (3)

W

Activity Limited (1), moderate
(2), persistent (3)

Stability None (1), moderate 1
(2), total (3)

Predictability Unpredictable (1), 1
somewhat predictable
(2), predictable (3)

testimony and internal
correspondence show a huge
number of different parties
trying to exert influence on the
Institute.

Both archival data
(Congressional hearings,
Congressionally directed
studies, media repoxts, etc.)
and interviews indicate activity
within NILECJ’s environment
was persistent and often
hostile.

Legislation and external
studies reflect an ever
changing set of demands on
the orgamization, with some
groups demanding a focus on
pohice, while others insisted
that research be focused on
criminal behavior.

Legislation governing the
Institute changed 5 times from
1969 to 1979, not including
changes in appropniations
bills. Interviews indicate
changes directed by Institute
management and by the Justice
Department were even more
frequent.
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Subsystem Scale Score Basts for Score
Subsystem Limited (1), common 3 Annual reports indicate
Interactions (2), extensive (3) frequent changes in goals in

response to environmental
pressures which justified
changes in organization.
Interviews indicate these
changes affected the entire
organization and all its

subsystems.
Infrequent (1), 3 Interviews provide evidence
common (2), constant that constant changes in goals
3) and organizations required

constant changes in every
other subsystem, including
informal norms and processes

While no similar assessments have been made for the Interim Period, a review of

that period is important to some of the major issues which opened the NIJ Period.

The Interim Period

The passage of the justice systems improvement act of 1979 (P.L. 96-157)
effectively meant the end of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The act
reauthorized and restructured the Justice Department’s program to improve the
administration of state and local criminal justice. Reflecting some, but not all of the
recommendations contained in the assessments conducted over the previous years, the
act placed the Institute inside a newly created division within the Department of Justice,
the-Office of Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics (OJARS), which was headed by

an assistant attorney general. The act retained the principle that the Institute's parent
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agency had only a coordinating role and no formal authority over the operations or
funding decisions of the Institute.

The Institute Director was to be nominated by the President and confirmed by
the Senate, and would have “sole and final” authority over Institute funding decisions
and policies. This was intended to ensure the independence and integrity of research
conducted by the Institute by elevating him from a “mere” attorney general appointee to
a position requiring Senate confirmation. The act also created an advisory board
appointed by the President and charged with making recommendations to the Institute
on its research agenda, policies, and .priorities. This structure, however, was neither as
successful as its proponents had anticipated nor as bad as its opponents had feared
(Tonry, 1997, p. 102).

LEAA remained in operation but without any appropriations under the direction
of OJARS from 1980 until its termination in 1982, when all its continuing programs
were transferred to OJARS. In 1984, with the passage of the Justice Assistance Act, the
final vestiges of LEAA died and the Office of Justice Programs was created to provide
federal leadership, coordination, and assistance to the effort to improve the efficiency
and effectiveness of the nation's criminal justice systems.

The first period of genuine stability in the Institute's history was ushered in by
the Reagan Administration with the appointment of James K. Stewart to direct NIJ.
Serving from 1982 to 1990, Stewart became the longest serving Director in the history
of the Institute, a distinction he still holds and is likely to hold for the foreseéable future.

While his tenure was not characterized by significant increases in the share of funding
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which went into technology programs (see Figure 7), his influence in enhancing the

visibility of the Institute's technology programs was considerable, as an analysis of both
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Figure 7. Distribution of funding in N1J, adjusted for inflation (1980=$1.00).

the major section headings and share of text in annual reports demonstrates (see Figure
8). Stewart did this consciously, because he believed technology was both important
and underutilized by law enforcement, especially police agencies. The emphasis on
technology in N1J reports during his tenure was, says Stewart, because he was trying to
make the case for technology. He defends his limited investment in technology as the
best that could be done given his lack of a budget or adequate staff to manage major

technology development programs. Shifting funds to technology was also difficult
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Figure 8. Percentagelof headings and text devoted to technology in N1J annual reports.

because he faced considerable opposition, espeéially from the social science
community, whenever he tried to put more money into technology. Since the NIJ
budget during most of his tenure was essentially flat, except for some transfer funds
from other agencies, any funding he moved to technology came at the expense of social
science projects. He was successful, he says, in “initiating several important projects,
including the development of DNA identification technologies” (James K. Stewart,
interview, January 8, 1999).

There were only two different organizational structures during the entire 12
years of the Interim Period. The structure established in 1977, which created four

offices—Research Programs, Research and Evaluation Methods; Program Evaluation;
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and Development, Testing, and Dissemination—remained unchanged until 1986, a span
of ten years.

In 1986, Stewart collapsed the four offices into three and renamed them to help
communicate what Stewart intended to be seen as a clearer focus on practical research.
The new Office of Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice Research contained what had
originally been part of the Offices of Research Programs and Program Evaluation. The
Center for Crime Control absorbed most of the technology and systems analysis
programs and projects, while the third office—now called the Office of Communications
and Research Utilization—was an essentially unmodified version of what had earlier
been called the Office of Development, Testing, and Dissemination. Interestingly,
except for occasional renaming, this office has experienced relatively little
organizational change from its creation in 1971 as the Technology Transfer Program to
the present in its incarnation as the Office of Development and Communication, perhaps
because it had only one director, Paul Cascarano, for most of its existence.

Goals were also somewhat more stable during the Interim Period than they had
been during the NILEC]J era. In the NILECJ era, the annual reports contain ten different
lists of which might be characterized as goals. Only one list-the very first-went
unchanged for more than a single year, and then it lasted only one additional year, from
1969 through 1970.

During the Interim Period, which encompassed roughly two years more than the
entire NILEC]J era, there were only five lists that might be called goals. One of these

lasted from 1986 to 1989 and was basically a list of the Institute’s legislatively
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mandated purposes. A similar list, with nearly the same tasks (but ordered differently),
was also used from 1980 té 1981. In contrast to NILECJ, where a listing of goals only
once lasted rﬁore than one year, no list of goals lasted less than two years during the
Interim Period.

Although the Institute was enjoying an extended period of relative stability
through most of the Interim Period, the technology programs remained modest from
1980 through 1991, totaling just over nine million dollars for the entire peniod. Nearly
two-thirds (61.8%) of that was invested in the development of technology standards and
the operation of the body armor tesﬁng program. It was this program—bullet resistant
armor—which came to define the Institute's technology program and around which
evolved the most damaging controversy in the Institute's history, commonly called
within the Institute, the “great body armor controversy.” This controversy, ironically,
introduced a different sort of instability into the Institute and set the stage for the

development of a far larger technology program after 1992.

The Great Body Armor Controversy

In 1972, the DuPont Corporation began marketing a new fiber they called
“aramid.” This fiber demonstrated a number of exceptional properties and was then .
being used as a substitute for steel belts in tires. The NIJ technology program manager,
Lester Shubin, was intrigued by this fiber and wondered whether it would work in light

weight bullet-resistant armor that might be useful for police use.
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Shubin obtained approval for the funding of several developmental efforts, and
by 1974 was ready to transfer the new product to private industry. A few isolated
manufacturers had already begun to use the new fiber in body armor, so Shubin
undertook a field test in 15 cities throughout the United States which successfully
established that the new armor was suitable for routine, full-time wear. In a fairly short
time, most of the armor manufacturers were making exclusive use of aramid in the
construction of vests. But even before that, police officials had become concerned
about the lack of any mechanism to ensure the quality of armor being purchased by
officers. |

In response to those concerns, the first N1J standard for body armor was
published in March 1972 (National Institute of Justice, 1972). This standard established
the privncipal of matching the performance of body armor to the level of the threat likely
to be encountered by the officer wearing the armor. This standard was also limited
solely to measuring whether vests were penetrated or not, and provided no mechanism
for determining whether the vest was also capable of protecting wearers from blunt
trauma injuries. (These are injuries produced behind the vest by the impact of the bullet
even when the vest is not penetrated.) The second generation of the N1J standard
(NILECJ-STD-0101.01), promulgated in December 1978, corrected this omission
(National Institute of Justice, 1978), and was the first full-fledged U.S. standard ever
published for police body armor. 1t was developed with the active participation of the

body armor industry through the Personal Protective Armor Association (PPAA).
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Almost immediately after the release of 0161.00, NI1J established the Technology
Assessment Program Advisory Council (TAPAC) to provide advice to the Institute on
the direction of its Technology Assessment Program (TAP). Its first recommendation
was that NIJ establish a testing program to evaluate the performance of law enforcement
equipment, and that it began with body armor. The resulting test program was
administered under an NIJ grant by the IACP (Office of Technology Assessment, 1992,
p. 7).

In 1975, at Lester Shubin’s urging, N1J had established TAPAC to assist in
defining user needs and to improve the technology assessment program (TAP) by
identifying priorities for law enforcement. In late 1976, at the urging of TAPAC, NIJ
had established the equipment testing program, which concentrated first on body armor.
This program undertook the testing of existing commercially available armor and the
results of this testing were published in December, 1978 by the International
Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP). The findings from this testing were very
disturbing to police officials, since fully half of all the tested armor had failed to meet
the standard (National Institute of Justice, 1992).

Industry reaction was predictably negative and very defensive, but manufacturers
quickly responded by modifying the model designs which had failed and resubmitted
them for testing at their own expense. By 1985, 87 different models of armor had
successfully passed NIJ compliance testing against the “.01" standard (National Institute

of Justice, 1992).
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Early in 1980, DuPont introduced a new, thicker aramid yarn that began to
appear in the fabric of new models of armor. Testing, however, indicated that material
made with this new fiber tended to be significantly more susceptible to penetration
when bullets struck the vest at an angle than was the case with the older fabrics, unless
special care was taken in the construction of armor. Accordingly, N1J revised its
standard to incorporate angled shots and introduced standard 0101.02 in March, 1985
(National Institute of Justice, 1985).

At about the same time, irregularities in the handling of grant funds by JACP
(the grantee charged with managing the N1J testing program), resulted in a cnminal
investigation which ended in a settlement with the federal government which nearly
bankrupted the association and ended its participation in the program (Cascarano,
personal communication, November 12, 1992; Office of Technology Assessment,
1992). The testing program was then transferred to a new grantee, Aspen Systems
Corporation, and the Technology Assessment Program Information Center (TAPIC) was
re]oca{ed. Unfortunately, record keeping before the transfer had been spotty, and test
specimens could not be reconciled, nor could test results be validated. In a fateful
decision, N1J chose to modify the 0101.02 standard slightly and re-issue it as 0101.03
(National Institute of Justice, 1987; Office of Technology Assessment, 1992b).

Industry, through the Personal Protective Armor Association (PPAA) had
participated in the drafting of the “.01” standard, but had not commenied on “.02.”
With the publication of the “.03” standard, however, industry response was both prompt

and extremely negative. Among the issues raised by industry were objections to
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research reports published by the Institute, and changes in test procedures made in
response to those reports.

NIJ research had demonstrated that aramid fibers, when wet, were as much as
30% more likely to fail than when dry, while other research had shown that properly
maintained armor remained serviceable more than 10 years after manufacture (Office of
Technology Assessment, 1992, p. 7). Both of these were rejected by PPAA in favor of a
five-year replacement policy whiéh DuPont had recommended in a report claiming that
armor degraded after five years of use (National Institute of Justice, 1992).

Shortly after the new standard was introduced, two new manufacturers
introduced entirely new ballistic fibers. Allied Signal introduced Spectra® and a Dutch
firm, Akzo, announced its intention to began marketing Twaron®, its equivalent of the
DuPont aramid product (Dan Frank, personal communication, November 12, 1994;
Lester Shubin, personal communication, January 7, 1995).

Because the introduction of the “.03” standard had been initiated by N1J in
response to the failures in its own testing program, NIJ retested all the armor previously
tested under the “.02” standard at the Institute’s own expense. Almost immediately, it
became apparent that a significant percentage of the previously tested armor was not
going to comply with the new standard. The industry immediately objected and began
to raise a number of issues intended to discredit the test results of the N1J certified
laboratory. Of 84 models of body armor tested, only 34 were found to be in cempliance

with the standard.
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This surprised N1J as well as those in industry who had been consulted about the

revision. A DuPont spokesman later claimed, “Both sides [N and the Personal

Protective Armor Association (PPAA), an industry group] agreed ‘03’ was to be

no more stringent than ‘02.”” (Office of Technology Assessment, 1992a, pp. 5-

6, insertions in the original)

The DuPont Corporation, in particular, was extremely critical of the test results
and encouraged PPAA to demand through the attorney general that NIJ rescind its “.03"
standard and declare the results of its testing invalid. Stewart, who was then the
Institute Director, convened TAPAC to review the criticisms made by industry and to
determine whether the standard was, in fact, flawed. TAPAC was unanimous in its
endorsement of the standard without change and advised Stewart that it fully supported
any NIJ decision to deny the PPAA appeal (National Institute of Justice, 1992; Office of
Technology Assessment, 1992; James K. Stewart, interview, June 1, 1998).

Since N1J standards are all voluntary and do not carry the force of law or
regulation, PPAA decided to issue its own standard. In June, 1989, it published what it
called the “.05” standard. In August, the “.05” Standard was briefed to TAPAC and tests
were conducted by H.P. White Laboratories against the “.03” standard. These tests
demonstrated that the PPAA standard was less stringent than N1J’s standard (Office of
Technology Assessment, 1992a, p. 6). |

DuPont remained critical of the N1J standard and, at the same time, published
notice that it intended to restrict the sale of its aramid fiber if a body armor
manufacturer intended to use the fiber in armor sold in compliance with the NLJ

standard but not built in keeping with DuPont specifications, which would have the

effect of requiring the use of Kevlar™, a DuPont aramid product. Over the next few
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months, the Police Executive Research Forum (PERF), the Fraternal Order of Police
(FOP), and IACP all endorsed the N1J standard (National Institute of Justice, 1992).

Over the next year, NIJ held several technical meetings with DuPont to resolve
differences of opinion. During the course of these meetings, both DuPont and National
Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) statisticians agreed that the conclusions in
the DuPont analysis could not be supported based solely on the data they had presented
for public review. DuPont then unilaterally b_roke off the technical meetings.

In May, 1990, two identical bills were introduced in Congress: H.R. 4830 and S.
2639. Both bills would have “made it a criminal offense to manufacture, distribute, or
sell armor not complying with N1J Standard 0101.03 or any superseding standard issued _
by NIJ.” H.R. 322, introduced in the following Congress;, contained the same ]angﬁage
(Office of Technology Assessment, 1992a, p. 6). Each bill also included a requirement
that a review by the General Accounting Office be conducted, but such a review was
never undertaken by GAO.

| As the controversy became increasingly bitter, people began to take sides.
Allied Signal, Akzo, police groups, and several manufacturers lined up with N1J; PPAA,
several other manufacturers, and DuPont lined up on the other. During the summer of
1990, various congressional delegations continued to consider legislation that would
mandate compliance with the NIJ standard, an action strongly opposed by the
Repubi-ican Administration because it did not want to commit to the costs and burdens
associated with undertaking such a regulatory program (James K. Stewart, interview,

June 1, 1998).
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By late summer of 1990, NIJ was becoming increasingly aware of incidents in
which manufacturers were selling production units of models of armor on the NIJ
published Consumer Product List (CPL) WMCh either had failed N1J testing but was still
being sold as in compliance with the N1J standard, or which had been modified in some
way after the original vest design had been tested and listed by NIJ as compliant armor.
(N1J did not then permit, and still does not permit, any design or construction
modifications to be made to armor listed as compliant without requiring that the armor
be retested to insure the modifications have not affected the ballistic integrity of the
vest). A number of these incidents were referred to the Federal Trade Commission for
action while others were resolved in cooperation with the manufacturer. Most of the
apparent changes in construction of the armor appear to have resulted from a failure to
exercise quality control.

When Charles B. DeWitt became the new Institute Director, he suggested to
Senator Joseph Biden, who then chaired the Institute’s Senate oversight committee, that
the Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) be directed to conduct a major study of the
NIJ st;ndard and testing program. OTA began this work soon after and published its
final report in September, 1992. Unfortunately, before OTA could conclude its study,
several models of body armor were retested by a police department and a number,
manufactured by different companies, failed. These failures triggered an N1J policy
{still in place) which requires that any retest failure be investigated in order to determine

if the failure is a consequence of a violation of the integrity of the N1J testing program.
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When some of the companies failed to comply with NIJ’s requests for
information, the Institute decided to publish an announcement over the National Law
Enforcement Telecommunications System (NLETS) of the details of the armor failures.
At least one of the companies, American Body Armor (ABA), immediately hired an
attorney to make its case to the Institute. DeWitt and the Institute staff, for reasons
which are unclear, reacted by shutting off communications with the affected companies.
After several months, during which the Institute would not provide information on the
status of the failed armor, ABA filed suit in federal court, alleging that the Institute was
treating it unfairly and favoring certain other manufacturers. More importantly, the
ABA suit alleged that since NIJ had not allowed the company to respond to the retest
failures, it had failed to follow minimal due process (Wendy HoWe‘, interview, March 3,
1999). |
The result was a long and nasty public controversy in which critical articles

appeared in law enforcement related publications such as Law and Order, but during
which the Institute was either unable or unwilling to respond. As passions became
increalsingly inflamed, supporters of the PPAA camp began circulating flyers accusing
the Institute of indirect responsibility for the murders of police officers because the NIJ
standard was so unreasonably stringent that it made compliant armor so uncomfortable
that some officers would not wear it. Consequently, every officer who was killed by a
bullet while not wearing a vest was the Institute’s fault. Body armor manufacturers in

the NIJ camp responded by circulating campaign-style buttons imprinted with “No way
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PPAA; N1J is here to stay.” Several of these flyers and buttons are currently in a
collection assembled by the author of this study.

By the time the OTA report was complete, the morale of the technology staff of
the Institute had been deeply injured and some had resigned. The lawsuit resulted in a
pro forma settlement in which the Institute promised to treat every manufacturer the
same, something it insisted it had always done. ABA, drained by its battle with the
Department of Justice, filed for bankruptcy (Olga Trujillo, personal communication, late
1992).

For reasons which would require inquiries beyond the scope of this paper, the
atmosphere within the Institute, and betwe_en the Institute and the Technology
Assessment Program staff, had become so strained that DeWitt had taken to funding
TAPIC and the Office of Law Enforcement Standards (OLES), which was the National
Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) operation funded by N1J to develop
standards in monthly increments. This, of course, made it impossible for either activity
to do any planning and ensured that staff morale in both programs was poor because
they were always on the verge of closing. So hostile was DeWitt to the OLES operation
that the day he left office—on the last day of the Bush administration-he left Iying on his
desk a complaint addressed to the NIST Inspector General, which he knew his deputy,
Mike Russell, would be obligated to act on as soon as he assumed his duties later that
day as acting Direcior of the Institute (Mike Russell, personal communication, January

20, 1993).
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By early 1992, DeWitt had become so estranged from Paul Cascarano (the
Senior Executive Service director of the Office of Crime Research Utilization), under
whom fell the Technology Assessment Program, that he created a new technology
division and had it report directly to him. He consolidated all the technology programs
of the Institute in this one division, and began a search for a director.

One of the major criticisms leveled at the Institute had been that it had no one
with testing and evaluation credentials and, therefore, lacked the competence to run a
testing program. Accordingly, DeWitt sought someone with a credible background in
testing and evaluation. To find the credentials he was seeking, however, required
several attempts over nearly an entire year as DeWitt would interview _candidates
and-on at Jeast two occasions—scrap the list and start the process all over again (Carol
Petrie, personal communication, March 12, 1994).

Although the Institute ultiniately weathered the storm created by the body armor
controversy, the Institute’s reputation, both within and without the Department of
Justice, was greatly weakened. Some suggested that the same weaknesses in the
Institu‘te’s leadership which had led to the body armor controversy also damaged other
Institute missions. The Institute “at points during this period . . . still struggled with the
problems created by its political organization within the Department and with
unprofessional Institute Directors” (Dalton, 1999, p. 21). The low point, according to
Michael Tonry, was probably reached in 1991 when the Institute funded a project

entitled “Occult Crime: A National Assessment” (Tonry, 1997a).
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Nevertheless, by 1997
the Institute had achieved visibility and credibility in its scholarly and
professional constituencies that would not have been imaginable twenty or even
ten years ago. [However], this continuing paradox shows that the good reputation
built by some Directors and some Administrations can easily be diminished by
others and that the success of the Institute is heavily dependent on the whims of
the Administration in power. (Dalton, 1999, p. 21)

It was this environment which set the stage for the third and final period of this

study.

The National Institute of Justice Context
Ironically, fhe controversy surrounding the body armor program produced the
first definitive step toward making research and development in the physical sciences an
equal partner within the Institute with the social sciences. Faced with an urgent need to
restore the credibility of the body armor program, DeWitt created the Technology
Division, consolidated within it all the Institute’s technology programs, and began a

search for its first director.

The Great Body Armor Controversy, Continued

One of the key criticisms of the program had been that the Institute had no one
with credible credentials that would qualify them to manage the testing and evaluation
of technologies, so such credentials became a major consideration in the search for the
new director. After several aborted attempts, the Institute received an application that

seemed to meet all the essential requirements. The applicant was a senior Army officer
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about to retire, and his title-Deputy Director, Science and Engineering for the U.S.
Army Operational Test and Evaluation Command-seemed to DeWitt to be exactly what
the Institute needed to put to rest once and for all the criticisms that N1J was unqualiﬁéd
to run a testing program. Someone who performed exactly that task for the United
States Army would, DeWitt believed, answer even the most skeptical critics (Charles B.
DeWitt, personal communication, September 21,»1992).

This newly formed Technology Division (immediately renamed the Science and
Technology Division by the new director) had been created by renaming the Center for
Crime Control Research and pulling into it the body armor and testing programs from
the Office of Communication and Research Utilization. This meant that when the new
director arrived, the office consisted of two'program managers and one administrative
support person. In addition, DeWitt had arranged to have the Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory provide a visiting scientist for a year. Interestingly, this meant
that the average grade of personnel in the Technology Division was very high. The new
director was a GS-15, both program managers were GS-14s and even the administrative
assistz;nt—who was actually a social science technician—was a GS-8.

Although the new director was completely unaware of the body armor
controversy when he arrived, DeWitt advised him that his first task would be to resolve
the controversy, a task made more urgent less than a month later when the long awaited
Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) report ariived at the Institute. The publication

of this report immediately encouraged critics to demand that N1J comply with all of its
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“recommendations.” Perhaps the most vocal of these critics was Martin Fackler, who
had been for some time a paid consultant to several of the most strident of N1J’s critics.

Fackler claimed in the headline