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LAW ENFORCE1UENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 19, 1976 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUDCOl\BUTTEE ON ORIME OF THE 

OO"MMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D.O. 

'rhe subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 2237, 
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John Conyers, Jr. [chairman of 
the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Oonyers, Mann, McOlory, and Ashbrook. 
Also present: Maurice A. Barboza, counsel; Timothy J. Hart, and 

Leslie Freed, assistant counsel; and Oonstantine J. Gekas, associate 
counsel. 

Mr. OONYERS. The subcommittee will come to order. Good morning, 
gentlemen. 

It has been almost 9 years since the 1967 President's Oommission 
on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice reported that 
a significant reduction of crime would be possible if society would 
prevent crime before it happens by strengthening law enforcement, 
l·educing criminal opportunities, developing a far broader range of 
techniques with which to deal with offenders and removing existing 
injustices in the system. 

'rhe Orime Oommission called for more operational and basic 
research into the problems of crime and more money to be given 
to police and courts and correctional agencies to improve their ability 
to control crime. Question: Where are we now in accomplishing the 
goals set out by the Orime Oommission? 

In response to the Orime Oommission's report, Oongress created 
the LEAA by the 1968 Omnibus Orime Oontrol and Safe Streets Act. 
Since then Oongress has twice extended its authority. This Sub
committee on Orime begins hearings today on the reauthorization of 
the Law Enforc.:nnent Assistance Administration, the third time for 
the Oommittee on the Judiciary in the House. 

In 1973, the Judiciary Oommittee proposed to Oongress, and 
amended the Orime Oontrol Act to provide for emphasis not only 
on improved law enforcement but also a strengthened criminal 
justice system. The process by which local governments receive 
their moneys was streamlined somewhat. 

In addition, the original act was amended to provide for enforce
ment of appropriate Federal civil rights legislation. rrhis legislation 
extended the authority of LEAA for 3 years. In 1974, Oongress 
passed the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act which 
created a program emphasizing the reduction of juvenile delinquency, 
which is also administered by LEAA. 

(1) 



2 

These hearings will focus on the future of the Federal funding effort 
to reduce crime. As you know, in the past 8 years, LE.A..A. has provided 
to State and local governments, tlll'ough its block grant funding proc
ess, more than $4 billion in Federal funds. This money has supported 
more than 80,000 criminal justice projects. We expect to look very 
carefully into the activities of the LEA.!. in preventing and. reducing' 
criminal activity. 

To that end, we will call as our :fi:rstwitnesses representatives of the 
U.S. General Accounting Office who- have, to their credit published 
23 reports on the administration and policymaking in LE.A..A. over the
last several years. Members of GAO, I hope, will deal with the funda
mental question of whether we are any closer now after the allocation 
of close to $4 billion over 8 years to knowing why the crime rate in
creases" and whether we have found what to do to reduce it. 

In subsequent hearings, we will hear from the U.S. Attorney Gen-· 
eral and the Administrator of LEAA, on the administration's pro
posals to amend the act. In the days ahead, we will hear from noted 
criminologists and academicians, Governors, elected officials, and 
most importantly citizens. We will hear testimony from the Oongres
sional Oommission established to survey and evaluate the block grant 
approach to Federal flllcling as opposed to the categorical funding or 
a revenue-sharing approach and examine their conclusions on the 
utility of the block grant in Government. 

We will listen to spokesmen from many institutions in the criminal 
justice system: The police, the courts, the corrections, the SPA's, the 
legislators and municipal officials. These bodies all have a financial 
and philosophical stake in the outcome of these hearings. Individuals. 
and groups, integral segments of the criminn.l justice system, both 
critics and proponents of LEA i\'ill be heard. 

'rhe issues that they will address are those of major importance that 
have been brought more sharply in focus since the inception of LEAA~ 
We will consider the evaluation and monitoring capabilities of LEAA 
over its programs and projocts. We will inquire into whether theories 
and approaches for reducing crime have been tested in the States, 
and whether they have been replicated elsewhere, and how effective· 
they have proven to be. 

An inquiry will be made into the enforcement of the civil rights 
legislation, requiring a curtailment of Federal funding to those services 
and employers and grantees which practice racial discrimination. The· 
funding and planning processes will be reviewed and an examination 
of LEAA priorities in crime control progmms will be made. 

'rhree years ago the major problem we addressed was "fund-flow 
paralysis," how to get the money out of Washington into the hands 
of the State and local governments. That problem, to only a small 
degree, is with us still. Now we fmd that cities and cOlmties are 
receiving their moneys in a more or less timely manner but are looking
for autonomy in planning and implementing their criminal justice 
projects. This subcommittee feels this is an important avenue of 
our hearings. 

We will pursue the problem of the State legislature input into the
comprehensive planning processes. Federal funds, of course, comprise
only a small percentage of all moneys available to States to use in 
their fight against crime. The funds are intended to be used to mitiate
innovative programs and reforms. 
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In order for Federal moneys to be used effectively, they must be 
compatible with State and local funds designated by the State legis
lature, for criminal justice activities. LEAA projects cannot be 
-planned in a vacuum. We will investigate methods of ensuring that 
State legislatures have some input into the decisions that are made 
as to where LEAA funds will go in their States, 

I think these hearings are vitally important to our citizenry at 
large, who live in an increased atmosphere of criminal activity and 
fear of crime. It is imperative that the Oongress finds that the money 
that is allocated through the Orime Oontrol Act, effectively reduces 
-crime and ensures justice as were the goals of the Presi
dent's Orime Oommission. 

I am very happy to welcome as our initial witnesses for this hearing, 
the Director of the General Accounting Office, Government Division, 
Mr. Victor L. Lowe. With him is Ricltard Fogel and Daniel Stanton. 
The General Government Division of GAO is charged directly with 
the auditing of LEAA. GAO, in my judgment, is noted for its effective 
and objective factfinding, and investigations that it has conducted 
"i)n behalf of the Oongress and the Federal Government. 

They have been working perhaps more, closely in what ought to 
have been oversight capacity of the Oongress and have produced 
numerous reports on the administration of LEAA. 

And so, we welcome you gentlemen. I would like to include in the 
record at this time a little resume of your professional and govern
mental activities. We have your prepared statement. It is a lengthy 
'one and it will be entered into the record at this point, without 
objection, and then you will be able to proceed in your own way. 

[The resume and statement of Mr. Lowe follow:] 

VICTOR L. LOWE 

Victor L. Lowe is currently the Director of the General Government Division 
'Of the United States General Accounting Office. He is a graduate of the University 
,of Georgia with a Business Administration degree and is a Certified Public Ac
countant. 

All of Mr. Lowe's experience has been with the General Accounting Office where 
he started as a trainee in 1949 and progressed through the various supervisory 
levels to present position as Director. 

The Division which he heads is responsible for the General Accounting Office's 
"work in the Departments of Commerce, Justice, and Treasury; the United States 
Postal Service; the Small Business Administration; the District of Columbia 
Government; and the revenue sharing program; as well as the General Accounting 
Office's intergovernmental relations efforts. 

Mr. Lowe is a member of the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, 
-the National Association of Accountants, the Association of Government Ac
'count ants, and the American Society for Public Administration. 

DANIEL F. STANTON 

In his 16 years with the General Accounting Office, Mr. Stanton has been in
volved in audits of a number of Federal agencies including the Atomic Energy 
Commission, the Departments of Interior and Agriculture, Small Business Ad
ministration, Public Housing Administration, and D.C. Government. Since 1971 
he has been responsible for audits of the Departmcnt of Justice and the judicial 
branch. His current responsibilities also include audits of the legislative branch, 
the Smithsonian Institution, and the National Foundation on the Arts and the 
Humanities. He is a graduate of the University of South Carolina with a B.S. 
degree in accounting and in 1071 attended the Harvard University program for 
management development. Mr. Stanton is a Certified Public Accountant and a 
Certified Internal Auditor. He is a member of the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants and the National Association of Accountants. 
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RICHARD L. FOGEL 

Since joining the General Accounting Office in 1969, Mr. Fogel has been involved 
in audits of various domestic programs operated by such Departments as Health, 
Education, and Welfarej Labor; and Agriculture. Since 1973 he has been responsi
ble for GAO's audits at the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminrstmtion and 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Mr. Fogel is a member of the American So
ciety for Public Administration. He holds a BA degree in government from Cornell 
University and masters degrees in comparative politics and public administration 
from the University of Sussex (England) and the University of Pittsburgh, re
spectively. He has published several articles on program evaluation and authored 
a chapter in a book, Analyzing Poverty Policy, (Lexington Books, 1975). 

S'rATEMENT OF VICTOR L. LOWE, DIRECTOR, GENERAL GOVERNMENT DIVISION 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, we are pleased to be here as 
the Subcommittee begins its deliberations concerning the renewal of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration program. Our testimony presents our 
views on the progress and problems of the program. Our views are based on ex
tensive reviews of various LEAA activities and projects. The digests of our 
reports issued to the Congress since passage of the Crime Control Act of 1973 
are attached. 

Concern about crime and its adverse effect on our society transcends political, 
social, and economic strata. Everyone would like to live in a safe society. But not 
everyone is in agreement on how to bring about such an end. 

In 1968 the Congress and the Administmtion agreed that one way to try to 
address the problem was to create the LEAA program to assist State and local 
governments improve their criminal justice systems, and reduce crime. 

Eight years later we believe it is fitting for the Subcommittee to ask whether 
the effort has been worthwhile and to ask whether the allocation of about $4 
billion within the framework of the current legislation is the most effective way 
for the Federal Government to proceed to address the crime problem. 

That the criminal justice system has changed sinee 1968 is undeniable. As a 
direct result of the legislation and LEANs efforts, all States have in place estab
lished criminal justice planning units that are working toward integrating police, 
courts, and corrections efforts. Some State planning units are much more effective 
than others and some have not managed resources as effectively as possible. But 
one of the fundamental purposes of the legislation-to establish planning mech
anisms-has largely been -achieved. 

Similarly, all States and many localities have benefitted from the program. 
Through fiscal year 1975 LEAA and the States had funded over 100,000 projects
most of which benefitted the localities at least to some extent. Thus, another 
objective of the legislation, to distribute moneys to States and localities to fund 
projects, has also been achieved. 

But is that enough? What are most people concerned about when they think 
of the LEAA program? While we have not conducted a poll we would guess their 
primary concern-right or wrong-is whether the effort has reduced crime. Since 
the crime rate has increased, they assume the program has failed. 

Any such conclusion, however, must be tempered by several points. 
The Congress never clearly stated that the goal of the program was pri

marily to reduce crime. 
Total expenditures for the LEAA program between fiscal years 1969 and 

1975 represented only about 5 percent of all moneys spent for State and local 
criminal justice efforts. 

Thirty-three of the 55 State criminal justice planning agencies established 
by the LEAA legislation in 1968 acknowledged they still had not been given 
authority by their States in 1975 to plan for the allocation of all moneys 
within the State going to criminal justice activities. They only planned for 
the use of LEAA funds. 

Thus, it is unreasonable to say the LEA A program has failed because the crime 
rate has increased. 

But is it unreasonable for people to question whether Govemment, in general, 
has failed because the crime rate continues to increase. We think not. One of the 
primary concerns of most people, according to a recent Gallup poll, was crime and 
its in crease. 

We do not believe either the Congress or the executive branch can ignore that 
concern in determining whether to extend the LEAA program in its present form. 
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Recognizing that the money provided by LEAA's efforts was not sufficient to> 
directly affect the crime mte, we believe the more appropriate way to assess the' 
worth of the program is to ask: Are we any closer now, after 8 years of the LEAA 
program, to knowing why the crime rate increases, and what to do to reduce it?' 
We believe the answer is no. 

Last year an internal Office of Mu.nagement and Budget memorandum charac
terized spending under the LEAA program as follows: "LEAA funds huve been 
used for projects which huve little or no relationship to improving cl.iminal justice 
programming. Funds are so widely dispcrsed that their potential impact is re
duced. The absence of program evaluation severely limits the agency's ability to 
identify useful projects * * *." 

LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice spent 
about $112 million from fiscal years 1969 through 1975 on research to improve 
and strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice. But the Institute's Director 
testified before the Congress in July 1975 that: "Perhaps the single most important 
thing that can be said about these seven years of extensive research [under the
LEAA program] is that they h(we exposed how little we know. * * * We have 
learned little about reducing the incidence of crime, and have no reason to believe 
that significant reductions will be secured in the near future." 

lVIoreover, we now have underwtty a review in four States to determine how weH 
LEAA and the States have taken actions to implement ollr previous reports" 
recommendations. This effort, while still not complete, indicates that the present 
program's efforts may not necessnrily advance our knowledge of what works best 
to reduce crime. 

In the four States we randomly selected project evaluation reports nnd deter
mined that, in 69 percent of the ones reviewed (29 of 42) there was no link between 
the projects' gonls, objectivei'l, and activities and any bnsic crime prevention or 
reduction premillc. In only five of the remaining projects was the issue adequatcly 
addressed. 

We expect to complete our review and issue a report on the effort this spring 
and will provide the Subcommittee with copies of the report. 

Our rep or/; on halfwny houses l showed that inndequate resenrch wnfl done to 
dctermine whnt types of nppronches work be~t in thc houses. Our report on LEAA's 
pilot cities program 2 showed that it was not designed properly to produce ndequate 
information OIl project results. 

A ehange is needed in the program's emphmds. 
There has not been sufficient systematic plnnning, testing, and evaluation of 

efforts to adequately advnnce the Nation's knowledge ns to how to c!-rectively 
fight crime. Much more systematic research and evaluation nre needed into what 
works. The Federal Government should play a more active role in researching 
how to reduce crime. More Federal dollars should be spent by government
Federal, State, nnd local-to test theories and approaches nnd evaluate their 
results, rather than on State or local projects which arc not part of controlled 
resenrch efforts to advance the state of the art. 

rrhat adequate knowledge will not necessnrily be realized for some time under 
the current npprof.Lch is evidenced to a ccrtain extent by problems identified in our 
previous reports on the LEAA progrnm in the arens of evaluation, standnrds and 
goals, and technical assistance and in our current review of the extent to which 
LEAA and the States have implemented our previous recommendations. 

EVALUATION 

The Subcommittee is well awnre of previous congressional concern about evalua
tion of the LEAA program. '1'his concern was most explicitly expressed in Section 
402 of the Crime Control Act of 1973, which mandated that LEAA, through the 
Natiomtl Institute, evaluate programs and projects carried out under the nct. 
'1'he Congress also placed evaluation responsibilities on the States, Illost specifically 
in certain sections of pnrts B, C, and E of the act 3 dealing with conditions under 
which the States can receive block grants. 

ll!'Nlcfal Guidance Needed If Hnlfway Houses arc to be a Viable .Alternative to Prlson
i\Iny 21>, 1!.l7u, GO])-75-70. 

II '.rhe Pilot CIties Program: Phnseout Needed Due to Limited National Bellllllts-Febru
ary 3, 1075, GGD-75-10. 

a Pllrt B provides funds to the States nnd locallties to develop and ndopt comprehensive 
crhnlnlll justlco plnus. Pnrt C provldcs fundR to thu States and localities to cllrry out pr()o 
grllll1s anel projects to Improve and strengthen law enforcement and crlmlnlll justice con
slstcnt with an approved plan. Pnrt III provlcles the States Ilnd localities funds to Improve 
correction pl'ogrllms nnel prllctices conslstcnt with an Ilpproved plnn. 
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How are LEAA and the States carrying out their evaluation responsibilities? 
What are some of the problems encountered? Are they being adequately overcome? 

LEAA has attempted to meet the evaluation mandate the Congress gave it in 
1973. Some of the problems LEAA and the States had to overcome to fulfill the 
mandate were addressed in several of our reports-primarily our March 19, 1974, 
and Oc·tober 21. 1974, reports.4 

LEA A and the States were unable to identify which program strategies have 
been successful under different conditions, target areas, or groups of individuals. 
Such knowledge is essential if the Nation is to better understand how to reduce 
or control crime. 

We have made recommendations to: 
1. Stimulate the use of program-level 5 and outcome evaluation; to generate 

comparable information about the rate of success and costs for projects which 
have different strategies but are designed to achieve the same or similar end 
results. 

2. Develop standardized, uniform, valid, and reliable data bases to assess the 
impact of a variety of project efforts upon defined target populations at risk and 
for defined geographic areas. 

3. Require standardized reporting systems to permit the comparison or project 
results within and between program areas (e.g., police, courts, corrections) through 
the use of standardized measures and assessment oriteria. 

4. Standardize the quality-control of evaluation processes and results to insure 
comparability, reliability, and validity of results for decisionmaking and planning. 

We also emphasized the need for incorporation of the :results of such evaluations 
in decisionmaking and planning activities at Federal, mate, and local levels. 

We recommended that LEAA be more specific and assume leadership for 
specifying guidelines and requirements to the States in the implementation and 
use of evaluation. 

It is clear that LEAA is trying to evaluate its progrum and is to be commended 
for undertaking such an effort. What remains to be answered, however, is whether 
these efforts will work. 

Our current review of the extent to which LEAA and several States imple
mented our previous report recommendations is assessing the nature, use, and 
utility of evaluations in planning, decision and policymaking management, and 
related operations. 

Although our analysis is not yet complete, we are able to provide some tentative 
observations and conclusions. 

Some evidence indicates that there are still problems and issues with LEAA 
evaluation program efforts that need to be addressed and resolved. 

Further, it appears that the States and localities are still experiencing serious 
difficulties in doing and using evaluution processes and results. 

Several patterns emerging thus far suggest that LEAA evaluation program 
initiatives have not had f\, substantial impact upon improving State and local 
evaluation efforts. Yet 85 percent of the effort and funds are in the hands of State 
und local government decisionmakers. 
QuanWy and q1wlity of evaluation efforts anri results 

lIow much evaluation work is being done? 
Three of the four States we visited do not have an adequate evaluation pro

gram and, in our opinion, ure not complying with LEAA's guideline requirements 
0.' maintuining an adequate evaluation capubility. In the fourth State, evaluation 
efforts arc highly decentralized, with local planning units deciding what and how 
much to evaluate. In three States less thun 15 percent of the projects were evalu
ated. Onl~r 3 of the 42 project evaluations randomly selected for our roview were 
outcome evaluations. 

There is relative nbsonce of definitive criterht to determine what, how much, 
and when and what level of evaluation is Itppl'opriate. Also, poor planning and 
design of evaluations prior to initiation of the program or project have resulted 
in. imprecise evaluation findings und conclusions about program and project 
effectiveness and impact. 

• "DltllC\llti~H or ARs~RsluA' Itesults oC r"lW J1l1lJ:orccmcut Asslstnllcc Admlnlstrlltiou Proj
ects to H~rlIlCp. Crime," B-171010, Mnrch 10 1974. 

"ProA'l'l'Ss In Determining' Approuches \Yhlch Work In the Crhnhllli Justice Systcll1," 
)3-171010. October 21. 1974. 

• Pl'ogrom'lPv!'ll'vulllatlon Involves simultaneous assessment of projccts which share com
:1110n outcome objectives. 



7 

None of the States we visited had established standards and formats for evalu~ 
ation reporting. Consequently, there are few controls to insure comparability 
of evaluation data on relative effeotiveness. In none of the foul' States was there, 
in evidence, any established procedures for corroborating the validity and reli
ability of evaluation data, interpretations made, and conclusions drawn. 
Meeting evaluation information tlser needs 

Unless evaluation results are available and used they are of little value. None 
of the four States we visited had established systematic procedures for the dis
semination and timely feedback of evaluation results for decisionmaking, State 
comprehensive planning, and policy formulation. Many of the State staffs we 
talked to indicated that information generated has had limited utility for decision
making and planning. 

In many instances key law enforcement planning staff, as well as other State 
officials having responsibility for criminal justice matters, indicated that decision
makers are not systematically consulted in advance in decisions as to what, how 
often, and at what level evaluation should be done. 

About 62.5 percent of the State officinls we contacted indicated that during 
1975 they were never consulted in advance by LEAA and the State planning 
agencies in decisions as t.o which programs and projects were to be formally 
evaluated and what their evaluation informntion feedback needs would be. 

None of the four States included in our current review had estnblished al1 
impact evaluation information sYRtem (such as has been recommended by us), 
to facilitate the timely compnrison of project results and accomplishments. 

When asked whether they were satisfied with the evaluation information they 
were receiving, 30 percent of the State officials contacted indicated they did not 
receive such information; and another 22.5 percent reported th0y were dissntisfied 
with what they did receive. When asked whether evaluations were timely, only 
20 percent indicated that the evaluation information provided was of use "al1 
or most of the time," while another 35 percent indicated they did not receive 
appropriate information or received none at all. 

Decisions to continue previously funded projects, either with additional Federal 
funding or nssumption by State or local government, are frequently unaffected 
by the results of evaluations which have been conducted. 
Funding of evaluaUon activities 

A nationally recognized research organization has stated that to do mcaningful 
progrnm evnluation, the costs range from 15 to 25 percent of project budgets 
when evaluation is done on a project-by-project basis. 

Three of the four States we visited allocated one percent or less of their avail
able fIscal year 1975 LEAA funds to evaluntion. 

Sto.te planning ofIicin.ls in three of the foul' Stntes indicated that the amount 
of funds availablc under Part B of the 1973 Crime Control Act to plan, design, 
and carry out evaluations has been totally inadequate. 
Use of funds for evaluation 

The 1973 act provided for the use of pnrt C (action)', pnrt E (correotions), and 
part B (planning) funds by LEAA and the States for evaluation purposes. Yet, 
our audit work indicates that confusion and difficulties still exists nmong the 
States in the use of pnrt C funds for evaluation. Severnl State officials we con
tltCted indicnted thnt some Stnte and local policy &nd decision makcrs believe 
that part C funds should not be llsed to support admil1istrlttivc costs which they 
nssume to include evaluation functions and nativities. In addition, these officials 
indicated the difficulties they experienced in ttttempting to allocate and use part 
C funds for evaluation on other than a project-by-projeat basis. 

Legislative nnd administrative provisions mandating the pass-through of part 
C funds to units of 10001 government and necessity of hard-cash match by localities, 
Imve limited Stntes' flexibility to lise part C fundI, for evaluations other than on an 
individual subgrant by sub grant basis by building in It portion of funds for evalun
tion as part of each sub grant. 

We believe thcsc factors have contributed to the limited use of program-level 
outcome evaluation suggested by the recommendations contnilled in some of our 
previous reports. 

In our opinion, the limited availability of existing part B funds, the administra
tive problems, and I,'eluctance to use port C funds for evalUt1tion us opposed to 
funding notion projects, suggests that some change in the legisltttioll may be 
needed to better nssure that monoys urc nnocated ltnd used for evnlulttioll purposes. 
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Some possible options Congress may wish to examine and consider c0ulc!li 
include one or a combination of the following: 

Establish a separate part in the legislation which mandates an adequate' 
amount of funds which may be used for evaluation purposes only. 

Mandate that n certain percentage of parts B, C, and E funds be set :aside 
by the States for evaluation purposes only, which would not be subiect to 
pnss-through requirements. 

Require LEAA to allocnte an increased amount of its discretionary funds 
to the States to develop and maintain more effeetive evalmttion capability. 

In conclusion, it is not clear that LEAA and the States are any further along in: 
1. Knowing which specific programs and project str!l'iiegies have been successful, 

'find importantly, which have not. 
2. Identifying what the cumulative impact Federal funding mny luwe had upon 

tIle effectiveness and efficiency of other government programs and services, illi 
addition to crime and criminal justice system performance. 

We believe answers to thesc questions are essential and must be made avniluble 
to all persons who are responsible for planning and decision and policymaking 
functions involving the allocation or resources designed to reduce, contllol, u.nd 
prevent crime and juvenile delinquency. 

STANDARDS AND GOALS 

According to the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Jl1strce Standards 
and Goals, n criminal justice system operating without standards and goals 
invites, if not guarantees, failure. Specific standards and goals, in contrast to 
principles and generalizations, enable professionals and the public to know where 
the s.\'stem is heading, what it is trying to achieve, and what, in fact, it is achieving. 
Staudards can be used to focus essential iustitutional and public pressure on the 
reform of the entire criminal justice system. But, the criminal justice system has 
tended to operate without definable st411dards and goals. 

Our reports on assessing results of LEAA projects, courts, and halfw::bY houses 
have also illustrated the need for developing and using specific standards and 
goals for the criminal justice system and for specific types of projects. 

In a report to be issued soon on conditions of local jails we note that even after 
spending LEAA funds, the overall physical conditions of the jails and the avail
:ability of services remained inadequate. We believe LEAA and the States should 
,develop ap;reed upon standards that must be met if Federnl funds are to be used to 
Jmprove the conditions of local jails. 

In u draft report on probation activities, now with the Justice Department for 
'comment, we note that LIEAA's efforts have had a limitC:'d effect on probation 
·operations and that LEAA and the States did not adequately develop acceptable 
minimum probntion standards, goals, and guidelines or otherwise assure adequate 
]planning to correct probation problems. 

The Crime Control Act of 1973 requires each State to develop n comprehensive 
:Statewide plan for the improvement of law enforcement and criminal jm;tice 
throughout the State. rfhe act define'S comprehensive to include- the establishment 
in the plan of p;oals, priorities, and stand:\l'ds. 

What ha~ LEAA done to implement these requirements of the Crime Control 
Act of 1973? 

To help the States prepare pinns that will meet the requirements of the 1973 
act, LEAA had made $17 million availllble to provide technical assistance and to 
financially assist 44 States and territories in completing their standards and goals 
processes. It is LEANs policy not to endorse or require the States to adopt any 
particular standards and p;oals. 

In view of LEANs policy of noninvolvement in the actual determination of 
standards and goals, how are the States progl'e8sillp;? 

Our fol!owup review of the efforts in four States to develop standards and goals 
showed varying nmounts of progr''JS lind problems. 

Three of tho States did not have approved standal'd'J and goals. 
Offieiul" of one State did not believe thnt standards and goals could be included 

in the fh;clLl yelLr 1977 plan as required by LEAA guidelines. Officials in another 
State thought they would be able to, and in a third State ofIicials were uncertain 
fiS to whether they could meet the requirement. 

The other State that we visited was one of the first States to begin the pl'OCeM of 
developing standards nnd goals. It begtln in November 1973. The rellultnnt initial 
standards and goals Wel'O adopted by the Stttte planning agency in July 1974 . 

. These standards tmd gouls htwc been incorporated intu the State's fi"cal year 1975 
undfiscl\l year 1976 State pltlllS. 
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The State officials also told us that little work hud been done to evaluate the 
validity of individual standards and goals, and that they were so general in nature 
that almost any project would fit under one goal or another. Consequently, 
planning agency officials did not consider the standards and goals very useful in 
determining which projects should be funded. 
. With respect to standards for individual projects or groups of similar projects, 
none of the four States had developed such standards. 

Thus generally the process of considering and eventually establishing standards 
and goals appcars to have been established. But is that sufficient? How will 
LEA A and the States be able to tell which standards are adequate and merit 
broader adoption? Without research and testing of such standards in different 
locations under different operating conditions, it will be difficult to say. We 
believe LEAA, if properly carrying out its leadership role, should be in a position 
to say to what extent certain standards have broad applicability under various 
types of conditions. It is not sufficient to foster the development of a process. We 
need to know whether the results of the process are worthwhile so we can advance 
our knowledge of how to improve the system to better fight crime. To do that 
requires research and evaluation. 

A question the Subcommittee may want to ask of other witnesses is whether 
they believe thc present J.JEAA program is conducive to undertaking that type 
of needed effort. 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

Technical assistance can be a very important way for LEAA to bring about 
improvements in the criminal justice system. By being aware of the issues and 
problems in each of the various components of the system, LEAA can provide 
or make available technical assistance to help State and local governments and 
agencies adequately address their law enforcement and criminal justice activities. 

The need for LEAA to provide more technical assistance has been discussed in 
our reports on State and local court problems, long-term impact of LEAA grants, 
and halfway houses. They. indicated that LEAA and the State planning agencies 
reacted to requests for assistance but did not take the initiative to identify areas 
where technical assistance was needed and work to find ways to provide it or make 
it available. 

In our dr.tft report on probation, we note that LEAA and the State planning 
agencies generally provided technical assistance on a request basis; they reacted 
to problems and requests rather than actively seeking out program officials, asking 
them about their problems, and suggesting ways to obtain assistance to solve them . 
• _ Our analysis to date of the results of our follow-up review indiettte that: 

LEA A technical assistance efforts are still primarily reactive rather than 
pointing out to States problem areas and working with them to change, if 
needed, State plan cmphases or approaches to operations. 

Although rcgional office specialist positions have generally been filled, the 
specialists in [tIl functional areas still are l1I:lsigned responsibilities outside of 
their specialty area. 

Little or no tcchnical assistance has been providcd by LEAA regional 
offices or the States on project continuation. 

Although the Safe Strcets Act of 1968 required the States to demonstrate in 
their State plans their willingness to contribute technical assistnnce or scrvices for 
programs and projects, LEAA did not require, until March 1975~ that the State 
plnns detail a strategy or plan that the State planning agency will follow in deliver
ing technical assistance or assuring that technical assistance is provided. The 
nscal year 1976 plans were to include such a strategy. 

LEAA has started to develop its own technical assistance strtltegy in SllPport 
of the State efforts. LEAA plans to assist the States in developing their own 
technical assistance cltpability and in improving their ability to provide or make 
provisions for technical assistance. Based on an analysis of the State plttnning 
grants and comprehensive plans, each J.JEAA regional office is to formul!tte a 
technical assistance program which specifies the needs, priorities, resources, and 
plans the regional omces will follow in delivering technical assistance 01' assuring 
that technical assiRtance is prOVided. On this baHis, national technical assistance 
priorities are to be establishcd including setting spccific priorities in national 
technical assistance contracts. 

IVe believe these efforts nre a stcp in the right direction. However, during Ollr 
follow-up review, we noted some fllOtors which we believl') will hindor LEANs 
efforts to geb a comprehensive well-dcveloped opemtional progrllTll estnblii:!hed. 
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The basis of LEANs entire effort is the States' identification of their technical 
assistance needs and problems and resources to address them. We did a limited 
analysis of six fiscal year 1976 technical assistance plans that LEAA had approved, 
and found that none of them addressed all of the elements LEAA included in its 
guidelines. 

For the four States we visited, the technical assistance portions of their plans 
were in various stages of completion. None of them adequately met all of LEANs 
guideline requirements. 

We also found that LEAA regional offices had provided the four States we 
visited little assistance in developing their technical assistance plans. Further
more, most officials believed this approach was appropriate as they believed 
preparation of the plan was the State's responsibility. We believe thltt if effective 
State, regional, and nn,tional strategies are to be developed in a timely manner, 
LEAA must work with the States to reach agreement on viable technical assistance 
pln,ns, an essential first f'tep in developing regional and national technical assist
ance strategies. 

We have previously pointed out that LEAA funds constitute a very small 
proportion of crime reduction and criminal justice expenditures. Without in
creasing the amount of the Federal investment, one possible approach to consider 
is placing the emphasis of the program upon an expanded research, development, 
and demonstration role by LEAA, which continues to involve the States and 
localities. 

A national strn.tegy to reduce crime under this approach would build upon the 
relative strengths of program efforts which are proven to produce a significant 
crime reduction outcome based upon rigorously controlled research. 

St,ates and localities could participate in the operational planning, implementa
tion, find management of projects which are consistent with those program 
strntegies which are proven to have merit. A different ratio of funding between 
discretionary and block grant funds might be necessary at first; with the em
phasis upon systematically planned variation in program approaches, which build 
in the ovaluation research requirements in advance of implementing individual 
project activities. 

Those efforts which have demonstrated erime reduetion payoff could then be 
funded under different settings with ongoing evuluation of their relative effective~ 
ness. Successful programs could then be assumed by States and localities with 
increased confidenco of their value and impact upon the crime problem. 

This conrludes our prepared statement, Mr. Chuirman. We will be pleased to 
respond to finy questions. 

Comptroller GeneruI's Reports to the Congress 

DWFICULTIES OF ASSESSING REsur,Ts OF LAW ENFORC1~MEN'l' ASSIS'l'ANCB 
AD~nNISTRA'riON Pn.omCTs To R£l:DUCE CRI~m, MARCkr 19, 1974 

'WHY TIm ReVIEW WAS MADJ~ 

Between fiscal years 1969 and 1973 the Federal Government, through the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administnttion (L}i)AA), awarded about $1.5 billion to 
finance over 30,000 projects of State and local governments designed to prevent or 
reduce crime. 

LEAA funds for tlu1tle projects a1'O distributed as block or discretionary grants. 
State planning agcncies generally detcrmine further disbursement of these funds to 
specific programs in the criminal justice system-police, courts, or corrections. 

LEAA was one of the first ugencies the Congress established to operate a block 
grant progrnm. 

GAO wanteJ to know if management had taken appropriatc steps to find out, 
if possible, whether the projects had helped to prevent or rcduce crime. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Common difficulties were involved in trying to assess .results of the four types of 
LEAA projects GAO reviewcd. 

LEAA and the States have established no standards or criteria by which some 
indication of S~lCceRS or failure of similar projects CUD be determined. 

'1'0 develop such criteria, complIl'able data on the operation and results of similar 
projects is needed. Although LEAA encourllged States to evalullte theirpl'ojects, 
LEAA did not take steps to malrc sure comparable data was collected. Thus, in
formation for similar projects was not adeqllltte or comparnble. 
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The following examples from the four types of projects reviewed-alcohol 
detoxification centers, youth service bureaus, group homes for juveniles, and 
drug-counseling centers-illustmte the difficulty of trying to assess the effective
ness of LEAA projects. 
Alcohol detoxification centers 

An expectation of the centers GAO reviewed was that their short-term treat
ment approach might have some positive impact on the "revolving-door" pattern 
of the chronic public drunk. 

About 70 percent of the patients being treated at the three centers previously 
had been patients. The readmission rates were about the same despite significant 
differences in costs and services provided. 

However, without criteria as to what acceptable readmission rates might be, 
neither GAO, the States, nor LEAA Cltn state whether the projects were effective. 
(See ch. 3.) 
Youth service bureaus 

These are to provide services to keep youths who have a high potential to 
commit crimes from doing so. One basic way to find out if the projects :1re doing 
this is to gather behavior data On the youths. 

Only one of the three LEAA projects reported such data. It showed that only 
15 percent of the young people served during a I-year period who had court 
records got into trouble after contact with the project. Data developed by GAO 
for another project, however, showed that 43 percent of the youths who had court 
records were referred to juvenilc court after contact with the project. 

'The first projeot appears to have been more successful, but, without standard 
mnges of expected success rates, neither GAO, the States, nor LEAA can deter
mine the success of the youth service bureaus. 
Group homes for juveniles 

'rhese homes are to provide a family environment in a residential setting where 
a youth's problems can be treated and corrected. Data GAO developed showed 
that 45 percent of youths were released from thesc homes for poor behavior; 65 
percent had problems which resulted in referral to juvenile court once they left 
the homos; and 36 percent were sent to penal or mental institutions after release. 

Are such percentltges acceptaqle'? Until LEA A and the States establish criteria 
there is no adequate basis for determining success or failure. (See ch. 6.) 
Drug-counseling centers 

These centers sought to rehabilitate youthful drug abusers and prevent youths 
from taking drugs. One center kept no datu on former use of drugs by purticipants 
pr the extent of their change in drug use after participating in the counseling 
centers because pltXticipants feared this informution would be provided to law 
enforcement officials. Another drug-counseling project developed data on the drug 
use habits for about 45 percent of its participunts but based its conclusions en
tirely Oil participunts' oral statements and the stuff's opinion on their progress. 
(See ch. 4.) 
Evaluation reports inconsistent 

Because adequate evalulLtion critcria did not exist, evaluation reports on the 
projects were inconsistent and generally did not provide sufficient datu to allow 
management to make objective decisions regurding project success. 

Evaluation reports on the three dctoxification centers focused on different 
aspccts of the centers' operations and used different techniques. 

One report described in detail the operations of the center and tried to com
pare its operntions to the operations of another project even though the two 
projects' treatmcnt philosophies diffcred significantly regarding the extent of 
medical services to be provided. 

A report for another project ass(:'ssed vrimarily the adequacy of the project's 
facilities and stafl' und sought patients and police department views of the 
pro~ect's usefulness and suocess. 

The evalU!ttion of the third center developed quarterly statistics concerning 
patients and whut happened to them. But the information in the quarterly re
ports waS inconsistent, which reduced the value of the reports as indicators of 
the project's results. (Sec ch. 3.) 

EVlthuLtiolls of the youth service bureaus also varied. Studies of one project 
developed information primarily concerning the extent of community support 

OO-ti87-70-pt. 1--2 
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for the project. A study of another project consisted primarily of interviews of 
project staff and certain participants, randomly selected, to determine whether 
they thought the project influenced them to stay out of trouble. No objective datu 
was reported on the project's effect on participants. The evaluation report of 
the third project, however, contained subjective and objective data in:licating 
the project's impact. (See ch. 5.) 

Similarly, the evaluation on only one of the juvenile group homes presented 
data adequate to indicate the project's effect. Evaluation of another project 
presented data shOwing where the participants went after leaving the home but 
did not disclose whcther they subsequently got into trouble and were referred to 
juvenile court. The evaluators of the third project solieited views of participants 
and staff through questionnaires. (See ch. 6.) 
llecent LEAA actions 

In the fall of 1973 LEAA began to plan programs to improve its ability to 
~yaluate LEAA-funded projects. 

A separate evaluation unit was established in LEANs National Institute of 
Ltnv Enforcement and Criminal Justice to develop evaluation strategies. 

The National Institute also started new projects to provide States with infor
mation on how they may want to operate and evaluate certain types of projects. 
However, LEAA has not manduted any requirements that the States standardize 
the type of data they collect for similar projects. 

One issue involved in LEAl·.-financed programs is determining the type of 
leadership the responsible Federal agency should provide to insure program 
accountability for Federal funds spent by the States. '.rhe actions LEAA has 
taken are not adequate to establish systems necessary to provide the Congress 
with such accountabHity. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Attorney General should direct that LEAA, in cooperation with the States, 
designate several projects from each type of LEAA-funded program !lS demon
stration projects and determine information that should be gathered and the 
type of evaluations that should be done in order to establish, for similar projects, 
the following: 

Guidelines relating to general goals, the type of staff that could be em
ployed, the range of services that could be provided, and expected range of 
costs that might be incurred. 

Uniform information. 
Standard reporting systems. 
A standard range of expected accomplishments that can be used to deter

mine effectiveness. 
Standnrdized evaluation methodologies that should be used so comparable 

results can be developed on the impact. 
In developing the standards, LEAA should coordinate its efforts with those of 

Federttl agencies funding similar projects. On the basis of the standards developed 
from the demonstration projects, the Attorney General should direct LEAA to: 

Establish an impact information system which LEAA-funded projects 
must use to report to their States on the effectiveness of their projects. 

Require States, once such 1t system is established, to develop, as part of 
their Stu.te plans, a system for approving individual project evaluations only 
when it can be determined that such efforts will not duplicate information 
already available from the impact information system. 

Publish annually for the major project areas results obtained from the 
impact information systcm so the Congress und the public can assess LEAA 
program effectiveness. 

GAO ulso suggested certain information that could be gathered to indicute the 
impact of the types of projects it reviewed. (See pp. 513 and 57.) 

In dcvcloping informtttion on the impact of projects, LEAA must arrange the 
data so the confidentiality of the individual is protectcd. 

AO])NOY ACTIONS ANT> UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The Department of Justice generally agreed with the conclusions and recom
mendations regarding the need for groater standardization of goals, costs, types 
of services, tmel information to be collected on similar projects so better evaluations 
"1t1l be made. However, the Department did not ugree with the recommendations 
that the way to implement the needed improvements wns to have LEAA ulti
tn!ttely establish h,I'{)IWl'1l1 oritel'ia regarding ench item. (Soe app. 1.) 
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The Department believes it is inconsistent with the philosophy of the "New 
Federalism," as defined by the Administration, for LEAA to require the States 
to adopt such guidelines. LEAA plans to continue to encourage the States to 
evuluate their programs and to disseminate to them information on projects' 
operations and results as written UI) in various LEAA pUblications. However, 

,the information in such publications is generally not comprehensive enough to 
provide an adequate busis for developing comparable data to develop standards 
and criteria. 

GAO does not believe the Department's proposed methods for carrying out 
the recommendations will insure that the same general guidelines and criteria 
ure applied to similar projects so effective evaluations and adequate national 
accountability can be achievp.d. GAO believes that its recommendations for 
LEAA to establish general criteria for the grant projects and to require States 
to adopt SUch criteria are consistent with the concern of the Congress that LE A.A 
provide more leadership so information on the progrum's success would be avail
ab1e. (See pp. 60 to 62.) 

The States reviewed agreed with GAO's conclusions and recommendations 
and noted that they would be helpful in improving their evaluation efforts. 

MATTERS l'OR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS 

Although the Crime Control Act of 19n requires the Administration to provide 
lUore leadership and report to the Congress on LEAA activities, the Department 
of Justice's responses to GAO's recommendations indicate that LEAA's action 
will not be consistent with the intent of the Congress. Therefore, GAO recommends 
that the cognizant legislative committees further discuss this matter with officials 
of the Department. 

'FEDERALLY SUPPORTED ATTEMPTS To SOLVE STATE AND LOCAL COURT PROBLEMS: 
MORE NEEbS To BE DONE, 1'lAy 8, 1974 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

Nationwide studies of the courts emphasize one overriding problem-an 
increasing backlog of untried criminal cases and inordinate delays in bringing 
those accused to trial. 

Bccause of increasing public and congressional concern over this situation, GAO, 
during late 1972 and early 1973, reviewed Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tmtion (LEAA) grants delligned to solve State and local court problems in Cali
fornia, Colorado, Illinois, Massachusetts, New York, and Pennsylvania. 

During fiscal years 1969-73, LEAA granted about $1.5 billion in block funds 
to all the States. The States allocated about $180 million of this to programs to 
improve court procedures and systems. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

LEA A has not made sure that its grants for State court improvement lJrograms 
are directed to causes of the most serious problems in State and local courts. 
Neither LEAA nor the States can be ccrt!tin, therefore, that the grant programs 
nre solving problems. that need solving. (Sec ch. 3.) 

Inadeq1late State plans 
'1'he States are primarily responsible for determining that the most serious prob

lems of their criminal justice systems arc identified and their causes nttacked. 
'State plans-the bases for receiving LEAA funds-did not, however, adequately 
define what was needed where, or why, to solve their most critical court problems. 
(See pp. 14 to 16.) 

Many federally funded court projects in the six States may not have been di
rected at reducing the most serious court problems because information was not 
available to identify the o;\.'i;ent of the problems. (See pp. 16 to 22.) For example, 
inefficient court administrative l>ractices are often cited as a primary reason why' 
courts experience backlogs and delays. Five of the States eonsidered backlog' 
and delay to be their most serious court problems. Yet they allocated an average 
of only 17 percent of their funds to proJects to directly improve court administration. 

Another 25 percent of LEAA funds were allocated to proj'ects to improve the 
prosecution of cases. The States did not have adequate information, however" to' 
determine thc extent that inefficient administl'l1tive practices or lacIe of prosecu
tors caused backlog and delay. (See 11p. 20 to 22). Llu.ll' of' Ildeq11tate e01:1rt i1Jystem 
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information and statistics partly caused this problem. For example, no States 
had compiled adequate statistics on time required to process cases. Without such 
data, it is difficult to determine which courts have the most serious processing 
delays and whether or not court improvement projects lessen the problem. (See 
pp. 16 to 18.) 
. When State plans addressed various court needs, LEAA did not require States 
to specify the degree to which Federal grant funds would affect their most serious 
court problems. Absence of reliable information on court operations also hampered 
LEAA regional offices from malting adequate reviews of State plans. (See pp. 19 
and 20.) 
Need to improve techm'cal assistance 

To provide States with continual, direct technical assistance, a position of court 
specialist has been authorized for each of the 10 LEAA regiono1 offices. Five 
offices did not have a court specialist at one time or another during 1973. This 
position was vacant at two of the six offices GAO visited. In the other four, the 
court specialist devoted as little as 30 percent of his time to court-related matters. 
(See pp. 26 to 28.) 

1'0 provide State and local courts with expert assistance and information, LEA A 
has relied heavily on the National Center for State Courts, a nonprofit organiza
tion established in 1971 with LEA A funds, and a technical assistance contract 
awarded in 1972 to The American University. When GAO did its fieldwork, it was 
too early to measure the success of these efforts in helping the States. (See pp. 29 
to 31.) As part of its technico1 assistance responsibilities, LEAA established a 
reference service by which State court planners and others could find out the re
sults of court projects carried out in all the States. However, projects funded under 
most grants were not made a part of the services' data base. (See pp. 32 and 33.) 

LEA A did not evaluate the rcsults of its court program nor provide States with 
oriteria for evaluation or training in evaluation methods. The degree of evaluations 
by State planning agencies ranged from nothing to allowing the subgl'antees to 
evaluate their own court projects. One State official told GAO that only 3 of 38 
court projects had been evaluated. Those evaluations generally consisted of 
describing the project's function rather than its effect on the court system. (See 
pp. 34 to 36.) These inadequate evaluations of court projects were consistent with 
GAO's findings in an earlier report to the Congress on problems of evaluating 
other types of LEAA-funded projects to reduce crime (B-171019, Mar. 19, 1974). 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Attorney General should direct LEAA to: 
Require States, in planning for court improvemcnt programs, to specify 

standards and goals and to note what effect LEAA projects will have on 
attaining these gonIs. 

Provide States with criteria for evaluating LEAA programs and for train
ing in evaluation methods so that State planning agencies can determine 
whether or not their court improvement efforts are effective. 

Staff each LEAA regional office adequately 80 court needs can be deter
mined and so that appropriate technical assistance can be provided. 

Adopt procedures to make sure that LEAA-funded court systems projects 
are screened for quality and included in LEAA's reference system, if appro
priate, so that ull States will have access to the results of projects funded in 
each State. . 

Develop court statistical reporting systems, in cooperation with the 
States, so courts, for example, will be able to measure accurately their prog
ress in reducing caseloads and processing time. 

Determine how effective organizations receiving LEAA funds are in pro
viding technical assistance to the Stutes and to the courts. 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The Department of Justice generally agreed with GAO's recommendations 
and has either started or plans to implement them. (See app. 1.) The Department 
pointed out that, in addition to the 17 percent of court funds that went for projects 
.to directly improve court administratioll, an additional average of 2,5 percent of 
the funds were used for prosecution projects, which it believed also bear directly 
on the backlog of cases. GAO's concern is that the States' planning processes 
W,;ll'e not refined sufficiently so that the courts' most serious problems were 
adequately addressed. (See pp. 21 and 22.) 
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Five of the six States generally agreed with GAO's conclusions and recommen
dations and pointed out that, as their criminal justice planners have gained more 
'experience, they have started developing better ways to spend LEAA funds more 
effectively. The sixth State, California, agreed that data does not exist to accu
rately identify the causes of backlog and delay. It stated that, since it would be 
very difficult to establish a standard reporting system that would provide accurate 
data, the State can only hope that its court projects are reducing delay. 

Four States noted that they encounter a major difficulty in dealing with the 
courts because of the judiciary's independence from the judiciary's independence 
from the executive branch and its reluctance to become involved with Federal 
funds. Most of the States said that, because of the separation-of-powers principle, 
the courts, and particularly judges, have often been reluctant to beoome involved 
with State planning agencies. If the LEAA program is to successfully assist State 
and local court systems, it is apparent that LEAA and the State planning agencies 
must find a way to obtain the active participation of the judiciary and court 
planners in the State planning process. 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION EY THE CONGRESS 

This report contains no recommendations to the Congress. However, it clearly 
shows the extent that problems in developing LEAA-supported State plans and in 
providing technical assistance have, so far, limited the abilities of States and 
LEAA to improve court systems. Accordingly, it should provide the Congress 
with information with which to exercise its oversight responsibilities for LEAA's 
program. 

PROGRESS IN DETERMINING ApPROACHES WHICH WORK IN THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

SYSTEM, OC'l'OBER 21, 1974 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

The need to identify what approaches best assist the criminal justice system
police, courts, and corrections-to prevent or reduce crime has been recognized 
since at least 1931. Congressional concern with attempts by Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) and the States to satisfy this need since 
LEAA was created by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
led to a mandate in the Crime Control Act of 1973 that LEAA evaluate its pro
grams. 

The 1973 act required that the States, awarded over $1.6 billion by LEAA 
through fiscal year 1973 for improving their criminal justice systems, assist LEAA 
by providing certain information and by making certain evaluations of their own. 
'To give the Congress the perspective to assess the extent to which LEAA and 
the States meet the 1973 legislative mandate, this report contains GAO's obser
vations on: 

Progress LEAA and the States made before the 1973 legislation toward 
satisfying the need to know the approaches that work in the criminal justice 
system. 

Planning by LEAA and the States to meet the evaluation requirements 
established by the Crime Control Act of 1973. 

This report also discusses problems LEAA and the States have had and need to 
overcome if evaluations are to improve the progrum. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Results of the State's criminal justice projects--funded under block grants 
from LEAA-and LEAA's research efforts must be evaluated if new and improved 
approaches are to be developed for attacking criminal justice problems. Tllis type 
of evaluation is commonly called "outcome evaluation." (See pp. G to 8.) 

Between passage of the 1968 act and the Crime Control Act of 1973, the States 
made limited progress in evaluating the outcome of their hlock grant projects 
!Lnd LEAA gave the St!l.tes little guidance despite its requirement that the States 
do evaluations. Before receiving LEAAiunds States must submit 11 plan for carry
ing out their projects to LEAA for approval. LEAA, however, hus not established 
procedures for its regional offices to use in reviewing State plt:\l1s to insure that 
evaluations '\Vould be an integral purt of the States' planning process to identify 
and implement improved approaches. Both LEAA and the States plan to meet 
the evn.luation requirements of the new legislation. However, they have not de
fined how such evaluations are to be used in making program decisions. 
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States 
Although the States had made some progress between 1968 and 1973, few were 

doing outcome evaluations j most were still planning how they intended to do 
evaluations. GAO's review of Michigan's and Oalifornia's evaluations provides 
a practical perspective of the vrogress and problems of the States in evaluating 
projects and in using evaluations to improve their programs. 
Michigan 

In 1969 Michigan's criminal justice planning agency recognized the need for 
evaluation. In 1972 the planning agency began to describe evaluation factors, 
such as data and analyses, for the criminal justice projects throughout the State 
receiving LEAA block grant funds. 

In December 1973, however, a planning agency official said most of the evalua
tions made by project personnel had not been outcome evaluations and that 
the few outcome evaluations made were poor. He said for these reasons and beelLuse 
evaluations were not completed before the time subsequent funding decisions had 
to be made, they had provided little input for the agency's decisionmaking and 
plunning. 

To meet LEAA's requirement thut States evaluate a specified portion of their 
LEAA-funded projects, the plunning agency contracted with a private research 
organization in August 1972 to evalwlte the Sto,te's efforts to reduce organized 
crime. The contractor, however, could not evaluate the State's projects to redwe 
organized crime because project personnel had not collected needed data. 

In January 1974 t.he planning agency revised the project-reporting proceRR to 
require quarterly reports describing the evaluation progress and began redesigning 
evaluation factors to be used by project personnel. The planning agency Adminis
trator said LEAA had not provided any specific guidance on how to do evaluations 
Or on how to use them. He believed,however, that eventually the planning agency's 
approtlch would lead to the type of evaluution system which would provide mujor 
input for program management and planning decisions. (See pp. 11 to 13.) 
California 

In April 1960 the OuHforniu criminal justice plunning agency began rcquiring 
each project receiving LEAA block grant funds through the agency to have un 
adequate evaluation system. To meet LEAA's evuluation requirements, the plan
ning agency chose to have project personnel evaluate projects from its 1973 and 
prior years' plans. Through September 1973 the planning agency had received 
260 evaluation reports. 

A planning agency analysis, however, showed general dissatisfaction with the 
quality of the evaluutionK. More impol't!tntly, the plnnning agency had 110 proce
dures to insure that even Ratisfactory evaluations were udequately consideJ'ed in 
decisionmaking and pln.nning. In July H173 a tURk force at the Uniyc!',;ity of 
Culifornil1. at Lo;; Angeles began developing, under contrl1ct with the planning 
agency, u plan to define the upproachcs for making evaluatiom; which will furni~h 
information management needs to meet program goals. The plan wtts completed 
in early 1974, and many of its findh1gs and recommendlttions were incorporated 
into the State's evaluution program. The planning agency Administrator said 
LEAA had not provided guidance for doing outcome evt1luations. (See pp. 13 to 
17.) 
LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal J1tstice 

The 1968 act authorized the Institute to conduct in-house research, award re
search grunts and contructs, und instruct und recommend action to the criminal 
justice community. In 1971 the Institute was reorganized to better I1ccomplh;h 
these functions. However, as of August 1973-when the new legislation was 
enncted-the Institute had accomplished little in doing outcome evaluatiom; 01' 
giving the States guidance for doing so. For examplc, the Research Operations 
Division-responsible for in-house rcsearch-had not made any outcome evalua
tions of any criminal justice progrmns. (See pp. 20 to 22.) 

The Research Administration Division-responsible for research grant and 
contract administration-had awul'ded about $70.6 million through fiscal y{'ar 
1973 for externul research. Many projects were to gather information und were not 
intended to produce outcome evuluations. However, those projects intended to be 
ev!tluations produced little data on project impact. (See p. 22.) 

The Technology Transfer Division-responsible for recommending Institute 
material for publication and conducting demonstration and instructional pro
grams-had pursued these responsibilities and had dcveloped a way to provide 
information to the criminal jUiltice community. However, almost nothing had 
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been disseminated on the outcome of specific criminal justice projects. Seveml 
new programs started by the Division during 1973, however, have the potential to' 
provide better information on what approaches work in various criminal justice
programs. (See pp. 23 and 24.) 
LEAA and State efforts to meet the 1973 congressional mandate 

LEAA has taken several actions since the Crime Control Act was passed to' 
improve its capability to determine the approaches that work in the criminal 
justice system. (See pp. 26 to 28.) 

The Institute established a separate evaluation division to coordinate and 
develop the Institute's evaluations. 

An Office of Planning and Management was created to emphasize and co~ 
ordinate LEAA's overall policies and evaluations. 

An Evaluation Policy Task Force was appointed to design a comprehensivE)' 
LEAA evaluation program. 

In July 1973 administrators of the States' criminal justice planning agencies
established a Research, Evaluation, and Technology Transfer Committee to de
velop 

Model evaluation systems for the States, 
Evaluation training progrp.ms for criminal justice planning staff, 
Guidelines for gathering compamble datl1 on projects, and 
1'>'lechanisms for collecting and disseminating research and evaluation 

accomplishments. 
LEAA is working closely with this crmmittee. (See pp. 28 and 29.) LEAA and 

the States are becoming increa~ingly concerned l1bout the need to do evaluations 
and are planning to meet requirements of the new legislation. It is important that 
they recognize the need to define approaches for making evaluations which will 
furnish information program personnel need to identify and implement improve
ments in the nriminal justice tiystem. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Attorney General should direct LEAA to: 
Issue guidelines requiring States to include a section in thier State plans 

that discusses (1) how State criminal justice planning agency administrators 
plan to use evaluations to assist them in making management decisions and 
(2) the extent to which such administrators believe their current evaluation 
strategies need modifying so evaluations can be useful in the decisionmaking 
process. This action should improve the States' planning and use of evalua
tions by requiring them to consider how useful evaluations have bcen and 
could be to management and also provide LEAA a basis for reviewing 
State actions. 

Disseminat.e this report to the States to furt.her emphasize the need t.o do 
outcome evaluations that can be used in making decisions. 

AGl~NCY AC'l'IONS AND UNRESOJ.VED ISSUES 

The Department of Justice agreed with GAO's recommendations and is taking 
action to implement them. In addition, t.he Department noted steps LEAA is 
taking to improve its overall evaluat.ion effort. (See app. I.) These steps should 
meet the evaluation needs GAO identified. 

California also plans steps to improve the quality and utility if its evaluation 
efforts. (See pp. 16 and 17.) Michigan commented that the GAO report was valid. 
However, it noted that, among other things, outcome evaluation is difficult and 
extremely costly and that Uthe causes of crime remain unknown in any real senseI 
and that cause and effect measurement is nearly impossible in regard to crime.' 
Michigan also noted that LEAA, rather than the States, should have responsiM 

bility for such matters as program eVllluation and research. (See pp. 33 to 35.) 
There is no doubt that outcome evaluation is complicated and in some instances 

costly. The consequence of not doing such evaluations, however, is to reduce the 
planning process to chance. Evaluations are necessary so more objective decisiomr 
can be made regarding allocation of resources. The Congress has clearly e:\:pressed 
its intent that the LEAA program be evaluated. Both the States and LEAA 
should participate in this effort since the States are an integral part of the LEAA 
program. 

Therefore, GAO does not agree with Michigan that only LEAA should have 
this responsibility. Moreover, LEA A plans to involve the States directly in its 
evaluation efforts. 
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MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION ;BY THE CONGRESS 

This report ::.hould assist Congress to determine LEANs and the States' progress 
in meeting the legislative mandate for evaluation in the Crime Control Act of 
1973. 

LONG-TERM IMPACT OF LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE GRANTS CAN BE IM
PROVED, DECEMBER 23, 1974 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

Since fiscal year 1969 the Federal Government, through the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA), has awarded about $2.6 billion to help 
States improve their criminal justice systems and to prevent or reduce crime. 
The Congress il1tended that LEAA funds be used as a catalyst to bring about 
lasting improvements in the States' criminal justice systems. The Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, requires that the States 
demonstrate their willingness, and that of local governments, to assume the cost 
of projects funded after a reasonable period of Federal assistance. 

To provide the Congress information on the extent to which LEAA and the 
States have met that legislative intent, GAO obtained information on: 

How many long-term projects continued after LEAA funding stopped. 
How many projects merited continuation but did not continue. 
How LEAA and different State policies and practices affected the con

tinuation of worthwhile projects. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

LEAA funds provided to States represent only a small portion of total national 
-criminal justice expenditures. Nevertheless, they have the potential for impact 
-since they are the primary funds to be used for innovations and improvements. 

For LEAA funds to influence changes, it is essential that LEAA and the States 
adopt policies to insure that successful projects continue once LEAA funding 
:stops. As a result of inadequate LEAA guidelines, States' policies regarding con
tinuation of projects varied significantly. States' success rates on continuing 
worthwhile projects also varied. As of June 30, 1973, only 6 percent of projects 
no longer receiving LEAA funds wew for long-term purposes-such as counseling 
·delinquents, hiring additional policemen, or rehabilitating offenders-which 
involved continuing operations and required continual funding for the project 
to continue. (See p. 11 and app. III.) 

As more projects reach the end of their LEAA funding periods, the problem 
of finding alternative fund sources becomes even more import!mt. One State, for 
·example, rcported it had only three long-term projects terminated from LEAA 
funding as of March 31, 1973. The State expects 80 to 120 major projects to 
-cease receiving LEAA funds in calendar year 1974. (See pp. 30 to 33.) 

By providing the States more guidance on how to continue worthwhile efforts, 
LEAA could suhstantially improve prospects of its grant program having a 
positive long-term impact on the States' criminal justice systems. Problems LEAA 
.and States had in adequately developing cont.inuation policies are discussed below, 
as is GAO's analysis of the extent to which worthwhile long-term proJects 
,continued. 

The analysis is based on a detailed review of the continuation policies and 
practices in Alabama, California, Michigan, OhiO, Oregon, and Washington and 
·on responses by 39 States and the District of Columbia to a GAO questionnaire. 
Inadequate emphasis on continuation needs 

Neither LEAA nor the six States emphasized sufficiently the problem of how 
to continue worthwhile long-term projects. The varying degrees of State succeSs 
in continuing worthwhile projects after LEAA funding stopped were partly 
attributable to a lack of adequate LEAA guidelines find the resulting differences 
in State policies. 

LEAA guidelines did not adequately address the project continuation issue by 
specifying factors or providing policies that would help States continue projects. 
States had independently developed their own continuation policies. Many factors 
influence continuation of projects after LEAA funding stops. Some, such as eco
nomic conditions and dedication of project personnel, are beyond the control of 
LEAA and appropriate State crimino.l justice agencies. Others may be controlled 
through guid()lines and requirements. 



Three factors which: influence project continuation are project financing, project· 
evaluations,. l\nd technical assistance. The emphasis given these factors varied 
among the States. For example, project funding periods among the States visited 
ranged from 1 to 5 years. Also one State required extensive planning. for assuming. 
project costs bY,non-LEAA sources; another State required none. (See ch. 2.) 
Limited success -in continuing projects 

Apparently worthwhiIe rong-term projects were discontinued or had their 
operations significantly reduced after LEAA funding ended. In the six States 
LEAA funding had stopped for 440 long-term projects. . 

281, or 64 percent, awarded about $15.5 million in LEAA funds, continued 
to opemte at expanded or at about the same levels. . 

159, or 36 percent, awarded about $12 million in LEAA funds, either had 
their operations. stopped or the scope of their operations reduced significantly. 

According to State and project officials, at least 95 of the 159 projects (60 
percent) merited continuation. (Sce pp. 11 to 13.) Of the 281 projects operating 
at the same or e:lI..-pandcd levels of funding after LEAA funding ceased, 253 con~ 
tinued with State or local funds (md 28 were continued with non-LEAA Federal. 
funds. 
National perspect-ive 

Neither LEAA nor the States had adequate information on the extent to which 
projects continued or merited continuation. Such: information is necessary to help 
Msess the impact of the LEAA program. Therefore, to determine the potential 
long-term impact of LEAA funding, GAO queried all States by a two-part 
questionnaire. 

The first part requested information on State policies that could influence 
projects continuing after LEA A funding ended; this part was completed by all 50 
States and the District of Cohunbia. The second part requested financial data and 
other information, such as status of long-term projects no longer receiv.ing LEAA 
funding (terminated projects). Thirty-nine States and the District completed the 
second part. 

State responses indicated the variations in continuation policies and showed 
that many States had not adequatl'l.} addressed the continuation issue. For 
example: 

Seven States had no policies or time limits on length of time projects should 
be funded by LEAA. The other 43 States funded prcject!:> from 1 to 8 years. 

Twenty-five StDtes required applications for LEAA funds to present 
various types of plans showing how, when, and by whom project costs would 
be ussumed once LgAA funding stopped. 

One State required only that potential fund sources be identified, [md 24 
Stntes did not require a plan showing how, when, and by whom project costs 
would be assumed. 

Twenty-one States eased the transition from Federal to full State or local 
funding by increasing the percentages of State or local support provided 
through the life of the LEAA grant. The rate of incre~e varied, however, 
from ::!tate to State. Five States said they use increased matching rates but 
have not set speCific percentages. l'he other 24 States did not use increasing 
matching mtes. 

Technical assistance provided to projects varied significantly. Six States 
provided no continuation assistance, lG provided assistance on request, 27 
provided assistance informally, and 1 said it had not experienced the llOl1-
tinuation problem. (See ch. '1.) 

LEANs program h1\8 been operating since fiscal year 1969. It is not too early to 
consider institutionalizing improvements begun with LEAA funds in light of 
congreSsional intent that LEAA funds act as a catalyst to allow States to make 
lasting improvements. Both JJEAA and thf> States must better insure that worth
while long-term projects continue once LEAA funding stops. 

RElCOMM1~NDATIONS 

'1'0 develop information needed to assess the long-term impact of the LEAA 
progrDm, determine poterttial weaknesses, and better insure that worthwhile 
projects are con tinued, the Attorney General should direct LEAAto: 

Require t1ll1t, LEAA and State information systems provide for developing 
information on the extent to which projects continue. 
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Establish requirements for reporting in State law cnforcement plans and 
in tile LEAA Annual Report on the continuation of long-term projects after 
LEAA funding ceases. 

Require that LEAA develop a coordinated continuation policy to be 
implemented by each State: 

1. Defining how long LEAA funds should be used to support each type of project. 
!II. Developing funding methods which ease the transition to full State or local 

funding, such as progressive matching rates. 
3. Defining standard grant application provisions which detail how, when, 

by whom, and under what conditions project costs will be assumed. 
4. Defining the types of technical assistance to be offered in planning for future 

continuation of projects. 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The Department of Justice said it agreed with GAO's recommendations that 
LEAA and the States dcvelop better information on the extent to which projccts 
continue and said LEAA will explore ways to obtain and report it. (See app. 1.) 

The Department did not agree to complctely implement GAO's recommenda
tion that LEAA modify its current project continuation guidelines to make them 
more specific. It said the issues of defining how long LEAA funds should be used, 
of developing methods of transition to full local funding, and of defining standard 
grant application provisions and the naturc of technical assistance to be provided, 
are far reaching and will be given further study by LEAA. 

GAO agrees such changes could be far reaching and does not object to further 
study. But the danger is that the issue will be studied indefinitely and no con
clusion will be reached. Improvement is needed in light of GAO's finding that 
State and local officials believed 60 percent of the long-term projectH that were 
stopped or had their operations significantly reduced when LEAA funding stopped 
eithcr merited continuation if stopped or should have been funded at a higher 
level if continued. 

It would be desirable if LEAA complctcd its study before submitting its fiscal 
year 1976 budget request to thc Congress and reported to the Congress on what 
actions it believcs should be taken. The States GAO visited generally agreed 
with GAO's findings and conclusion that there was a need to more fully comlider 
ways to insure that worthwhile projects continue once LEAA funding stops. 

l'vIAT1.'BRS l'OR CONSIDERATION BY THI') CONGRESS 

In thc next several years many more projects will stop receiving LEAA funds 
and will have to be funded by other sources to continue. As more information 
bccomes available on which worthwhile pro,jectH continuc, the Congress may 
wish to discuss with LEAA thc extent to which its efforts 111'0 acting as a catalyst 
to get Statc and local governments to permanently implement criminal justice 
improvements tried and teRted with LEAA funds. Because of the significance of 
this issue, the Congress may also want to follow up with LEAA on the results of 
its study of ways to improve the continuation policies of the States. 

THE PU,OT CITIBS PnO(lItAM: PHASI~OUT Nmmrm DUE 1.'0 LIMITED NATIONAL 
BI~NEl'l'rS, FEBRUAIW 3, 1975 

WHY THE RI>VIEW WAS MADE 

GAO wanted to determine whether the Law Enforcement Assistancc Adminis
tration adequately planned and managed its Pilot Cities Program to demonstrate 
that improved research could bring about better planning of city and county 
programs to reduce crime. 

Thc Pilot Cities Program was begun in 1970 with a projected cost of $30 million. 
It was one of the agency's first major attempts to bring about improvements 
through direct financing: Albuquerq~e, New Mexico; Charlottcl.J'forth Carolina; 
Dayton, Ohio; Des Moines, Iowa; Norfolk, Virginiaj Omaha, l'lebl'aslmj Roch~ 
estel', New Yorkj and Sunta Clara County, California, were chosen as test loca
tions of how to use new, innovative ideas to fight crime, which could laler be 
applied natioilally. The program was to operate for 5 years. 
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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Individually, the eight cities benefited from the Pilot Cities Program. They 
received Law Enforcement Assistance Administration funds for projects they 
probably could not have otherwise undertaken. They received the benefit of 
research and technical assistance that could not have otherwise been obtained. 
But, from a national standpoint, the overall program did not accomplish its 
goals, for reasons explained below. 

The basic approach was to have pilot city teams research their communities' 
problems in reducing crime and develop projects and technical assistance to 
solve the problems. Three of the five teams GAO reviewed in detail-Albuquerque, 
Dayton, and Omaha-could not develop their efforts as planned. Generally, they 
had difficulties maintaining a viable pilot city effort. Two other teams-Norfolk 
and Santa Clam-maintained relatively stable operations"by developing appro
priate community support, researching problems, and starting new projects. 

The Churlotte team withdrew from the program in April 1974 because of a 
lack of adequate direction from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
1l.nd because the team did not anticipate sustained local interest in planning 
communitywide activities to solve criminal justice problems. The Des Moines 
team apparently experienced startup problems and did not accomplish sufficient 
reRearch and project development dill'ing its first 20 months of operation to 
achieve useful results. The Rochester team has apparently made progress. 

Overall, thrrpfore, thrpe of the eight teams may have progressed satisfactorily. 
But the cumulutive experience of the eight teams is already sufficient for the Law 
Enforcement ASl'li~tance AdminiRtmtion to draw useful conclusions about how 
to promote changes at local levels-one of the program's basic objectives. 

Essentially, the problems of the program were thut: 
Consistent objectives were not agreed upon. 
Teams interpreted the program differently. 
PartiCipating orgunizations experienced instability. 
Guidelines were too broad as to what was to be 'accomplished and how. 
Regional offices of the Law gnforcement Assistance Administration used 

different mnnagement methods. 
In programs of limited dumtion de~igned to serve as examples of how the 

Nation should try to solve problems, theRe factors can have an adverse effect. 
ThiR was the case with the Pilot Cities Program. The Law Enforcement Assist
ance AdminiHtration ~hould continue to directly finance large efforts of national 
l'1ignifictmce. But it is important that ~uch programs have clearly defined objec
tivell agreed to by all pnrticipunts nnd that monitoring and evaluation procedures 
he adequately developed by the supporting Federal agency before the project 
begins. This was not the caRe with the Pilot Cities Program. 
Inadequate program clet'elopmenl 

'l'he Law Enforcement Assistance Administration used a proposal for improving 
the criminal justice process in one locality as the bnsis for developing the national 
Pilot Cities Program. 

The first grant--to Santa Clnm County-wus broadly worded IlO its team 
could emphusize 0) improving the process of criminul justice research and plan
ning and (2) developing specific projects. 'rhe lack of emphaSis on anyone goal 
(such us resrurch or project implementation) over others was not detrimental in 
San tn, Clnra County because the team and local officials understood what they 
wanted to do !IS a result of more than a year's negotiations with the Law Enfone
ment ASRistance Administration bl'fore the grant was approved. At the 'direction 
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, subsequent pilot city teams 
used the Santa Clara grant as thr model for their proposals. But these teams did 
not have the benefit of Snnta Clara's expJrience. They did not receive appro
priate guidance from the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminhltration to clarify 
the program's prioritil's. Each team interpreted the program's objectives und 
rmphasis differently. 'rho rNmlt was not a coordinated national pilot city effort, 
but eight individual programs. 

The Law EnforcC'ment Assistance Administration published program guide
lines in ,January 1973, 2% years aftC'r the program begun. Encompassing Itllactivi
til'S of the opernting pilot cities, these guidelines were too broad to provide direc
tion to the teams and had little impact on the program. (See ch. 2.) 
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Financial Pl'CSSU1'CS 

Each, pilot city team Was to be provided $500,000 pel' fiscal year during its 
5-year life for demonstration projeets. Any unused portion at the end of the year 
was generally not available for future use. Therefore, the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration applied pressure to spend the money by developing: 
projects too quickly, which prevented orderly development of the teams' efforts. 
This pressure had serious consequences for the Albuquerque and Dayton teams. 
(See pp. 15 to 19.) 
Regional guidance 

Regional offices of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration often. 
provided inconsistent guidance to the pilot city teams-primarily because the 
headquarters staff had not adequately specified program objectives. 

The Dallas regional office greatly limited the Albuquerque team's ability to 
perform effectively in December 1972 and most of 1973. The team submitted no 
new demonstration projects during that time and could find no replacements for 
three professional staff members who quit. 

The Ohicago regional office requested Dayton's team to submit proposals for' 
new demonstration projects. The team director attempted to complete research 
before submitting proposals. Because he and the Ohicago office could not agree, 
he was requested to step down. Between December 1972 and October 1973, the 
Dayt:,JU team had no permanent director. Subsequently, Dayton proposed five 
projects to red,;ce specific crimes. Only one was based on adequate research., 
Oonfusion between the Omaha team and the regional office in Kansas Oity 
concerning program development resulted in an almost complete turnover of the 
Omaha staff as of June 30, 1973. As noted above, the Oharlotte team withdrew 
from the program because of such management practices. (See pp. 20 to 30.) 
Research and projects 

All pilot city teams were expected to develop haseline data on the various. 
aspects of their criminal justice systems. But the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration did not specify types of data to be collected, establish common 
criteria to insure uniform reporting, or provide a basi!; for establishing a common 
reference for comparing teams' efforts. Inconsistent interpretation of the terms 
"new" and "innovative" affected the type of demonstration projeets undertaken. 
Generally, if projects were new ,to the localities, even though not unique nationally, 
they were implemented. 

As of December 1973, 27 percent (about $2 million) of the program's demonstra
tion funds had gone to projects to implement or updL\te information systems. 
Another 23 percent (about $1. 7 million) went to provide new types of community 
treatment, such as youth service bureaus and alcohol detoxific!\tion centers. Many 
of these proJects appcar similar to others being supportcd by the Law Eniorcement 
Assistance AdmiL!i;;tration. Pilot cities funds were also used to provide burglar 
alarms, television security systems, a narcotic squad, a crime laborutory, and 
more nonwhite police officers. All such efYortfl bcncfit the localities. But such 
projects are not new or innov!Ltive and should not be supported directly with 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration moneys that are supposed to be 
used for programs to solve problems of lll~tional Significance. (See pp. 35 to 44.) 
Technical assistance 

All pilot city teams rendered technical assistance to their localities and, if 
judged by this criterion alone, could be considered partly successful. The question 
GAO asked was whether the experience of the eight teams was already sulficient 
to derive useful information about the processes the te!\ms used and whether 
such information could be transferred to State and regional criminal justice plan
ning tlllits. GAO believes so. (See pp. 44 to '17.) 

RECOll1l11ENDA'rIONS on SUGOl,STIONS 

GAO met with officials of the Law Enforcement ARsistn,nce Administration 
in June 197<1 n,nd suggeflted that steps be taken to phase out the program by 
June 30, HJ75. (Sec pp. 53 to 55.) These officittls ngL'eed to act on the sub~tanee of 
GAO's sugp;estions. Consequently, GAO has no recommendations to make to the 
Attnrney General. 



23 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED 'rss\JEs 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration began phasing out the pro
gram in July 1974 by revieWing the Mtions of each. pilot city team und determining 
how and when each effort should be phased' out and the extent to which worth
while projects might be continued with other funds. On tM b:,tsisof the detailed 
comments GAO received on jts report from some of the pilot city teams, it believes 
this is the' correct approach 'for phasing out the program. > ' > 

Many pilot city teams criticized GAO's suggestions aI).d, the Law Enforcement, 
Assistance Administration's acceptance of them. They believed their efforts were 
worthwhile and that GAO took too narrow a view of the program by Jlot sufficiently 
emphasizing the benefits that accrued to the eight localities. 

From a local perspective, many of their comments are volid.From o:natiimal 
standpoint, an assessment of the need to contin'Ue the program had to beibasedon 
the cumulative experience of all teams and on a determination ;of whether that 
ex-perience was worthy of contin'Ued, direct Federal support ias part 'of a national 
test effort. ,Some teams also stated that they had de\Teloped projects that were 
new and advanced and had national application. To date, however, no specific 
data is available to deteimine whether the projects are new and innovative. ' 

Data available to GAO indicated that, although some projects may have na
tional applicability, the projects generally did not appear much different from 
other efforts funded with Law Enforcement Assistance AdministratiQn moneys. 
Nevertheless, the agency Will apparently 'continue futiding some wor.thwhile 
projects that might have national applicability or are consistent with the State's 
overall comprehensive plan for improving the criminal justice system. 

MATTEltS FOR CONSIDERATION BY 'THE CONGRESS 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration recognizes the need to better 
manage projects funded with moneys it controls directly so that .such efforts will 
result in greater national benefits. This report contains no recommendations for 
action by the Congress. However, because more thought has recently been given 
to testing certain new program approaches before considering. national applica
tion, the lessons learned from managing the pilot city effort should .assist the Con
gress in determining how to better insure that executive agencies adequately 
plan and operate other test effor.ts. 

How FEDERAL EFFOR'rs TO COORDINATE' .PROGRAMS To MITIGATE JUVENILE 
DELINQUE~CY PROVED INEFFECTIVE, APRIL ,21, 1975 

WRY THE REvmW WAS MADE 

GAO made this review to find out what the Federa1 Government has dohe to 
coordinate the many programs-Federn:l,' State, and local~which could affect the 
prevention and control of jU\Tenile delinquency in the United States,' 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Juvenile delinquency must be reduced if crime is to be prevented or curbed . 
. Total 'arrests of juveniles 'under age 18 rose 144 percent between 1960 and 

1973 compared toa 17 percent .increase in arrests for those 18 and over. 
Juveniles in 1973 accounted for 511)ercent of all arrests for property crimes, 

23 percent for violent crimes, and 45 percent of arrests for serious crimes.' 
In September 1974 the Juvenile Justice and Delinquencf:: Prevention Act be

came law; it is designed to improve the Federal Gov(;lrnment s attempts to combat 
juvenile delinquency. Before the law, no adeqvate national,program had been 
developed to focus resources to prevent lind control juvenile delinquency in the 
United States. 
, No Federal agency hnd- ' 

Identified significant causes. of juvenile delinquency; 
Determined what resources ",vere ·h.vaHable foi"combating juvenile crime, 
Developed a strategy to address'the causes, or ' 
Informed pertirient agencies' officials of Federal efforts to do something 

, about the problem. " . ' .' 
'rhe Federal Government apparently'relied on the myriad of antipoverty and 

social welfare programs to make lL significant impact on the prQb,lem. To account 
for the present situation, a summary of recent events is necessary. 'l'hemost 
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significant Federal acts, with amendments, dealing with the juvenile delinquency 
problem were: 

1961-The Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Control Aot. 
1968-The Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act. 
1968-The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. 

The responsibility for aoting on juvenile delinquency rested chiefly with the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW). In 1968 the Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration of the Department of Justice also received some 
responsibilities. The Departments of Labor and Housing and Urban Develop
ment and the Office of Eoonomic Opportunity also operated programs that 
affected the problem. (See pp. 3 to 10.) 
Coordination problems 

Coordination among these and other appropriate Federal agencies was difficult 
because they had no standard definition for selecting specific Federal programs 
for preventing juvenile delinquency or rehabilitating such delinquents. In 1971 
the Interdepartmental Council to Coordinate All Federal Juvenile Delinquency 
P.rograms-,-co,mposed of 10" departmeuts and agenci~s-was created by the 
Congress. It developed a definition, but it was too broad to be workable. It 
defined a juvenile as anyone betwe~n 1 day and 24 yeo.rs of age. 

The Council also was ineffective. It effected no major Federal legislative or 
program decisions because it (1) had to rely on funds and staff provided by its 
member agencies and (2) lacked clear authority to coordinate their activities. 
(See pp. ,22 to 26.) Many officials of the Federal agency programs that the Council 
had identified as affecting juvenile delinquency were unaware that their programs 
had such a potential. (See pp. 13 and 14") Previous estimates of Federal Govern
ment expenditures for·juvenile delinquency· may not be accurate because of the 
absence of a workable definition of a juvenile delinquency program. 

Congressional legislative committees observed that HEW had failed to ade
quately coordinate Federal efforts because of inadequate administration of the 
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Control Act of 1968 and that it requm;ted from 
fiscal years 1968 to 1971 only $49.2 million of an authorized $150 million to 
adminiRter the act. 

A major administrative problem resulted from the 1968 aets' overlapping roles 
for HEW and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. HEW was to 
help the States prepare nnd implement comprehensive State juvenile delinquency 
plans. At the same time, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration was to 
make block grants to the States to address all cl'iminaljustice problems, including 
juvenile delinquency. With more funds available, the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration becnme dominant in criminal justice plnnning. It spent about 
$70 million for juvenile delinquency programs in fiscal year 1971 compared with 
$8.5 million spent by HEW for that year. 

To facilitate coordination the Secretary of HEW and the Attorney General 
agreed ill 1971 (1) that HE\V would concentrate on prevention efforts before a 
person entered the juvenilc justiee system and (2) that the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration would focus on efforts once a person was in thc juvenile 
justice system. (See pp. 20 to 22.) 

In 1972 Federnl regional councils were established in the 10 standard regiQns 
to develop closer working relationships between Federal grt1lltmaking agendes 
and State and local govcrnments. However, the Federal regional councils generally 
were not very involved in juvenile delinquency projects, according to un. official 
of the Office of Mnnagement and Budget, because of inadequltte kadership from 
Washington. (See pp.26 to 30.) 
State and local coordination efforts 

GAO's review of the efforts of Colorado and Massachusetts and their largest 
cities-Denver and BORton-showed that coordination problems in juvenile 
delinquency in States and cities were similar to those in the Fedel'lll Government. 
Neither State had a single ngency or organization coordinating the planning and 
operation of l111 programs that could affect juvenile delinquency. Neither had a 
comprehensive stmtegy to prevent or control juvenile delinquency. 

The State and looal situation has resulted in part from the Federal Govern~ 
mont's fragmented approach to the juvenile delinquenoy prohlem. To seek funds, 
State and locltl agencies hud to respond to the specific Federal categorical grant 
progmms, ,each with its own objectives, reqUirements, nnd rel)trictions. As a 
result, Statf) and loonl ~tgencies had little inoentive to coordinn.te their nctivities. 
(Seo cll. 5.) 
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1974- legi8lation-an impetus for improvements 
. The"'Juvenile ,Justice and Delinquency, Prevention Act of 1974, if properly 
implemented, should help prevent and control juvenile delinquency. 

The law-
Creates an Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in the 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration; 
Provides increased visibility to the problem and a focal point for Federal 

juvenile delinquency activities; 
Improves existing Federal agency coordination and reporting require

ments; and 
Requires States to make a single agency responsible for planning juvenile 

delinquency efforts to be funded with Federal moneys. (See pp. 51 to 53.) 

RECOMMENDATIONS OR SUGGESTIONS 

The 1974 act gives executive agencies a sufficient framework to improve their 
coordination of juvenile delinquency efforts. Since the act was enacted only 
shortly after GAO completed its review, it was too early to determine.how the 
agencies were implementing it and, on the basis of such an assessment, to recom
mend to appropriate officials ways to improve implementation. 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The Departments of Justice and HEW; Office of Management and Budget; and 
appropriate Colorado and Massachusetts State and local agencies generally agreed 
with GAO's findings and conclusions. (See ch. 8.) 

The Department of Justice recognized its respoll!iibilities, under the 1974 act, 
to define Federal juvenile delinquency programs and better coordinate their 
activities but noted two conditions which may impede its efforts. It has inter
preted "New Federalism" to mean that it cannot impose substantial guidelines 
and definition~ other than those required by law, upon State and local operating 
agencies, but ~ries to encourage movement in that direction by using funding 
incentives and training. The Department also noted that its efforts will be affected 
by the aggressiveness with which the Office of Management and Budget actively 
encourages coordinatcd planning through its funding and oversight responsibilities. 
The Department also outlined actions it had already taken to implement the 1974 
act. (See app. 1.) 

lIKW officials expressed concern, based on their previous experiences, about the 
ability of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration to effectively carry 
out its legiRlative mandates under the 1974 act unless there is a commitment at 
the highcst levels of the Federal Government to the effort. (See p. 59.) 

MAT'l'lmS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS 

When it passed the 1974 act, the Congress clearly expressed its intent to exer
cise oversight over implementation and administration of the act. Among the 
issues the Congress should consider in carrying out its oversight are: 

The extent to which the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is 
implementing two basic parts of the act-developing comprehensive State 
juvenile delinquency plans and a national juvenile delinquency strategy 
in a timely manner. 

The extent to which the Law Enforoement Assistance Administration is 
able to effectively impleinent 'certain'provisions :of section 204 of Ithe act, 
such as (b)(2), (4), and (f), which basically give the Administration authority 
to coordinate and direct certain juvenile delinquency efforts of other Federal 
agencies. 

Whether the executive branch will request and allocate funds to adequately 
implement the act. (See PP. 54 to 57). 

FI';DERAL GUIDANCE NEEDED IF HAf,FWAY HOUSES ARB To BE A VIABLE ALTER
NATIVE TO PRISON, MAY 28, 1975 

WHY THE RlWIEW WAS MADE 

Between September 1973 and June 1974, GAO reviewed 15, State.and locally 
operated halfway houses in Florida, Missouri, PennsylVania, and .Texas. Halfway 
ho.uaes are community-based, correct\Oll actiyitiesfor. ·ndult offenders .. 
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GAO wanted to know-
Whether the States had developed coordinated, effective strategies for 

integrating halfway houses into their overall correction efforts and 
How successful the houses had been in rehabilitating offenders. 

GAO also wanted to determine whether the Lruw Enforcement Assistance 
Administration had adequately helped these States plan .and establish ooordi

:nated, effective halfway house programs. The States had awarded about $1.1 
million in fiscal year 1973 Federal funds for the.se programs. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Halfway houses have mcreased substantially in numbers and could beoome a 
-viable alternative for dealing with many criminal offenders, or they could die out 
for lack.of funds and public support. 

If they continue to increase in number and improve their operations, they 
,could reduce the need to place many persons in sometimes outdated and crowded 
prisons. However, the houses are not a replacement for all prisons since there will 
always be individuals who are not willing to accept the constraints of hAlfway 
house living or who present too great a risl~ to the publ.ic. safe~y if placed .in 'a 
halfway house. The Law Enforcement AsSIstance AdmInIstratIOn has assIsted 
halfway houses fmancially but has provided little guidance in planning or operating 
them. 

Two studies have stressed that efforts such as halfway houses should be part 
,o'f well-planned State correctional systems. But the agency has not required 
those States that are planning or have already financed halfway houses with the 
Federal funds to describe in their comprehensive plans how the houses fit into 
their correctional systems. This results from the way the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration managed its block grant program. It permitted each 
State to develop its approach to improve the criminal justice system within the 
framework of broad 'Federal gUidelines. 
Inadequate organization (see ck. 3) 

In 1973 the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 
'and Goals recommended that the Nation place greater emphusison 'community
based correction programs and facilities as alternatives to incarceration. The 
Oommission's repor.t,has prompted States to study their criminal justice systems. 

The States, however, did not have well-organized systems for coonlinating 
State operated and locally operated ha1fway houses, partly beoause no one State 
agency was responsible for estaUlishing and coordinating such a system. The lack 
.of such coordination meant that no State agencies had information concerning 
the operations .of all ,halfway houses in their Stat.es. Therefore, the ,States could 
not plan properly to insure that hn1fway houses were: 

Located in areas with.sufficient offender populations, 
Located where adequate resources and services would be available for 

rehabilitation, and 
Established to serve segments of the offender population different from 

those ·already possibly being served by existing houses in the same location. 
The States did not have adequate ,knowledge about the way public and private 

resources were allocated to operate and develop halfway houses. Such information 
is desirable to provide public assurance that the States have well-planned and 
-supervised community-based correction systems. 

'Generally States-
Had not developed a system to coordinate halfway houses to operate with 

other parts of their correetion programs (prisons, probation, parole) and 
mad not developed adequate plans for determining tho extent to which 

they should use halfway houses. 
Missouri II lflTexml had only 1000,111 operated hOllses that were not part of the 

States' oorrection systems. The States gave these houses 'Federal fUnds, not 
aeoording to any plan to coordinate them with statewide correction efforts, but 
in response to requests for aid from looal groups which had proposed thefaoilities 
on their own initiative. 

Florida and Pennsylvania had a combination of State and locally operated 
houses but did not effectively ooordinate the two operations. Neither the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration nor the Stn.tes' criminal justice planning 
agencies, which are responsible for determining how to spend the agency's block 
grants, effectively encouraged the States to develop coordinated halfway house 



i 
~r. 

27 

·systems. Neither the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration nor the planning 
;agencies adopted operating standards to be used by the houses when no statewide 
'standards (.xist. 
ReS1tlis achieved (see ch. 4) 

The honses were achieving some success in assisting offenders. About 3,000 
offenders had participated in the 15 houses' rehabilitation programs; some 2,600 
'had left the programs. 

About 65 percent of the participants successfully completed the program. 
GAO estimated that, as Gf June 1974, about 25 percent of these persons were 
returned to prison. 

Of those that failed to complete the programs successfully, about 27 per
cent absconded from the houses and about 46 percent were returned to prison. 
The other 27 percent were discharged or their status could not be determined. 

About 2 percent of the participating offenders were arrested and incarcer
ated for committing crimes, ranging fr~m murder to disorderly conduct, 
while at the hauses. 

Overall, GAO estimated that about half of all offenders treated by the 15 
houses had been rehabilitated; that is, they had, according to the houses, 
successfully completed their programs and had not become recidivists dur
ing the period covered by the review. 

The States did not have adequate data reflecting the extent to which other 
'correction methods-prisons, probation, or parole-were able to rehabilitate 
·offenders. Thus direct comparisons with the results of the halfway houses were not 
Vossible. The Federal Bureau of Prisons, Department of Justice, however, studied 
'offenders released from Federal prisons h 1970 and determined that their recid
Ivism rnte was about 33 percent. This at least provides a general indication that 
Tesults from halfway houses were not any worse than for some other forms of 
Tehabilitation. 
Differences of operations (see chs. 5 and 6) 

Although all houseR had the same basic objective-to help offenders become 
'Productive and law-abiding citizens-they differed in their methods and physical 
'adequacy. Halfway houses should offer different methods to different types of 
·offenders. But some minimum criteria are desirable to coordinate the 'houses' 
'operation, to achieve acceptable living and rehabilitative conditions for offenders, 
'and to assure that the public safety is being protected. 

RECOMMENDATIONS (SEE CH. 7) 

The Attorney General should direct the Administrator of the Law Enforce 
ment ARsistance Administration to: 

Require the Stutes to describE' in their comprehensive plans how they 
will develop an adequo.te system for coordinating halfway houses with other 
correctional efforts or improve existing SYRtems and what standards halfway 
houses must meet to receive Federal funds. 

Determine the best aspects of the diffE'rent approaches now used by half
wuy houses and develop criteria to assess the houses' effectiveness. 

AGENOY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The Department of Justice generally agreed with GAO's conclusions and rec
'ommendations. (See app. II.) 

The Department: 
Recognized the importance of coordinuting statewide c'orrectional halfwuy 

house programs, but pointed out that coordinating halfway houses with a 
State's correctionul system is' complex and involved far-reaching issues 
affecting public and private resource allocation. However, where feasible the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration will conoider addressing or 
setting parameters in terms of guideJines to be followed to develop a co
ordination policy for statewide correctional halfway hOllse progru.ms. 

Agreed that the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration needs to 
take an affirmative stand relative to developing and enforcing standards 
whenever the agency's block grant funds are involved. Accordingly, it will 
initiate action to require States,to incorporMe certnin'informfltion in their 
comprehensive plana relative to minimum standards Which halfway houses 

60-5S7-7B-llt. 1--8 
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must meet to receive Law Enforcement Assistance Administration block 
grant funds. In carrying out this action, the agency should specify a minimum 
level of standards which all Statcs must meet for their plans to be approved. 

These actions, if effectively implemented, will help halfway houses become a 
more viable alternative to prison. 

The States generally agreed with GAO's findings, conclusions, and rccommenda
tions. However, one State pOinted out the difficulties of trying to coordinate
locally operated halfway houses with other elements of corrections systems. 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS 

One issue. facing the Congress when it reconsiders the Law Enforcement 
As&istance Administration's authorizing legislation in 1976 will be that of deter
mining the Federal Government's role in helping the States reduce crime fwd 
improve their criminal justice systems. Among the questions that will have to be 
asked is whether the role previously played by the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration was adequate. 

GAO believes it is significant thnt the Law Enforcement Assistltnce Adminis
tration has now recognized that it is within its mandate to. require States to 
establish some type of minimum standards for operating projects which might 
receive block grant funds. Effective implementation of such actions would help 
,clarify to the Congress how the Federal Government can pby a positive role to 
improve the criminal justice system within ·the general framework of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration's authorizing legislation. 

PROBLEMS IN ADMINISTERING PROGRAMS To IMPROVE LAW ENFORCEMENT 
EDVCATION, JUNE 11, 1975 

WHY THF.: REVIEW WAS MADE 

GAO reviewed the following three law enforcement education programs t{} 
determine how they were administered and whether they were benefiting stUdents 
and the criminal justice systeIl1: . 

Loans and grants to students employed or preparing for employment ill 
criminol justice (Law Enforcement Education Program). 

Internships awarded to students who want oriminal justice work experience
(Internship Program). 

Improvement of schools' criminal justice currioulums (Educationat 
Development Program). . 

From fiscal year 1969 through fiscal year 1974, the Law Enforcement As~istnnce
Administration had about $161.5 million to spend OIl these programs at about 
1,000 colleges and universities with over 100,000 students. 

FINDINGS AND CONClJUSIONS 

Many persons were attracted to criminal justice careers or improved their' 
police, court, or correction jobs because of the law enforcement education pro
grams. However, management of the programs before 1()74 was inadequate. 

Problems resulted from: 
Failure to establish clem'-cut goals ,and objectives, 
Frequent orglmizational cht\uges, 
Numerous and sometimes questionable policy changes, and 
Insufficient staff. 

These resulted in: . 
Untimely and subjective distribution of funds to schools, inefficient use of 

funds, and large unspent balances nt the end of the fiscal years. . 
Deficiencies in accounting for part,icipant13 so that the agency was unable

to hold individuals accountable for receiving education funds. 
Insufficient program monitoring. 
No program evaluation .. 

In Januu.ry 1974 the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, partly ill 
response to GAO's concerns, requestcd the belp of the Federal Government's; 
Joint Financial Management Improvement Program to review most financial 
tlSpects of the Law Enforcement Education Program, After the program staff 
iss lied its April 1974 report, thc Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
begatl to correct many of itsiinancial and management problems. 
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Impact of the Law Enjot/;'IJtnent Education Program 
In January 1974 GAO sent questionnaires to a rahdoni sample of graduates 

from the Law Enforcement Education Program. Among other things, the results 
showed: 

Persons, other than police, working in parts of the criminal justice system 
were not taking full advantage of the program. 

Although court, probation and parole, and corrections employees accounted 
for 33 percent of all criminal justice employees as of October 1972, only 18 
percent of the employed respondents were working in these areas. 

Most respondents who attained degrees received bachelor degrees-253 of 
463, or 5,.1, percent. 

Generally, employed respondents other than police reached a higher level 
of education than respondents who were police. 

Respondents were attracted to criminal justice work because of their 
partiCipation in the Law Enforcement Education Program. About 66 percent 
now working in the criminal justice field who had no prior criminal justice ex
perience said their participation in the program influenced their decision to 
work in the field and 97 percent of these intended to make it their career. 

The questionnaire results showed that about 39 percent of the respondents 
without prior criminal justice experience who actively looked for work in the 
criminal justice field had failed to find employment at least 6 months after they 
graduated. Sixty-five percent of the women could not find criminal justice jobs 
compared to 32 percent of the men. Overall, about 48 percent of the graduates 
with no prior criminal justice experience did not obtain criminal justice employ
ment. This adversely affects the program's objectives and means that improve
ments are needed. 

About 86 percent of the respondents who were working and had prior criminal 
justice experience were police. Most respondents with no previous work experience 
found criminal justice employment with police agencies. 

Respondents said courses they took had improved their knowledge and under
standing of matters in their criminal justice occupations. Areas in which the highest 
proportion of respondents believed their courses had improved their competence 
were 

Human relations principles (84 percent), 
Community relations (82 percent), 
Recognizing and dealing with evidence of deviant behavior (81 percent), 
Legal aspects of arrests, etc. (80 percent), and 
Legal definitions of crime and crime participants (80 percent). 

This suggests that schools are emphasizing the criminal justice areas with widest 
applicability. (See ch. 2.) 
Administrative problems in the Law Enforcement Education Program 

Until August 1973, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration did not 
have accurate information on how much of the program's funds schools had spent 
or what unused funds they were holding. GAO determined that the Federal Gov
ernment incurred unnecessary interest costs of at least $169,000 because of the 
amount of unused funds which remahled at many schools for fiscal years 1969,-73. 

The agency's management shortcomings caused a gradual increase in the number 
of student promissory notes for which the agency could not properly account. The 
number of uofiled notes by August 1973 was about 250,000. In short, the agcncy 
had inaqequate financial and administrative control over the program. (See ch. 3.) 
Delays in implementing the Internship and Educational Development Programs 

The basic problem with both programs has been delays in distributing funds. 
Through fiscal year 1973, $1 million had been appropriated for the Internship 
Program but $375,000 remained to be spent. Before fiscal year 1974 only $5,000 
of the $3.25 million appropriated for the Educational Development Program had 
been spent. In fiscal year 1974, $5 million was awarded under the program to 
seven universities. The agency had been extremely slow in carrying out the intent 
the Congress had when it established these programs in 1971. (See pp. 38 to 42.) 
Actions to improve administration 

In May 1074 thc Law Enforcement Assistance Administration began to correct 
many of the problems noted, estimating the work would take about 14 months. 

As of November 1974"it had: 
Instituted improved accounting procedures for reducing excess cash 

balances at schools. 
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Instituted improved procedures for processing and filing student promissory 
notes, thus eliminating backlogs. 

Developed design specifications for an improved Law Enforcement Edu
cation Program billing and collections system. 

As a result, institutional fund balances have been reduced and the backlog of 
unfiled promissory notes has been eliminated. The Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, however, may not have adequate staff in some of its regional 
offices to effectively monitor institutional corrective actions if the new accounting 
procedures indicate that the institutions are not managing their funds properly. 
(See pp. 33 to 36.) 

RECOlllMENDA.TIONS 

The Attorney General should direct the Administrator, Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, to: 

Provide information on employment opportunities to Law Enforcement 
Education Program participants and determine what factors are preventing 
many graduates with no criminal justice work experience from finding criminal 
j ll~tice employment. 

Oonsider how Cl1reer counseling and placement services might be provided 
to Law Enforcement Education Program participants to insure that criminal 
justice agencies will benefit from their knowledge and training. 

Monitor the effectiveness of each regional officc staff in carrying out its 
Law Enforcement Education Program management responsibilities and 
determine whether some regions need additional staff. 

A.GENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The Department of Justice generally agreed with GAO's findings, conclusions, 
and recommendations. (See app. 1.) It stated that the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration was proposing certain policy and administrative changes for 
fiscal year 1976 to provide (1) better assurance that students in the Law Enforce
ment Education Program are committed to and find criminal justice work and 
(2) more effective program and financial management in its headquarters ard 
regional offices. 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS 

. Steps now underway to improve the law enforcement education programs 
should be com-pleted by the fall of 1975. GAO recommends that the cognizant 
.appropriations and legislative committees discuss the results of these improvement 
-efforts with Department of Justice officials to determine whether appropriate 
·corrective actions hl.we been taken. To facilitate such a determimttion, the 
appropriate committees could reque~t the Attorney General to review the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration's management of its education programs 
:and report to the committees by the end of fiscal year 1976. 

'TESTIMONY OF VICTOR L. LOWE, DIRECTOR, GENERAL GOVERN· 
MENT DIVISION, U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, ACCOMPA· 

I NIED BY DANIEL F. STANTON, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, U.S. 
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, AND RICHARD L. FOGEL, ASSIST· 
ANT DIRECTOR, U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

Mr. I.JowE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
As you Imow, Mr. Stanton and Mr. Fogel have worked with your 

subcommittee and with the Judiciary Committee over the past several 
years in trying to help Congress oversee LEAA, as well as other por
tions of the Department of Justice. 

We are pleased to be here this morning as the subcommittee begins 
.·its deliberations concerning the renewal of the Law Enforcement 
.Assistance Administration program. Our testimony presents ou'!.' 
views on the progress and problems of the program. And as you men
tioned before, our views are based on some extensive I'eviews of LEAA 
activities and projects that have been made over the past several years. 
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Attached to our statement are the digests of the reports that we 
have issued to the Congress since the passage of the Crime Control 
Act of 1973. 

Concern about crime and its adverse effect on our society transcends 
political, social, and economic strata. Everyone would like to live in a 
safe society. But not everyone is in agreement on how to bring about 
such an end. 

In 1968 the Congress and the administration agreed that one way to 
try to address the problem was to create the LEU program to assist 
State and local Governments improve their criminal justice systems, 
and reduce crime. 

Eight years later we believe it is fitting for the subcommittee to ask 
whether the efforts have been worthwhile and to ask whether the 
allocation of about $4 billion within the framework of the cnrrent 
legislation is the most effective way for the Federal Government to 
proceed to address the crime problem. 

That the criminal justice system has changed since 1968 is undeni. 
able. As a direct result of the legislation and LEAA's efforts, all States 
have in place established criminal justice, planning units that are 
working toward integrating police, courts, and corrections efforts. 
Some State planning units are much more effective than others and 
some have not managed resources as effectively as possible. But one of 
the fundamental purposes of the legislation-that is, to establif:h 
planning mechanisms-has largely been achieved. 

Similarly, all States and many localities have benefitted from the 
program. Through fiscal year 1975, LEAA and the States had funded 
over 100,000 projects, most of which benefitted the localities at least 
to some extent. Thus, another objective of the legislation, to dis
tribute moneys to States and localities to fund projects, has also been 
achieved. 

But is that enough? What are most people concerned about when 
they think of the LEAA program? While we have not conducted a 
poll, we would guess their primary concern-right or wrong-is 
whether the effort has reduced crime. Since the crime rate has in
creased, they assume the program has failed. 

Any such conclusion, however, must be tempered by several points: 
The Congress never clearly stated that the goal of the program was 
primarily to reduce crime. Total expenditures for the LEAA program 
between fiscal yeaTs 1969 and 1975 represented only about 5 percent 
of all moneys spent for State and local criminal justice efforts. Thirty
three of the 55 State crinlinal justice planning agencies established 
by the LEAA legislation in 1968 aclmowledged that they still had not 
been given authority by their States in 1975 to plan for the allocation 
of all moneys within the State going to criminal justice activities. 
They only planned for the use of LEAA funds. 

Thus, it is umeasonable to say the LEAA program has failed be
cause the crime rate has increased. 

But is it umeasonable for people to question whethe:I: Government, 
in general, has failed because the crime rate continues to increase? 
We think not. One of the primary concerns of most people, according 
to a recent Gallup poll, was crime and its increase. 

We do not believe either the Congress or the executive branch can 
ignore that concern in determining whether to extend the LEAA 
program in its present form. Recognizing that the money provided' 
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by LEAA's efforts was not sufficient to directly affect the crime rate, 
we believe the more appropriate way to assess the worth of the pro
grn.m is to ask: Are we any closer now, after 8 years of the LEAA 
program, to Imowing why the crime rate increases, and what to do 
to reduce it? We believe the answer is no. 

Last year an internal Office of Management and Budget memo
randum chal'acterized spending under the LEAA program as follows: 
"LEAA funds have been used for projects which have little or no 
relationship to improving criminal justice progrn.ming. Funds are so 
widely dispersed that their potential impact is reduced. The absence 
of program evaluation severely limits the Agency's ability to identify 
useful proj ects." 

LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and Oriminal 
Justice spent about $112 million from fiscal years 1969 through 1975 
on research to iruprove and strengthen law enforcement and criminal 
justice. But the institute's director testified before the Oongress in 
July 1975 that: "Perhaps the single most important thing that can 
be said about these 7 years of extensive research under the LEAA 
program is that they have exposed how little we know. We have 
learned little about, redu_c~r:~ the incidence of crime, and have no 
reason to believe that signincant reductions will be secUl'ed in the 
near fu ture." 

1vIoreover, we now have underway a review in four States to deter
mine how well LEAA and the States have taken actions to implement 
our previous reports' recommendations. This effort, while still not 
complete, indicates that the present program's efforts may not 
necessarily advance our knowledge of what works best to reduce crime. 

In the four States we randomly selected project evaluation reports 
and determined that in 69 percent of the ones reviewed, there was no 
link between the projects' goals, objectives, and activities and any 
basic crime prevention or reduction premise. In only five of the re
maining projects was the issue adequately addressed. 

We expect to complete our review and issue a report on the effort 
this spring and will provide the subcommittee with copies of the 
report. 

Our report on halfway houses showed t,hat inadequate research was 
done to determine what types of approaches work best in the houses. 
Our report on LEANs pilot cities program showed that it waG not 
designed properly to produce adequate information on project results. 
A change is needed in the program's emphasis. 

There has not been sufficient systematic planning, testing, and 
evaluation of efforts to adequately advance the N ation's knowledge 
as to how to effectively fight crime. Much more systematic research 
and evaluation are needed into what works. 

GAO RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS 

Question. Can we deal with the problem of street crime without d(;:aling with the 
problem of nonstreet crime, including governmental crime'? 

Answer. Our nation's law enforcement agencies should aggressively pursue 
investigation of all types of criminal violations. Moreover, we believe most 
citizens consider it necessary to deal adequately both with street and nonstreet 
crime if there is to be equal justice and general respect for our laws. Accordingly, 
the LEAA program should focus on both types of crime. In that regard, it is worth 
noting that LEAA funds have been used to establish numerous State find local 
law enforcement units to fight organized crime. 
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The Federol Government should playa more active roJe in research
jug how to reduce crime. More Federal dollars should be spent by 
Government, Federal, State and local, to test theories and approaches 
:and evaluate their results, rather than on State or local projects which 
:are not part of controlled research efforts to advance the state of the 
:art. 

That adequate knowledge will not necessarily be realized for 
some time under the current approach is evidenced to a certain 
.extent by problems identified in our previous reports on the LEAA 
program in the areas of evoluation, standards, and goals, and technical 
:asf:istance and in our current review of the extent to which LEAA 
:and the States have implemented our previous recommendations. 

The subcommittee is weU aware of previous congressional concern 
:about evaluation of the LEAA program. This concern was most 
explicitly e;\.1)ressed in section 402 of the Orime Control Act of 1973, 
which mandated that LEAA, through the national institute, evaluate 
programs and projects carried out under the act. The Oongress also 
l)laced evaluation responsibilities on the States, most specifically 
in certain sections of parts B, 0, and E of the act dealing with con
.ditions under which the States can receive block grants. 

How are LEAA and the States carrying out their evaluation 
responsibilities? What are some of the problems encountered? Are 
they being adequately overcome? 

LEAA has attempted to meet the evaluation mandate the Oongress 
~ave it in 1973. Some of the problems LEAA and the Staks had 
to overcome to fulfill the mandate were addressed in several of our 
reports, primarily our March 19, 1974, and October 21, 1974 reports. 
Both of those are footnoted in our statement. 

LEAA and the States were unable to identify which program strate
{Sies have been successful under different conditions, target areas, 
01' groups of individuals. Such knowledge is essential if the Nation 
is to bettor understand hmv to reduce or control crime. 

We have made recommendations to stimulate the use of program 
level (md outcome evaluation; to generate comparable information 
'ahout the rate of success and costs for projects which have different 
strategies but are designed to achieve the some or similar end results; 
to develop standardized, uniform, valid, and reliable data bases to 
-assess the impact of a variety of projcct efforts upon defined target 
populations at risk and for" defined' geographic areas i to require 
·stn.ndardizeclreporting systems to permit the comparison of project 
results within and between program areas such as police, courts, 
'corrections, through the use of standardizcd measures and assessment 
criteria; to standardize the qualitJT control of evaluation processes 
and results to inslU'e comparn.bility, reliability, and validity of results 
for decisionmaking and planning. 

We also emphasized the Ileed for incorporation of the results of 
such evaluations in decisionmaking and phmning activities at Federal, 
,State, andlocalleycls. 

We l'ecommenc1ed that LEAA be more specific and assume leader
~hip for spe~ifying guidelines and requirements to the States in the 
ImplementatIOIl and use of evaluation. 

It is clear that LEAA is trying to evaluate its program and is to be 
·commended for undertaking such an cffort. What remains to be 
:answered, however, is whether these efforts will work. 
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implemented our previous report recommendations is assessing the 
nature, use, and utility of evaluations in planning, decision and 
policymaking management, and related operations. 

Although our analysis is not yet complete, we are able to provide· 
some tentative observations and conclusions. 

Some evidence indicates that there are still problems and issues. 
with LEAA evaluation program efforts that need to be addressed 
and resolved. 

Further, it appears that the States and localities are still experi
encing serious difficulties in doing and using evaluation processes and 
results. 

Several patterns emerging thus far suggest that LEAA evaluation 
program initiatives have not had a substantial impact on improving: 
State and local evaluation efforts. Yet 85 percent of the effort and 
funds are in the hands of State and local government decisionmakers . 
. How much evaluation work is being done? 

Three of the four States we visited do not have an adequate evalu
ation program and, in our opinion, are not complying with LEAA's 
guideline requirements or maintaining an adequate evaluation 
capability. In the fourth State, evaluation efforts are highly decen
trnlized, with local planning units deciding what and how much to· 
evaluate. In three States less than 15 percent of the projects were 
evaluated. Only 3 of the 42 project evaluations randomly selected for 
our review were outcome evaluations. 

There is relative absence of definitive criteria to determine what, 
how much, and when and what level of evaluation is appropriate. 
Also, poor planning and design of evaluations prior to initiation of the
program 01' project have resulted in imprecise evaluation findings and 
conclusions about program and project effectiveness and impact. 

None of the States we visited had established standards and 
formats for evaluation reporting. Oonsequently, there are few controls. 
to insure comparability of evaluation data on relative effectiveness. 
In none of the four States was there, in evidence, any established 
procedures for corroborating the validity and reliability of evaluation 
data, interpl'etations made, and conclusions drawn. 

Unless evaluation results are available and used they are of little 
value. None of the four States we visited had established systematic 
procedures for the dissemination and timely feedback of evaluation 
results for decisionmaking, State comprehensive planning, and policy 
formulation. Many of the State staffs we talked to indicated that, 
information generated has had limited utility:for decisionmaking and 
planning. 

In many inst,ances key law enforcement planning staff, as well as. 
other State officials having responsibility for criminal justice matters~ 
indicated that decisionmakers are not systematically consulted in 
advance in decisions as to what, how often, and at what level evalua
tion should be done. 

About 62 percent of the State officials we contacted indic(Lted that 
during 1975 they were never consulted in advance by LEAA (Lnd the· 
State planning agencies in decisions as to which programs and projects 
were to be formally evaluated and what their evaluation information 
feedback needs would be. 
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N one of the four States included in our current review had estab
aished an iuipact evaluation information system, such as had been 
.recommended by us, to facilitate the timely comparison of project 
\results and accomplishments. 

When asked whether they were satisfied with the evaluation 
information they were receiving, 30 percent of the State officials 
-contacted indicated they did not receive such information; and 
another 22.5 percent reported they were dissatisfied with what they 
'<lid receive. When asked whether evaluations were timely, only 20 
'Percent indicated that the evaluation information provided was of 
use "all or most of the time," while another 35 percent indicated they 
-did not receive appropriate information or received none at all.· 

Decisions to continue previously funded projects, either with 
;additional Federal funding 01' assumption by State or local govern
ment, are frequently unaffected by the results of evaluations. which 
have been conducted. 

A nationally recognized research organization has stated that to 
do meaningful program evaluation, the costs range from 15 to 25 
;percent of project budgets when evaluation is done on a project-by
iproject basis. 

Three of the four States we visited allocated 1 percent 01' less of 
their available fiscal year 1975 LEAA funds to evaluation. 

State planning officials in three of the foul' States indicated that 
the amount of funds available under part B of the 1973 Orime Control 
Act to plan, design, and carry out evaluations has been totally 
;inac1equate. 

The 1973 act provided for the use of part 0, action, part E, cor
:rections, and part B, planning funds by LEAA and the States for 
·evaluation purposes. Yet, our audit work indicates that confusion 
'and difficulties still exist among the States in the use of part 0 funds 
'for evaluation. Several State officials we contacted indicated that 
'Some State and local policy and decisionmakers believe that part C 
(funds should not be used to support administrative costs which they, 
'assume to include evaluation functions and activities. In addition 
these officials indicated the difficulties they experienced in attempting 
to allocate and use part 0 funds for evaluation on other than a project
by-project basis. 

Legislative and administrative provisions mandating the pass
through of part 0 funds to units of local government and necessity of 
hard cash match by localities, have limited States' flexibility to use 
part 0 funds for evaluations other than on an individual subgrant-by
subgrant basis by building in a portion of funds for evaluation as part 
-of each subgrant. 

We believe these factors have contributed to the limited use of 
program level outcome evaluation suggested by the recommendations 
-contained in some of our previous reports. 

In our opinion, the limited availability of existing part B funds, 
the administrative problems, and reluctance to use part C funds for 
'evaluation as opposed to funding action projects, suggests that some 
-change in the legislation may be needed to better assure that moneys 
are allocated and used for evaluation purposes. 

Some possible options Congress may wish to examine and consider 
<could include one or a combination of the following: Establish a 
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separate part in the legislation which mandates an adequate amount 
of funds which may be used for evaluation purposes only; mandate, 
that a certain percentage of parts B, C, and E funds be set aside by the 
States .for evaluation purposes only, which would not be subject to, 
passtlU'ough requirements; or require LEAA to allocate an increased 
amount of its discretionary funds to the States to develop and main
tain more effective evaluation capability. 

In conclusion, it is not clear that LEAA and the States are any 
further along in knowing which specific programs and proj ect strategies 
have been successful, and importantly, which have not; or, identifying 
what the cumulative impact Federal funding may have had upon the 
effectiveness and efficiency of other Government programs and 
services, in addition to crime and criminal justice performance. 

We believe answers to these questions are essential and must be 
made available to all persons who are responsible for planning and 
decision and policyma,lcing functions involving the allocation of 
resources designed to reduce, control, and prevent crime and juvenile
delinquency. 

Mr. Chairman, since you have inserted the whole of my statement 
in the record, I think I would just like to summarize essentially the 
same points we are malcing in regard to evaluation, we make essentially 
the same point regarding standards and goals and technical assistance. 
And if I could, I would like to slcip to the bottom of page 20 of my 
statement and conclude a little more briefly so that you have adequate 
time for questioning. 

We have previously pointed out that LEAA funds constitute a 
very small proportion of crime reduction and criminal justice ex
penditures. Without increasing the amount of the Federal investment~ 
one possible approach to consider is placing the emphasis of the 
program upon an expanded research, development, and demonstration 
role by LEAA, which continues to involve the States ancllocalities. 

A national strategy to reduce crime under this approach would 
build upon the relative strengths of program efforts which are proven 
to produce a significant crime reduction outcome based upon rigorously 
controlled research. 

States and localities could participate in the operational planning, 
implementation, and management of projects which are consistent 
with those program strategies which are proven to have merit. A 
different ratio of funding between discretionary and block grant funds 
might be necessary at first; with the emphasis upon systematically 
planned variation in program approaches, which build in the evalua
tion research requirements in advance of implementing individual 
project activities. 

Those efforts which have demonstrated crime reduction payoff 
could then be funded under different settings with ongoing evaluation 
of their relative effectiveness. Successful programs could then be· 
assumed by States and localities with inCl'eased confidence of their 
value and impact upon the crime problem. 

This concludes our prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. We will: 
be pleased to respond to any questions. 

Mr. COl'l'YERS. Thank you very much. I think your statement is 
very appropriate to inaugurate these hearings. I will yield now to the' 
ranking rnmority member of this committee, the gentleman from 
Illinois, Mr. McClory. 
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Mr. 1ifcOLORY. Thank you very much, Mr. Ohairman. I want to 
say how very much we appreciate tIns statement and how very 
important it is that we can benefit from the views of the General 
Acrnunting Office whlch can review and comment with respect to 
the Orime Oontrol Act and its implementation. 

I will just add thls comment. I will ask a couple of questions. 
It is extremely vital that we develop some improved system for 

evaluating the various projects and the various functions wInch are 
carried on by State and local law enforcement and criminal justice 
agencies pursuant to this major effort on the part of the Federal 
Government with respect to, primarily, street crimes, which was the 
original purpose of this legislation. 

I am the author of the amendment to the original act whlch estab
lished the National Institute on Law Enforcement and Oriminal 
Justice. It was my intent that the Institute should be the major 
Federal agency for measuring the value of the research and projects 
carried on at the State and local levels, in addition to developing 
training programs with respect to all the personnel who are involved 
in this whole subject of law enforcement-the police, the probation, 
and crime prevention services and all the rest. 

I am a little confused by your statement in wInch you seem to 
imply that the States should have more funds for doing evaluating 
with the idea that we would have 50 different evaluating agencies. 
I am wondering if you would not feel-and you do at least imply this 
in your statement-that the National Institute-and do you not feel 
that the National Institute might have ,ts role substantially aug
mented to serve as the central evaluating agency for determining what 
projects, what activities, what programs are of major significl1nce for 
further Federal support in trying to reduce crime in America? 

Mr. LOWE. I guess, Mr. Ohairman, I would really have to agree 
with both of your points, as I understl1nd it. I think the National 
Institute has to do a better job, and I think it has come a long way 
since it was first established. I think what we are also saying, though, 
is that the States necessarily have to do a great portion of the evalua
tiC'''l work, but that the National Institute and LEAA should have a 
biggel' say in bringing all of the evaluntion efforts into something 
that can be utilized nationally, rather than on a project-by-project 
basis. There should be more standardization in program approaches 
and in the type of evaluation that is being done. We think that LEAA 
can play a greater role in this thl1n it hl1s in the past, and I believe 
they are moving in that direction. 

Up until a couple of years ago, I think LEAA sort of resisted our 
suggestions thl1t they set the pace and direct how thin~s would be 
done in the evaluation area, but I think recently, ~lur~n~. the last 
couple of years, they have come around to our way of thmlnng more 
than they have in the past. They need to exercise, not a directive role, 
but a leadership role in making sure thl1t the evaluation is done in 
such a way that it can be used at the national leve] , as well as at the 
State level. 

Mr. MCOLORY. Well, the National Institute has been terribly 
underfunded, and I think that some of those who opposed its estab
lishment have reacted by holding down the appropriations so that 
they have been very, very limited. 'rhe Institute is really just beginning 
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to emerge as the kind of central research and training center which 
can enable the Federal Government to give a kind of lel1dership in 
the area of crime which it has given in the areas of health-with the 
N ationl11 Institutes of Health-and in science-with the National 
Science Foundation. 

So, it would seem to me that this extremely important subject of 
crime deserves to have an agency which is similarly funded, given 
similar prominence in the whole criminal justice field. Woulel you 
agree with that? 

Mr. Lowlll. Yes, I would I1gree that it is very importl1nt thl1t the 
Institute be put in a position where it can exercise the leadership that 
it should. 

Mr. MCCLORY. In order to serve the role that you find is deficient 
at the present time? 

Mr. LOWE. Right. 
Mr. MCCLORY. Did you--
Mr. FOGEL. Yes, I just wanted to add that we did not mean to 

imply in the statement thl1t more money should be directed to the 
Stl1tes' evaluation efforts in lieu of the Federal LEAA effort. 

One of the things we are very concerned about is that even with 
the moneys the Institute hl1s used in eVl1luation, that they have not 
effectively designed nl1tional strategy efforts to try to test the vl1rious 
approl1ches to reduce crime I1nd to then evaluate them to see whl1t 
works. So what we are looking for is more front-end direction I1nd 
design from thl:l National Institute which, then can tie into the types 
of evaluation that the law envisions the States and localities must do. 

One of the things that concerns us, though, is the limited extent to 
which the States seem to be able to get off the ground to do evalua
tions. That lel1ds to the conclusion that, even though the National 
Institute and LEAA generally hl1ve been taking a lot of action in 
the past year to try to develop programs, it might be questionable as 
to the extent to which the Stl1tes I1re rel111y able to cope with eVI1I
uating things and then make decisions on funding projects that are 
consistent with any strategies to try to reduce crime. 

Mr. MCCLORY. I have been particularly disappointed myself in 
whl1t appel1rs to me to be a 1'el11 ll1ck of effective innovations in the 
area of rising crime. I attended a discussion, as the chairman did, not 
too long ago at the Library of Congress, where we had a seminar with 
some of the leading experts on the problem of crime. The main em
phasis was on demonstrating the rates of increl1se in crime. I listened 
attentively for a couple of hours to find out whl1t might be suggested 
as the innovl1tions that would help us to reduce crime, but I was 
terribly disappointed. Sometimes I hear little suggestions like, teif we 
could get more people to walk on the streets * * * just the physical 
presence of people on the streets," that this would result in a sub~ 
stantial reduction in street crime. I tend to agree with that, and, of 
course, it does not take a big research project, I do not think, or any 
expensive equipment, in order to come up with, you know, an innovar 
tion like that. 

Maybe we should be doing research on what has gone wrong. We 
had much less crime under an earlier lifestyle and, maybe, if we just 
made some recommendations to restore some of those things we could 
help get back to those lower figures. 
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Do you have any thoughts on how we can stimulate real innovations 
which can be effective? I do not care how simple they are, how un
sophisticated they are, and I have an idea that maybe we need less 
sophistication and more imagination. 

Mr. LOWE. I think that is essentially what we are saying, MI', 
McClory. This word evaluation and measuring outcome and results
it gets sort of complicated. I guess what we are really saying in this 
statement is that the Institute and the State agencies ought to be 
doing more and a better job of finding out which particular things 
work. That is important, and it is also equally as important to find 
out what, things do not work, so you do not keep funding those. 

Mr. FoaEL. One of the problems, too, is that there has always been 
considerable pressure for the States and localities to spend the money 
and get projects on the street, and that pressure sometinles results in 
not planning the efforts as adequately as they could. Other witnesses 
might be able to provide you more information on the extent to which 
they think that type of pressure inhibits them from doing the type of 
thinking that they might be able to, to come up with better ways to 
address the problems. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Do you have a view on the relative value of short
term, as against long-term, local, State and local projects? 

Mr. FOGEL. Not specifically. Our reviews have shown that generally 
after about 3 years LEAA assumes that the States and localities will 
pick up projects. 

I think that we would view that it would take a longer period of 
time to implement projects to try to find out what works and does not 
work than it would to, let us say, just go in, in a year's time and fund 
a program to train police better or to open a youth service bureau, 
but you need to fund certain efforts over several years to find out 
whether they are having any effect on improving the system or re
ducing crime. 

Mr. MCCLORY. There was a very critical article yesterday in the 
N ew York 'rimes, critical of the chairman of our general committee, 
and very critical of a long-term LEAA :project in Newark, N.J., 
which apparently the project manager or dIrector felt was not worth 
the money, and it was charged that the chairman wanted to have the 
project continued. 

Did you evaluate that particular project? Was that in one of the 
target areas which was included in your research? 

Mr. FOGEL. No, we did not, Mr. McClory, evaluate the impact 
cities program, which is, I think, what you are referring to .. We 
evaluated the pilot cities program, which went before that. 

Our position is that while there might have been some administra
tive problems with the pilot cities program, the approach is one that 
we would endorse. LEAA has several other initiatIves underway such 
as the high crime area program and the career criminal offender pro
gram, in which they are tryin~ to use considerable amounts of money 
which are being spent at LEAA's direction and design to address 
specific crime problems to see whether they work or whether they do 
not work, and we feel that that is the type of effort that has to be made. 

In other words, these are long-termpl'ojects, th~y involve a lot of 
money and, of course, when you start s:pending that amount of money, 
you are inevitably going to ha.ve admmistative problems. But we do 
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not think that because someone might have criticized that effort, 
that LEAA should discontinue that type of approach. In fact, we 
would like to see them do more of that. 

Mr. MCOLORY. One of the rather simple changes, but I guess an 
e}."Pensive one, in Newark was the street lighting program, which is 
also a program which is utilized in my neighborhood here in the 
District. It seems to me it is a very good one. It gives me a sense of 
security whether there is any reality or any justification for it or not, 
I do not know, but would that be a-has there been an evaluation 
of that? Is that a valid recommendation? 

Mr. STANTON. The National Institute had an evaluation made of 
the impact cities program, but the findings are not available at this 
time. They are still in draft, but they should be available pretty 
soon. It should deal with that type of project. 

Mr. :MCOLORY. Will it be available to this committee then fairly 
soon? 

Mr. FOGEL. Y 6S, I would think it would, and I would think you 
could ask the LEAA representatives when they come up to discuss 
that. But one of the problems that we have found, for example, 
when we did our review of the pilot cities program, which was a 
major effort that was set up by LEAA when Mr. Leonard was ad
ministrator and was trying to test new and innovative ideas, was 
that essentially the prog1"flm was not very successful. In fact, we 
recommended to LEAA thn,t they phase it out, and they did, but 
several of the cities in the program put in street lighting efforts. 

One of the problems we have got is to what extent, let us say, has 
LEAA evaluated that street lighting effort, the street lighting effort::; 
that were put in under the impact cities prog1"am or through projects 
that were implemented by block grants, to see whether that approach 
really works. Our feeling' is that that is where they have not tied it 
altogether to be able to come up with an answer of how or whether 
the lighting effort does eleter Cl'ime 01" does not, 

lV!t" MCCLORY. What is the diffel'ence who puts it in? 
Mr, FOGEL. Well, it does not make any difference. Our concern 

is, have they looked at that type of effort and come up, you know, 
with an answer so that they can help the States figure out whether 
,they should put more money into that type of thiniS' 

Mr, MCOLORY. Well, I think my time is up. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman: 

Mr. OONYERS; The mayor of Highland Park, Hon. Jesse P. Miller, 
j uflt happened to come in to the room during these hearings. H~gh
land Park is a city that is located in the First District of Michigan 
and that is the district that I re:present, and his presence here reminds 
me of what is going to be the bIg tug of war on flJI the members, and 
the song is going to, with some variations in the refrain, go like this: 
We have got to get, Mr. Oongressman, all of the LEAA money on 
projects and grants that we have had ill the previous years, and if 
we can, a little bit mOl'e, We need more policemen for the streets. 
'fhe citizens are demanding more protection, We have ~ot some fine 
programs here that are threatened by the SPA, Even If the money 
remains the same, the rate of inflation is eating into it b'y 10 to 12 
to 15 percent, 
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N ow, what friendly words of wisdom do you have for us and them 
with regard to that kind of discussion that is going to go on in, I can 
guarantee, 435 districts? 

:Mr. LOWE. Well, being sort of realistic about it, I suppose I would 
have to say to start with that once a program is started, it is well 
nigh impossible to change it very drastically 01' reduce it. 

1 think that it is human nature for all the States and local govern
ments to want more and particularly if you represent a city, more for 
,cities, or if you represent a State, more for States. 

We have done some very interesting work in our office in the last 
·couple of years in the intergovernmental Telations area, and I just 
happen to have with me a copy of a report that we issued not too 
long ago, in August 1975, entitled "Fundamental Ohanges Are Needed 
in Federal Assistance to State and Local Governments". I would 
like to leave a copy of this with you; some of the charts in the report 
tell a better story than some of the other writing. 

But life gets awful complicated, I think, at the State and local 
level with the proliferation of grant programs that we have. There 
need to be some changes made, we think, in order to streamline the 
way the programs operate, and particularly so that some of the local 
-governments that do not particIpate in some of these programs have 
a chance, an equal chance, with some of the larger communities. 

Mr. OONYERS. Oh, for God's sake, if you are going to start bringing 
in more, I am worried about what do we tell those that are already 
getting what they consider diminishing slices of the pie, and are up 
against the pressures that if we hf.Ld more police, we could get this 
grant through and put 50 more pohce on the streets, but do not start 
telling me about how we are going to get more people into the act. 
As 1 see it, somebody is going to have to get off the ship, rather than 
taking any more people on, do you not think? 

Mr. FOGEL. Mr. Chairman, I think one answer you can give the 
States and localities is that even if you change the emphasis of the 
program somewhat, the money will still be spent at the State and 
local level. The change would be in the way that decisions are made to 
spend it, to try to develop a more cooperative thinking process among 
the localities and States and LEAA and get some better decisions so 
that you are not spending the money in the way that OMB charac
terized it last year, which is in a relatively diffused fashion which does 
not really help you learn too much. ' 

I think the other thing to point out is that this program, as we 
mentioned, represents only 5 percent of the moneys going into States 
and local governments for the criminal justice efforts, so I would not 
think that the displacement that would occur if you change the way 
Bome projects were funded would be 'that significant. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, the problem that I persil:lt in raising with 
you is that LEAA for many mlmicipal authorities is a matter of how 
YOll get Federal bucks in a dimini!,hing municipal budget and, frankly, 
at that level they could ca1;e less where it came from, Washington or 
the Soviet Union. They need' some money and they see LEAA, 
fl'u,nkly, as another Federal program with a billion dollars available, 
and they have an increa,sing crime problem. I do not know !1 city in 
this country that does not. And, so, the very thought of changing 
sOme of these programs thn,t hlWC all'Clicly gotten started, that are 
being lIsed to hire cops, has a frightening- t1,spect. 
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emphasis on evaluation and research, which implies less hardwn,r6-
money, which implies less money for police bodies, somebody is going:
to have to break the news as gently as we can to the lvfn,yor MillerS:. 
around the country that this is the stn,te thn,t we are in. 

N ow, please, counsel this subcommittee and, in that same process" 
the rest of the Oongress, on the subject. 

Mr. STAN'roN. Well, we certainly do not have the answer to those· 
questions. It is ren,l1y a question of whether the LEAA program. 
continues the way it has for the past 8 years for another 5 years anti 
supplement the local budgets, or does it talce a different direction tUltL 
really try to attempt to solve the crime problem. 

l\ifr. ASHDROOK. Mr. Ohairman, would you yield for one question?' 
Mr. OONYERS. I certairily will. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. I apologize for not being here from the beginning .. 

I am also at hearings of o'ur Subcommittee on Labor. 
You mentioned q11/3 thing that hit a responsive chord. You used. 

the word proli£eration~ There was a tendency when manpower, train
ing, retraining, and so forth, was the vogue that program after progmID 
developed. All of a sudden we took a couple of steps back, looked at 
it, and found that we had 19 competing manpower programs on the· 
books at the same time. One a basic manpower program; 'one for 
urban areae;; one for areas of high delinquency; one for farmers hurt 
by leaving the farm; one for workers hurt by the'impact of imports;: 
one for depressed areas, and on and on. So there were program after 
program, all with their o'wn hierarchy, all "vith their own guidelines" 
all with their own staff, basically doing the same thing. At the largest 
one, the Manpower and Redevelopment Act, and then you come· 
along "vith OETA. In every area it seems the Oongress does this. 

Now, you mention one word, the trigger word for me, ilnd tha.t is. 
proliferation of agencies, efforts, programs, to do the same thing. 
The Ohairman has indicated thlit this may be one of the reasons why· 
not enough money goes back to these areas, that there may be too. 
much proliferation, not enough consolidation, not enough is hoiling in 
OIl the point. In too muny different areas that were a1l trying to do the 
sume thing. But by the time you are done, your overhead in the pro-. 
gram eats' out a lot that never gets back to the Highland Parks, the
'Cincillnatis, Ohio, the Johnstown, Ohio, and so forth. I have seen. 
this in other areas. In education, they would have 129 progrnms in, 
education where 50 years ugo we had two or three basic ones, .and I 
think there, certainly is !ll~ overhead cost that comes away from the· 
local and State areas that IS eaten up. 

N ow, you use the word proliferation, and I apologize if you went, 
into this before, but could you tell me the extent to which, maybe, this. 
is a problem, of the local not getting as much money as they might? 

Mr. LOWE. Well, I think it is n. problem, Mr. Ashbrook, and I will! 
be sure thut you get a copy of this report thi1t we issued in August. 
1975. If I can get away from LEAA for just a moment, the kind of 
things you are tl1,.lking about arei1ddressecl in that report. A$ n. matter" 
of fact, we are doing, ltil in-depth st~ldy of that pilrticulal' al'ea right 
now. ..' 

We talk about planning programs, and our first inventory, w11ich is. 
not eusy to come by, showed t~lat there were some 25 different planning; 
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programs run by 15 different departments and agencies. These are· 
programs with money for planning that goes out to State. and local 
governments. Weare doing sort of an in-depth study in that particular 
one right now. 

I think tha.t in the past yem' or so I sort of detect from what I read 
in the paper and the Congressional Record that there has been a move
on in the Congress to look at this proliferation of programs. One 
program area you mentioned just a moment ago happens to be the 
manpower programs. We looked at that area in the District of" 
Columbia befol'e CETA was passed and it looks like that (showing' 
chart). So life does get sort of complicated, particularly,. I think, for 
the people at the receiving end as to how to deal with all of these 
various programs when none of them exactly may fit theu- problem. 

As far as LEAA is concerned, I think the Congress really has a. 
whole range of program approaches it could use if the LEAA money
were distributed on a formula basis such as in revenue sharing. 
They would need hardly any administrative effort. But I do not really
think that is why LEAA was set UR. I think it is set up to offer States, 
an.cl localities leadership and to allow LEAA to do some studies to. 
try to come up with programs and activities which would reduce crime. 
If it is a matter of just funneling the money out to State andlocall 
governments, well then we could do that a lot easier than by LEAA. 

So, I do not really think that was the purpose of Congress here, at 
least the whole purpose. It seems the LEAA has a higher duty to. 
perform than to merely disburse money, and the Stato governments 
that receive the money, also have an obligation to try to find out what 
programs and projects work and to spend theu' money on those, rather
than on a whole list of programs. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Well, the last one thing-and I appreciate the Chair"
man yielding-but as a newer member of this committee, I am not as 
aware of the overlapping one upon top of each other programs as I 
would be, say, in education and labor, but I do not, think that we can 
look at LEAA 'rvithout some cognizance of the fact that this pile '011 
approach has been a part of the tmdition in Congress in the last 1b 01'-

20 years, and that in a way may direct some of our attention to the. 
spending of the dollar, how much those communities are getting, and I 
appreciate your answer. 

Mr. LOWE. As a matter of fact, the LEAA program, the block grant. 
program, was quite an innovation. When it first came in, as I recall, 
it was the first so-called block grant program, and, obviously, they 
had a lot to learn about how to run the thing without. telling the States 
every little item that they cO\lld do 01' not do. 

Mr. CONYERS. Let me yield now to Mr. Gekas. 
Mr. GEKAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. . 
What I would like to do is briefly go through whatLEAA and, specif-. 

icaily, the N atiollal Institute has been doing in the area of evaluation. 
Maybe we can get your feelings on the two or three programs and ap"
pro aches that they have taken. 

It is my understanding that the National Institute has two impOl'-
tant evaluation progmms. One of them is called the national evaluation 
program, and the other is called the model evaluation. 

In the case of the second, model evaluation, I understand th~t they
put out kind of 011 a competitive bid basis $2 million worth of money,. 

60-587--76--pt. 1----4 
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and they said, come in and tell us what you can do with the model 
evaluation strategy. Now there are 12 to 15 State agencies, both 
State planning agencies and regional money agencies, that submitted 
programs, some of them supposedly innovative. Funds have gone out 
to those agencies to come up with the model program. The point is 
that the National Institute has started to look at ways to get evalua
tion of structures in which the process is in place in the States. 

Have you examined that particular program-let's take the model 
programs? 

Mr. FOGEL. We are in the process now, in the followup review that 
we are doing, of looking at the entire effort, not only in the States, 
but also in the Institute. 

One of the problems that we have had in doing this is that LEAA is 
in the process right now of possibly changing their evaluation strat
egy. They have had a task force that reported very recently to Mr. 
Velde on some changes in the way they are doing things, and we have 
not had an opportunity to take an indepth look at the new proposal. 
We will have that done by the time of the issuance of our report. 
I do not think we are in a position to say specifically now what is 
good. or what is wrong with it, but I would say that they are on the 
right track in doing this type of thing, not only with that program, 
but also with the knowledge program they have where they are trying 
to select projects in the States and see what works. But the key 
question we have got is how can those efforts ren]ly interact and impact 
on the State decisions they are going to make to spend 85 percent of 
the program's dollars. Our review to date shows that all the require
ments and guidelines that LEAA luts published, saying the States 
have to do evaluations, do not really make much difference to the 
way the States operate their program. 

The mere fact that the States we looked at were spending less than 
1 percent of their money on evaluations raises a question whether 
the Institute ought to be doing more of this at their direction, not just 
with the $2 million. 

1',1[1'. GEKAS. Well, from what I understand, the question of eVi1lua
tion, or, maybe I Hhould say, the signs of evaluation is really a new 
one. It is not-there are not experienced ovaluators out there who 
know how to go about looking at a criminal justice program and 
establishing the criteria, the measures by which it is evaluated, and 
saying to people this is how you go about it. People, I understand, do 
not know how to 0"0 about evaluati.ng programs, and that is really 
the first step that the agency has taken with the model programs and 
with the national evaluation program. They are looking at the 
question from square one. 

Mr. FOGEL. 'fhe question we raise is why has it taken them 8 years 
to get to the point where they are looking at it, and if they are just 
at that point now, where are they going to be 5 years from now with 
the present approach. I think there is credibility to what they are 
doing, but they might come baek 5 years from now and say, well, 
now, we are to the point where people know how to evaluate, and, as 
Mr. Lowe pointed out, by then the program will have been going 
13 years and the chnnces of any type of redirection become very 
difficult. 
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Mr. GEKAS. Well, it is true that the program has been in existence 
for 8 years, but the thrust of evaluation has really come since 1973 
when the Congress wrote the word "evaluation" into the Crime 
Control Act. Right after that the agency established a task force 
.on evaluation in early 1974 which made recommendations to them, 
and which were implemented. The recommendations included the 
model evaluation program, and the second one which I-I do not 
know if you meant to include in the study, the national evaluation 
program. 

Briefly, what they have done there is they have selected program 
areas or topic areas, I guess is a better word-juvenile delinquency 
programR, I think some probation programs and others-but they 
have selected them across the board in different areas of the country. 
They have divided the evaluation program into two phases and they 
are in phase 1 now in which they are looking at the programs to see 
what we need to know about these programs and how should we go 
about evaluating them. 

Are you into studying that program? Do you have vim,vs on it 
now? 

Mr. FOGEL. We are studying it. Our views are very tentative at 
this time. I think we would say that that is certainly the right way 
to go. We are not exactly sure at this point in time whether in their 
phase 1 national evaluation program there are going to be a sufficient 
number of ongoing projects in the States that LEAA can effectively 
look at to answer the question of where are we in the state of the art 
with these various types of eHorts so they can develop some con
clusions about where these program areas are going. 

Mr. GEKAS. But I think it is fair to say that since 1973, when 
the Congress wrote evaluation into the act, the agency is making a 
determined effort to look at evaluation as a science, and to look at 
evaluation in both the State programs and the programs thn.t they 
have funded through discretionary--

:Mr. FOGEr,. No doubt. We agree with you completely on that. 
Our concern is to what extent are all these efforts they have tmdenvay 
impacting at all on decisions to fund projects, and to what extent 
are decisionmakers using this information to develop better strategies 
to reduce crime, and wo think the jury is still out on whether these 
efforts have proved worthwhile from that standpoint. 

1,,11'. GEKAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CONYERS. Gentlemen, just as a point of information, we have 

decided to hold these hearings this afternoon at 3 o'clock, so the 
committee will adjourn this morning and resume this afternoon. 
I would like to bring a series of questions to your attention, gentle
men, and I say that on the basis that we will probably need your 
considered opinions once again, maybe more, before these be(l.rings 
are through, and I hope that, even though you have challenging 
schedules, you will be able to join us as we need you from time to 
time. 

We deeply appreciate that. 
Mr. LOWE. Sure. 
Mr. CONYERS. Keep in mind the mayor of Highland Park as an 

illustration. I am not terribly satisfied with your response. I do not 
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know how long I could keep my head repeating what you repeated. 
You are in a more insulated position than we are in regard to this 
matter. 

The next question I would like to put on the agenda-and I am 
going to yield to my colleague from South Carolina as soon as I 
can--,--is that, can we deal with this problem of street crime without 
dealing with the problem of nonstreet crime, including governmental 
crime? 

Question 3, have we largely achieved the estabJislnnent of plan
ninO' mechanisms within LEAA? I seriously question that. 

Next question, have we effectively achieved a mechanism of 
distributing the money to State and localities in terms of their fund-
ng projects? That is very unclear to me, and I would like some 

further explanation with regard to the assertion that the legislature 
hit s never clearly stated that the goal of LEAA was to reduce crime. 
This comes as some surprise to me as one who has voted, at some times 
more reluctantly than other times, in support of this legislation. 

I think you have described the answer to this question, but I want 
to review it again in a fresh context. If we are not any closer to know
ing why the crime rate increases and what we should do to reduce 

, then what is it that we ought to be doing new and what ought we 
to be doing differently? Why is it that the efforts coming from the 
present program have not advanced our knowledge, nor have they 
reduced crime, and how can we induce more systematic planning into 
the LEAA operation? And then I would like to get some kind of scale 
model or to get a little bit more specific with regard to your sug
gestions that begin on page 20 in terms of getting more evaluation and 
more research. [GAO responses are at p. 48.] 

I think that is extremely important, and with that, I shall make 
my final point, which denls with a comment made by my colleague 
from lllinois. It is an unfortunate comment, I think, about "The 
New York Times" statement about Rodino's alleged pressure on funds, 
and I will introduce and read into the record at this time a letter from 
tho Administrator of LEAA sent to "Tho New York Times" editor 
and dated February 18. 

Mr. Velde writes: 
Your article "Rodino Pressure on Funds Alleged," New York Times, Feb

ruary 17, is based on two misstatements of fact. Your reporter states, "officials 
of the Federal agency who attended a meeting last September contend that 
Representative Rodino threatenedbo cut off congressional appropriations to 
LEAA if it killed the Newark program. The program was subsequently extended to 
the end of this year at a cost of $400,000." First, none of the three officials who 
attended the September meeting ever made such a contention. Second, the 
program your article claims was continued under pressure by Representative 
Rodino has not, in fact, been extended. The request for the extension is still 
being reviewed. This could have been ascertained by your reporter prior to pub
lication of the article, as could balance and comment from the three LEAA officials 
concerned. . 
. I note that Representative Rodino has denied having made his support of the 
entire LEAA program contingent upon cbntinuation of the Newark progntm. 
It is unfortunate that the Congressman was placed in this position and such 0. 
contention was ever made. 

Signed, the.Administrator of LEAA, Richard W. Velde. 
Mr. MCOLORy,Will theOhairman yield? 
Mr. OO~YERS. Yes. 
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1'1111'. 1v[cOLOHY. Woll, I hu.vo, I ccrtninly have no objec~ion to the 
lettor, and I would support that being part of the record, but I did 
not make tW.y comment except to inquire. 'Thore was a prominont 
article in "The Now York Times" YORtol'dn,y, and I just inquired as to 
wh~tJl.el' 01' not GAO lutd made any Mludy of this, whether this project 
WilS one that they hn,d studiod 01' wos part of an evalun.tion. I n.m not 
expressing that o.vlnion on. it at aU. I nm cortltinly not wlshinO' to 
indicate n,ny ol'itiClsm of tho Ohairman or allY conduct or anything liko 
thnt at all. It was not im~)licit in my question. I was looking for 
information, perhaps, illummlttion witll l't'gal'd to this subject, clal'i
fiettt.ion, and I think the letter from Mr. Velde adds clarifict),!;ion, 
whieh I am p1eu,8(1(1 to luwe. 

}'ir. OONY1DUS. Does GAO have any further infol'mlttion Itbout this 
incident? 

Mr. LOWE. No, other than wbn,t Mr. li'ogol just mentioned hero a 
minute ngo. It is one o( the pl'ogmms that we have not yet ovn.luated. 

1\11'. PaGEt.. But, as Mr. Stanton montioned CHtl'liol', LEAA docs 
htwe all evallltttion undol'wny of i t, and I know thltt that is far enough 
along that I n.m sure thoy can cornmont on the f~deqtlaoy of the ovel'ltll 
effort when they come up before tho subcommittoe. 

Mr. CONYERS. 'l'hallk you. I yield now to the gentlemn,n from South 
Cnl'olina, Mr. Mn,nn. 

Mr. :MANN. 'l'lu:mk you, 1v[1'. Ch n,il'lu an. 
1 had t.o bo at another Fntbcommittc(l mootino·• I nm sorry that I 

wa::; not h~l'e to hom' yom test,imony, although 1 have it horo and I 
will study it et.wfullv . 

.r will stnlo quickl)', howovol', that during my first torm in Congross, 
w11il'11 was not so long l'tgO, n.bout IDGD 01' 1D70, I wrote to LEAA t1ltd 
inquired I1S to tlwir shu,dng of suecessfnl program infol'mntion and 
dC'u'ctC'd from tho answol' that thoy we1'O not doing much of thn.t. 

'l'lrrco or ·1 yoars laLor, following 111,> on my inquiry, I got a more 
<l<'tmlN1 l'(,[)Ol't, ns to whitt tho)' Worl' dOlng. It mnst luwe boon pnrSUfl.llt 
to tIl!.' 197:3 ttlll('ndnl('nt, and I l'(w('ived that subsoquont l'OpOl·t. So, 
in ~lancing at your thoughts l'cg'n.l'ding l't'commondn.tiolls, I must say 
t.1Hl.t, I mn ('xeit<'d, bj: tho ~mgg('stion tho,t wo do concontmto 011, t\s 
von Hn.y, Lll(l cmpIH~sls on oxpo.ndod resen.t·eh and development and 
<It'!l1ollstration 1'oJe whidt would include the dovelopment nnd sharing 
of pl'ogrn.m Ht.l'atogies, which hltH proven to be of 11101'it and so forth. 

Tho p1'l1(~ti('o of haying cngttgcd in revenuo shttl'ing through furnish
ing 1ll11'dwal'c is hnl'dhT the 1'010, I t.hink, of tho only I.gency in this 
country, thl) central 'GovcrnmC'l1.t, to do thttt job of rosoti-rch and 
eVllhmtion, and the Hhltring ef ideas lending to crime reduction n.nd 
prevontion, so I cOl'tltinly,,fol' ono, will be looking forward to mn.king 
th(llll'o~l'I1m moro 1'l'SPOltS1YO to thn,t idelt. 

Thalli\: yOU, Mr. Ohail'lnnn. 
MI'. CONYlms. GeHtl('mell, on i1. goodbyo, but not f(tl'cwoll, no to, we 

will excuse you from those hon.l'ings Itlid we will be planning your 
l'otllyn very cady. Thank you vol'y much for your indeed holpful 
teHtllHony. 

lV[l'. Low)!]. Thank you, 1\111'. Ohainnan. It hn,s boon our pleasure to 
work ovor tho years with VOtll' Sl1 bcollunittcc and we are (l'll1d to .. · 1" , b il.SSlst m I1ny wlty tmt we cn.n. 

1',111'. OONYEUS: We appreciate it. 
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[GAO responses to questions follow:] 
Question. Have we largely achieved the establishmcnt of planning mechanisms

within LEAA? 
Answer. As we said in our prepared statement, the mechanisms for compre

hensive criminal justice planning have been established. However, the planning: 
has not been comprehensive. 

The general orientation and direction which criminal justice planning should 
take is planning for change. This has been the consistent thrust of LEAA's. 
legislation. The contrasting approach to planning for system maintenance does 
not have much of the forward-looking quality characteristic of planning for 
change, and in that sense is not true planning. 

Our review of LEANs and four States' 1974 planning efforts has shown that 
basically the planning was not comprehensive. 

An essential problem was that LEAA did not clearly define objectives, policy, 
standards, or priorities. 

Evident throughout LEANs existence has been an emphasis, at one time or 
another, on three basic goals: reduce crime; improve the criminal justice system; 
and upgrade the capabilities of State and local units of government to plan, 
implement, and evaluate criminal justice programs. 

But LEAA did not define or prioritize thoRe goals. The agency appears to have 
had difficulties in determing to what extent it should emphasize "crime-oriented 
planning" as opposed to "systems improvement" planning. 

Oompounding the problem was the frequent change in LEA A administrators. 
In fact it was not until fiscal yenr 1975 that LEAA adequately identified tlnd 
described its general goals and progr .. m objectives. This was done in its 
management-by-objectives submission to the JUf\tice Department in July 1074. 

At that time LEAA stated that its goal was "In partnership with the States, 
to reduce crime and delinquency in America." 'Two subgoals were (1) "deVelop, 
tcst, and evaluate effective programs, projects, and techniques to reduce crime 
and delinquency" and (2) "build the capacity for comprehensive crime reduction. 
planning, program development, and evaluation." 

The ambiguities in goals resulted in shifts in planning emphasis by LEAA 
over relatively short time periods and lack of adequate guidance to the States. 
Moreover, we did not find any evidence to indicate that the goal statements that 
were developed were the result of interactions with the States or localities or 
that they were consulted so a consensus could be reached as to the program's 
goals. Similarly, LEAA had no explicit programs, other than issuance of plnnning 
guidelines, to advise States and localities of their goals and to persuade these 
elements to adopt them. 

Progressive changes over time which bring States' planning orientations and 
processes closer to accomplishment of congressional and legislative goals are 
desirabh~, but the pattern of changes in LEANs views about proper planning 
orientation has not had such an effect. 

Oonsequently, the adequacy of planning in the States varicd. We found two· 
general patterns in State approaches to the planning requiremcnts in the LEAA 
legislation. One pattern reflected a purposc to manage planning and to do the 
planning at the minimum level necessary to assnre the flow of block grant funds 
to the States. '1'he other pattern indicllted reasonably conscientious efforts to 
manage planning and to do the plunning consistent with the thrust and spirit of 
the legislation. 

One of the basic reasons for the variation in the States was the influence of 
the State planning agencies (SPA) in the States. 

For two of the States, we found that the SPA was not a central force in the 
criminal justice Rlanning for the State, resulting in fractionated management of 
planning for the State. This further resulted in SPA activities directed primarily 
to the receipt and alloeation of Federal funds, undcr the LEAA legislation, with
out the kind and quality of planning contemplated by the legislation. 

The SPAs in two other States were substantially involved in State activities 
and provided effective management of planning for these States. AR a result, 
planning in these two Stl1tes WitS reasonably consistcnt with thl1t contemplated 
by the Federnllegislation. 

ThUS, planning can become more eomprehensive, if the SPA is in a position 
to plan the allocation of the State's criminal justice resources. 

Question. Have we effectively achieved a mechanism of distributing the monies 
to states and localities in terms of their funding projects? 
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Answer. The process of getting the money from the SPA to the local level is 
basically left up to each SPA. There are certain requirements-pstablished by 
Federal legislation or LEAA regulations-that mandate the timeliness of process
ing some of the paperwork. For example, LEAA must approve or disapprove a 
State plan within 90 days after the date of submission. The State plunning agency 
itself must approve or disapprove the applications it receives no later than 90 
days after receipt. 

However, approval of a project does not mean that the project receives its 
funds immediately. The gl'l1ntee must indicate the acceptance of the grant and 
special conditions by retaining a copy of the award statement. This paperwork 
may be required before funds are processed. Funds can be awarded by check or 
by letter of credit arrangement. Most projects receiving a significant amount of 
LEAA funds receive their funds in increments. Some States reimburse the project 
for the expenses they have incurred. Other States advance funds to projects 
before obligations are incurred. 

Qu.estion. I would like some further explanation with regard to the assertion that 
the legislature has never clearly stated that the goal of LEAA was to reduce crime. 

Answer. As stated in the Crime Control Act of 1973, the overall goal of the 
Congress is stated to be: "To reduce and prevent crime and juvenile delinquency 
to insure the greater safety of the people, htw enforcement and criminal justice 
efforts must be better coordinated, intensified, and made more effective at all 
levels of government." 

There are two aspects of this goal, reducing crime and improving law enforce
ment and criminal justice, each of which should contribute to insuring greater 
safety of the people. 

The specific goals or purposes of the legislation are to: 
(1) encourage States and units of generullocal government to develop and 

adopt comprehensive plans based upon their evaluation of State and local 
problems of law enforcement and criminal justice; 

(2) authorize grants to States and units of local government in order to 
improve and strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice; and 

(3) encourage research and development directed toward the improvement 
of law enforcement and criminal justice and the development of new methods 
for the prevention and reduction of crime and the detection, apprehension, 
and rehabilitation of criminals. 

The law does not state explicitly that the main goal of the program is to reduce 
crime, although it is specific about tIl(' purpose to "reduce and pr('v('nt crime," 
through improvements in the system. But the goals of the legislation are directed 
primarily toward development of State comprehensive plans and system improve
ment. Only in the last part of the third legislative goal, noted previously, is the 
purpose of reducing and preventing crime set forth. 

Ail a result, LEAA's planning offorts have, exccpt for one period in time, 
previously emphasized systems improvement and standards fulfillment, rather 
than crime-specific planning. 

The law, however, does not pr('clude crime-specific planning. For example, 
sections 301(a) and 451 of the Hl73 legislation address systems improvement. 
But a careful reading of scction 30l(b) indicates that crime-specific activities can 
be provided for in the planning. Target-hardening and crime prevention programs 
and projects, for example, can be dev('loped under section 30l(b) (1). Also the 
planning can deal with programs and projects for the people involved in crimes, 
both criminals and victims, the other major aspect of crime-specific planning. This 
is possible under several subparts of SEction 301 (b), and even interpretable under 
the last phrase in section 451. Ovorall, however, the legislation gives more atten
tion to system improvement (and, to a lesser extent, the standards emphasis). 

The major considerations in planning are elear. System improvement and stand
at'ds fulfillment planning are menningful only Oil the assumption that the result of 
activities undor such planning itl n favoruble impact on crime and criminals. 
Such planning focuses should be in con.iunction with crime-specfic planning to 
assure activities to fight specific crimes and to deal with criminals-by-choice. 

The problem is tluLt there are contrasting views with rcspcct to the basie J~urpose 
of the aet and theso views have influenced the way projects are developed. Further 
clarification by tho Congress of the primary purpose of the act could rectify the 
problem. 

Questions. If we are not any closer to knowing why the crime mte increases 
and what we should do to reduce it, then what is it we ought to be doing llew and 
what ought we to be doing differently? 
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How can we induce more systematic planning into the LEAA operation? 
Get more specific with regard to your suggestions in terms of getting more 

'evaluation and more research. 
Answer. All three questions are closely interrelated and can, we believe, best be 

·answered in one response. 
As we noted in our prepared testimony, we believe one way for the LEAA pro

gram to better address the crime problem is for there to be better planning and 
'Coordination of program efforts before initiating them. We believe more benefit 
could be realized from the expenditure of LEAA moneys if programs and projects 
were initiated as part of well-planned and designed strategies for reducing and 
preventing crime by gaining more knowledge into what works and what does not. 

To initiate such an approach would require LEAA to take more of a leadership 
role in terms of: researching approaches to crime reduction to be tested; developing, 
with the States, program and project demonstration strategies; and evaluating 
the results. To accomplish tllis end, LEAA's authority would probably have to be 
strengthened so it is clearer to the States that, at least with regard to a certain 
-amount of funds authorized by the program, LEAA would have more say as to the 
program framework within which funds could be spent at the State and local 
level. Thus, we suggested in our prepared remarks that the Congress might want 
to consider changing the mix of block and discretionary grants to allow LEAA to 
carry out and try the approach we have been discussing. 

Once rigorously tested, through controlled research and evaluation of their 
relative effectiveness and efficiency in a variety of settings and conditions, spe
cific action programs could be assimilated by States and localities on an ongoing 
'basis with proven confidence of their crime reduction payoff and advance knowl
edge of their lilrely impact upon other programs and services. Moreover, as the 
body of knowledge about what works increases, the relative costs of planning and 
implementing such program efforts could be made less expensive in the long run. 
After several years, the block-discretionary mix could be changed again to allow 
more funds to go to the States in block form. 

If such an effort were undertaken, we believe responsibility for it should be as
signed to a high-level LEAA official, perhaps at the Deputy Administrator level. 
The role of LEAA in research and development would also have to be strengthened 
in terms of assuring that adequate funds are available-at the Federal, State, 
and local level-for planning and evaluating the efforts. We would anticipate 
that it would take from 3 to 5 years to adequately carry out such an approach. 

:Mr. CONYERS. Our second set of witnesses in today's panel are 
educators from the University of California who have devoted their 
'careers to working in various parts of the criminal justice system. They 
will discuss their observations of the impact of LEAA on the crime 
and criminal justice system and the directions LEAA might take in 
the future. 

These witnesses are: Dr. Herman Schwenclinger, criminologist, cur
rently lecturing at the University of California at Berkeley who has 
spent almost 20 years in criminology research; has been associated 
with the Ford Foundation and the National Institutes of Mental 
Health; been a fellow at the Center for the Study of Law in Society, 
ancl holds membership in numerous professional societies; is the 
editor of tlCrime and Social Justice"; he serves 011 the advisory board 
of the Foundations of Criminal Justice. 

With him is Dr. Paul Takagi, Ph. D. from Stanforcl University. 
Will you gentlemen come forward? 
Dr. Takagi has also done extensive work in criminology and 

sociology; has been a probation officer, so he brings some real funda
mental experience to our discussion this morning; has a background 
in original research on narcotics addiction and its relationship to the 
crime problem i has been widely published and is an associate editor 
of tlCrime and Social Justice"; a review editor of "The Jou1'llal on 
Research on Crime and Delinquency"; and has ulso been a member 
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of the adviBory committee on the Institute of Judicial Administration 
of the American Bar Association. 

Gentlemen, we welcome you this morning. We thank you for your 
preparation of the statement that has been submittecl to the sub
committee in advance. Without objection, it will be incorporated into 
the record at this point, and that will free you for a more direct con
versation with us today. 

[The prepared statement of Messrs. Schwendinger and Takagi 
follows:] 

STATEMENT OF HERMAN SOliWENDINGER AND PAUL TAKAGI 

The presentation this morning will be organized into three interrelated parts. 
First, the scope of the crime problem; second, a specific analysis of crime in the 
United States which differs from conventional views; and third, some specific 
suggestions for managing the problem of crime which calls for new priorities in 
LEAA policies. 

. 'filE SCOPE OF THE CRIME PROBLEM 

Some time ago the International Association of Ohiefs of Police sponsored the 
Uniform Orime Reports system and selected seven felony offenses for index 
purposcs on the grounds that the victims, or someone representing them, would 
more likely report such crimes to law enforcement agencies. The seven offense 
groups include: Homicide, robbery, aggravated assault, forcible rape, burglary, 
grand theft, and auto theft. These are the crime statistics regularly reported in the 
media. When these reported crimes are converted into rates per 100,000 population 
and comparisons are made across time, for example, 1968 to 1973, each of the index 
crimes, with the exception of auto theft, has increased anywhere from 25 to 50' 
percent. Reported crimes are the statistics used by the police, the FBI and other 
officials when they talk about the crime problem. But we all know that the victims 
of crime do not ahmys report their victimization to law enforcement agencies. 

In order to get at 1mreported crimes, the U.S. Department of Justice in 197a· 
conducted a crime victimization survey of 13 American Cities, which included 
Oaldand, San Diego, and San Francisco. The survey asked citizens whether they 
had been victimized by crime in the past year. When we compare the survey 
findings with the 1973 reported crimes for the three cities we find enormous 
differences between the two sets of data. For example, there were 2,879 reported 
robberies in Oaldand; 1,422 in San Diego; and 4,823 in San Francisco. The' 
victimization survey found two times as many robbery victims in Oakland, 
four times as III any for San Diego, and three times as many for San Francisco. 
Let's look at another crime, rape. The 1973 reported rape victims totalled 220' 
Oaldand, 173 for San Diego, and 540 for San Francisco. The survey findings 
showed that rape victimization was three times higher in Oakland, six times in 
San Diego, and three times in San Fruncisco. These differences are enormOus and 
the differences become even greater in crimes such as theft and assault, where 
the definitions are less precise. These findings would also indicate that crime is 
much morc widespread than is generally reported by official sources. 

Yet another way of examining the crIme problem is to ask people whether they 
have engaged in lawbrcaking behavior within the past year and at what frequency. 
This method is used in self-reported delinquency studies. '1'he studies show that. 
all people of all races and from all socio-economic backgrounds systematically 
commit crimes. The studies also show that some racial/ethnic groups are not picked 
up by the police, and that people from privileged backgrounds are less likely to be 
adjudicated as delinquents or criminals. 

Despite the fact 'that law breaking behavior occurs in all sectors of American 
society, the face of the penal population has changed dramatically since the end 
of World War II. In 1940, about 80 percent of California prisoners were white. 
In 1950, it went down to 65 percent; in 1970, 52 percent; and in 1975, around 50 
percent. '1'he changing face of the penal population would indicate that the 
prisons are becoming increasingly places for poor people and people of color. This 
trend is occurring despite findings that show law breaking behavior occurring 
among all races and among people from all socia-economic backgrounds. 

The trend fUrther reinforces the common belief that the criminal population 
is primarily composed of "street people" and members of social minorities. While 
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many ordinary violent crimes are indeed committed by these persons, the theft 
of property and earnings in the form of unfair labor prnctices, misrepresentation 
in advertising, artificial gasoline shortages, fraud, and the restraint of trade, 
cannot be attributed to these same people. The magnitude of white collar crime 
indicates that crime is not necessarily concentrated among the lower economic 
classes. An early study of law violations of 70 corporations indicates that if the 
criterion applied to official criminals were equitably applied to corporations, 90 
percent of the large corporutions studies would be considered habitual criminals. 
In 1967, the President's Commission on Crime found that corporute crimes far 
outweigh other types of property crimes such as theft, robbery, burglary and 
larceny, which are committed by ordinary criminals. The magnitude and serious
ness of eorpol'l1te crimes increase further when occupational health and safety 
me taken into consideration. Innumeruble deaths and injuries occur every yenr 
with dreadful regularity because profits are more important to corporations than 
human lives. 

A look at ordinary crimes, on the other hand, indicates that conventional forms 
of violence (such as murder, aggravated assault, armed robbery and forcible 
rape) and ordinary property offenses (such as theft, larceny, burglltr~r and robbery) 
are concentrated among the urban poor and, in particular, among the marginal 
ndolescents and young adults. The category of marginalization here refers to the 
marginal position of individuals in the labor force, to the phenomenon of unem
ployment and underemployment, to dead end jobs and job instability. Today the 
processes of marginalization are largely based first, on the inability of capital 
to provide jobs for the expanding work force and second, on the labor force 
segmentation that plac8s millions of poor people, minorities and women into 
unstable, low wage employment. Fillltlly, we have the processes of marginaliza
tion within the family and the school, that are important for undenltanding 
the population of working class and middle class youngsters, who engage in the 
most serious forms of delinquent behavior. 

At another level, the events surrounding "Watergate and the more recent 
congressional investigations of the FBI and the CIA have revealed gro~s mis
conduct among government officials. These are crimes by the state; as~aulting 
the fundamental freedoms of speech, association, press and religion, as well as 
the constitutional right to prhracy of countless numbers of individuals. And 
Watergate is only the tip of nn iceberg. Watergate would have never taken place 
jf political repression had not been conducted by the government for decades. 
Political dissenters in the United States have been the objects of repression 
throughout this century; they have been harassed, fired from their jobs, and a 
few, such as the Rosenbergs and Fred Hampton, may have even been assnsainated 
legally. Just recently, a report issued by a Chicttgo grand jury indicates that 
despite recent exposures of crimes by intelligence agencies, these crimes continue 
to be perpetrated against dissenters. The report points to illegal practices hy 
the police department intelligence unit, and to unlawful resisttulCe by this unit 
to orders and subpoenas which were issued at the request of the gl'l.md jury. The 
report also noted the unlawful destruction of evidence. 

If we compare corporate crimes and crimes by the state to ordinary crimes, 
we discover first that LEAA places virtually no priority on corporate crimes or 
011 crimes by the state. Perhaps there fire social policy f';tudies to extend legis
lation which will include penal sanctions against corporations committing con
sumer crimes. However, legislation of this kind has, to du.te, only regUlated 
the form and the occasions upon which corporat.e crimes OCCllI'. It has not pre
vented it. A ease in point is the unprecedented wave of corporate mergers that 
oceurcd after the Sherman Anti-Trust Act had been clarified by judicial 1 deci
sions. 'l'oday, the concentration of corpornte wealth, the restraints placed upon 
trade, and the volume of corporate crimes is greater than ever before. Recent 
reports of massive fraud by gmin corporations and the systematic bribery by 
aircraft and other eorporatiollf', nre indicators of the m"ngnitude of crime in this 
;area. 

On the other hand, LEAA programs do exist for the prevention of ordinary 
crimes. But we will presently note th[lt virtually fill of these are traditional pro
grams. 'l'hey focus prlmnrily on police deterrence us a strategy of crime preven
tion, but do not integrate the efforts of the police with the efforts of the popular 
movements that are interested in eliminating the social causes of crime. 'rhey 
focus on the rehabilitation of the individual offender, but do not guarantee the 
offender's bnsic rights to sheltor, food, clothing, medical care nnd Ilon-ulieno.ting 
-employment. 
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On the whole, despite the unprecedented funding, the traditional approaches 
to rehabilitation and to law enforcement have not demonstrated their effectiveness 
for crime prevention. Let us look at various studies that confirm this conclusion. 
Focusing on juvenile delinquency programs where the research designs make 
objective evaluations possible, we find that long-term strategies which begin 
with early delinquents have been noticeable failures. A recent review considering 
approximately 100 delinquency prevention programs, that have appeared in the 
literature since 1965, has concluded that no prevention method has been demon
strated to be consistently effective. No doubt one can find an exceptional instance 
here or there that indicates some success with delinquency prevention, but the 
weight of the historical evidence is unequivocal. If we confine ourselves to tradi
tional methods, namely the concentration on counseling and other conventional 
services to individual offenders, then a successful instance of these methods will 
hardly be found. If it is found, then it will not be replicated elsewhere and hence 
it cannot be used as a general model for a delinquency prevention strategy. 

The limitations of traditional methods also show up in relation to the prevention 
of ordinary crimes among adults. Perhaps the single most important prevention 
method that has been favored by LEAA is police deterrence programs. These 
programs include bizarre attempts to hire public relations firms and media time 
to advertise the necessity for securing doors against burglaries. 'l'heyalso include 
the high impact crime prevention programs that were conducted by LEAA in 
eight cities. When these programs are finally evaluated, it is our belief that they 
will be used as classical examples of the failure of LEAA to reduce crime by con
centrating massive funding on law enforcement agencies. (JS, Feb. 1976, 32-33.) 

We do not have to scrutinize the faddish and politically expedient high impact 
prevention programs to find that federal funding of police has virtually no relation 
to the prevention of crime. Most studies indicate that crime rates are not in
fluenced by per capita levels of police spending and manpower increases in standard 
metropolitan statistical areas. A very recent study, for instance, using clearance 
rates based on the proportion of reported crimes cleared by arrest, found for 66 
metropolitan areus that there is no support for the hypothesis that increased 
police spending leads to a decrease in crime. In our opinion, this scientific research
not politically biased opinions-contradicts the fundamental priorities in funding 
that have characterized LEAA from the very beginning. 

Even more alarming, however, are the potential long-term effects of the main 
priority in LEAA funding. From 40 percent to 50 percent of this funding has 
been devoted to lttw enforcement hardware, organizational and manpower needs. 
This money, so far, hus not been used to purchase nuclear weapons and long-range 
bombers, but it has supplied police forces with other sophisticuted technologies, 
such as helicopters, computers, electronic communication equipment, armored 
car,1, tear gas grenades, and paramilitary special weapons units. The degree of 
overkill, which has become nn object of mockery in such films as "Dog Duy 
Afternoon", is only one indicutor of thc bureuucratic irmtionality thnt governs 
the implementution of basic LEAA funding prioritics. Particularly unjustified 
is the extent to which this whole development will contribute to a spimling cycle 
of violence. In a study of gangs in major metropolitan areas, Wulter Miller has 
found thnt delinquent youths arc now beginning to obtain police revolvers, 
shotguns, home-made bazookas and molotov cocktails, instead of chains, pipes, 
ImivcR and zip guns of the 1950s and 1960s. 

While the direction of additional police expenditures does not prevent crime, 
it does pose n serious potentiul for the development of incipient fascist conditions 
and hence a police sto.te. Simultaneously, this funding is accelerating the develop
ment of a police-industrial complex, a new vested interest that will push hard 
for the very conditions that must be avoided if any semblance of democracy is 
to be preserved in the U.S.A. . 

NEW PRIORITIES 

We support many specific programs for reducing crime thut have been proposed 
by various government agencies-for example, better street lighting, escort 
services for the elderly, shuttle buses in high crime areus, decriminalization of 
stntus offenses, and programs that implement prisoners' rights to medical care, 
education, jobs, socinl services, etc. 'We differ from conventional views, however, 
in two important respects. First, we call for the ext! "ion of LEANs concept of 
citizen pnrticipation to include the tmnsfer of power (1 {'very level of government, 
of the crime control apparatus from the stute bm'eul' racies to legislutive bodics, 
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thah operate in conjunction with coalitions of criminal justice personnel and 
Qrganizations in the community. These coalitions should be the basis for the forma
tion of popular councils that represent grassroots organizations as well as criminal 
justice workers. The popular councils should be equipped with adequate funds 
and researchers, whose evaluation and planning are accountable to the councils 
and not to the criminal justice agencies. Initiating and monitoring the social 
policies that are being implemented by LEAA funding, the councils will stimul:1te 
the legislative processes that prevent the executive branches of government from 
going beyond any popular control. To forestall uncontrollable executive actions, 
it is fUrther proposed that the COI}gress conduct a year by year evaluation of 
federal fundingl ~ntil the popular councils have been able to alter the operative 
policies of LEAA. 

As long as criminal justice apparatuses are solely controlled by other Rtate 
agencies, we expect little in the way of crime control because of the reliance on 
"professionals" who are guided by conventional views, political expediency and 
pressures, or by the kinds of research not accountable to the very people in the 
communities victimized by crime. This lesson is reaffirmed, for example, by the 
contrasting experiences of Puerto Rican, Chicano and Black organizations against 
the illegal drug trafficking in their communities and by women's organizations 
against rape. In both these cases, the possibility of a solution to the crime problem 
was created only when indigenous organizations tackled a problem that had for so 
long been either ignored or aggravated by the state apparatus. 

Second, we differ from the conventional approach to "law and order" in that 
we link the immediate struggle against crime with the political and economic 
system of this society which produces corporate crimes and what we referred to 
earlier as the marginalization of youth and people of color. In other words, 
"crime" is not a problem that can be fully solved within the existing framework 
of tIlls society. On the other hand, substantial inroads can be made by new policies. 

We think it is crucial for crime control programs to be linked with an analysis 
of the political economy. To do less than this is to continue the same kinds of 
efforts and to give the people of this country the illusion that crime can be pre
vented or controlled by piecemeal yet costly efforts. This does not mean that we 
should desist from making demands of the government, and more specifically of 
the LEAA. These demands should include for example, the abolition of "red" 
squads that exist to repress political dissidents and political minoritiesj the en
forcement of laws against police brutality and organized crime. We should call 
for full employment, for the enforcement of health and housing codes, for the 
implementation of occupational safety codes, for the control of usury practices, 
for guarantees of the democratic rights of political groups to exist and organize, 
and for prisoners' unions; hence, for a reordering of LEANs priorities so that 
funds for police hardware are used instead for group and organizations in the 
communities desperately fighting against criminal victimization. 

In summary, the primary function of the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin
istration is to stop and reversc the rising rates of crime in the United States. 'rhis 
priority should concentrate not only on strect crimes, but on organized crime, 
white collar crime, consumer crime, corporate crime, political corruption, crimes 
against political dissenters, crimes against women and racial minorities as well us 
all the other varieties of crime that affect the health, welfnre and property of 
millions of wage earners, small'lJroperty owners and dependents in our society. 
Aside from their numerical preponderance, the members of these popular classes 
are the main targets of crime and are hardly able to protect themselves agninst 
criminals. In addition they have scant resources to recoup themselves after 
criminal victimization. 

TESTIMONY OF HERMAN SCHWENDINGER, PROFESSOR, SCHOOL 
OF CRIMINOLOGY, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY, 
AND PAUL TAKAGI, PROFESSOR, SCHOOL OF CRIMINOLOGY, UNI· 
VERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. TAKAGI. Thank you. 
We have prepared a joint statement and I woulcllike to take off 

on the first part and my colleague, Professor Schwendinger, will 
pick up on the second part. 
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The presentation is organized into three interrelated parts. First, 
I think it is necessary to talk about the scope of the crime problem. 
When we talk about crime I think it is necessary to include, within 
our discussion, all aspects of what we refer to as crime. Second, we 
will talk about a specific analysis of crime in the United States, 
which differs from conventional views, views that pretty much govern 
the kinds of programs that have been funded by LEAA. 

And finally, we have some specific suggestions for managing the 
problem of crime which call for new priorities in LEAA policies. 

So, to begin, I wou1cllike to talk about the scope of the crime prob~ 
lem. Some time ago the International Association of Ohiefs of 
Police sponsored the uniform crime reports system and selected seven 
felony offenses for index purposes on the grounds that the victims, 
or someone representing them, would more likely report such crimes 
to law enforcement agencies. 

The seven crimes include homicide, robbery, aggravated assault, 
forcible rape, burglary, grand theft, and auto theft. These are the 
crime statistics regularly reported in the media. When these reported 
crimes are converted into rates per 100,000 population and compari~ 
sons are made across time, for example, 1968 to 1973-and these 
yeo.rs were selected because they sort of correspond with the advent 
of LEAA funding-each of the index crimes, with the exception of 
auto theft, has increased anywhere from 25 to 50 percent. 

These reported crimes are the statistics used by the police, the FBI, 
and other officials when they talk about the crime problem. But we 
all1..-now that the victims of crime do not always report their victimi~ 
zation to law enforcement agencies. 

In order to get at unreported crimes, an LEAA funded project in 
1973 conducted a crime victimization survey of 13 American cities, 
which included Oakland, San Diego, and San Francisco. The survey 
asked citizens whether they had been victimized by crime in the past 
year. 

So, when we compare the survey findings with the 1973 reported 
crimes for the three cities, we find enormous differences between the 
two sets of data. For example, there were 2,879 reported robberies in 
Oaklandi 1,422 in San Diego; and 4,823 in San Francisco. The vic:.. 
titnization survey found two times as many robbery victims in 
Oakland, four times as many for San Diego, and three times as many 
for San Francisco. '1'he survey findings, on the other hand,showed that 
rape victimization was three times higher in Oakland, six times in 
San Diego, and three times in San Francisco. 

These differences are enormous and the differences become even 
greater in crimes such as theft and assault, where the definitions are 
less precise. These findings would also indicate that crime is much 
more ,videspl'ead than is generally reported by official sources. 

Yet another way of examining the crime problem is to ask people 
whether they have engaged in lawbreaking behavior within. the past 
year and at what frequency. This method is used in self-reported 
delinquency studies. 'rhe studies show that peORle of all races and 
from all· socioeconomic backgrounds systematically commit crimes. 

Mr. OONYERS. Is that aU people or some people? 
Mr. TAKAGI.· I am sorry. 
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It showed that people of aU races and from all socioeconomic 
backgrounds, regardless of their socioeconomic status. 

The studies also show that some racial-ethnic groups are not pickecl 
up by the police, and that people from privileged backgrounds are 
less likely to be adjudicated as delinquents or criminals. 

Now, despite the fact that lawbreaking behavior occurs in all 
sectors of American society, the hce of the penal population has 
changed dramatically since the end of World War II. For example, 
in 1940, tl,bout 80 percent of California prisoners were white. In 1950 
it went down to 65 percent; in 1970, 52 percent; and in 1975, around 
50 percent. 

The changing face of the penal population would indicate that the 
prisons are becoming increasingly places for poor people and people 
of color. This trend is occurring despite findings that show lawbreaking 
behavior occurring among all races and among people from all socio
economic backgrounds. 

The trend further reinforces the common belief that the criminal 
population is primarily composed of street people and members of 
social minorities. While many ordinary violent crimes are indeed 
committed by t1ese persons, the theft of property and earnings in the 
form of unfair lab01' practices, misrepresentation in advertising, 
artificial gasoline shortages, fraud, and the restraint of trade, cannot 
be attributed to these same people. The magnitude of white collar 
crime indicates that crime is not necessarily concentrated among the 
lower economic classes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Could I interrnpt at that moment to raise this point? 
You may want to develop it later, but are those kinds of crinles 

that you point out, that are not committed by the masses of people, 
could they, in yom view, have any impact on the crimes that are 
committed by the masses of people? Is there some relationship? 

Mr. TAKAGI. You want 11S to respond to that later? 
Mr. CONYERS. Now or later. 
Mr. 'l'AKAGI. We will respond lu,tel'. 
An early study of law violations of 70 corporations indicates that 

if the criterion applied to official criminals were equitably applied t ' 
corporations, 90 percent of the large corporations studied would be 
considered habitual criminals, and habitual criminals, is defined' as 
four felony convictions. This varies from State to State, but that is true 
for California. 

In 1967, the Pl'esident's Commission on Crime found that corporate 
crimes far outweigh other types of property crimes such as theft, 
robbery, burglary and larceny, which arc committed by the so-called 
ordinary criminals. The magnitude and seriousness of corporate 
crimes increase further when occupational health and safety are 
taken into consideration. Innumerable deaths and injuries occur 
every year with dreadful regularity because profits are more important 
to corporations than human lives. 

A look at orclinary crimes, on the other hand, indicates that con
ventional forms of violence, such as murder, aggravated assault, 
armed robbery atLd forcible rape, and ordinary property offenses, such 
as theft, larceny, burglary and robbery, are concentrated among the 
urban poor and, in particular, among the marginal adolescents and 
young adults. The category of marginalization here refers to the 



57 

marginal position of individuals in the labor force, to the phenomenon 
of unemployment and underemployment, to dead end jobs and job 
instability. Today the processes of marginalization are largely based 
first, on the inability of capital to provide jobs for the expanding work 
force and second, on the labor force segmentation that places millions 
of poor people, minorities and women into unstable, low-wage 
employment. . 

Finally, we have the processes of marginalization within the family 
and the school, that are important for understanding the population 
of working class and middle class youngsters, who engage in the most 
serious forms of delinquent behavior. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well now, another question: How does this relate 
to the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration? Now that is 
what this hearing is about. 

Mr. TAKAGI. Oan we refer to that later? 
Mr. CONYERS. OK. 
Mr. TAKAGI. At another level, the events surrounding Watergate 

and the more recent congressional investigations of the FBI and the 
OIA have revealed gross misconduct among Government officials. 
These are crimes by the state; assaulting the ftmdamental freedoms 
of speech, association, press, and religion, as well as the constitutional 
right to privacy of countless numbers of individuals. And Watergate 
is only the tip of the iceberg. Watergate would have never taken place 
if political repression had not been conducted by the Government for 
decades. 

Political dissenters in the United States have been the objects of 
respression throughout tIllS century, they have been harassed, fired 
from their jobs, and a few, such as the Rosenbergs and Fred Hampton 
in Ohicago, may have even been assassinated legally. 

Just recently, a report issued by a Ohicago grand jury indicates 
.that despite recent exposures of crimes by intelligence agencies) 
these crimes continue to be perpetrated against dissenters. The report 
points to illegal practices by the police department intelligence unit, 
and to unlawful resistance by this unit to orders and subpenas which 
were issued at the request of the grand jury. The report also noted 
the unlawful destruction of evidence. 

If we compare corporate crimes and crimes by the state to ordinary 
crimes, we discover' first that LEAA places virtually no priority on 
corporate crinles or on crimes by the state. Perhaps there are social 
policy studies to extend legislation which will include penal sanctions 
against corporations committing consumer crimes. However, legisla
tion of this kind has, to date, only regulated the form and the occa
sions which corporate crimes occur. It has not prevented it. A case in 
point is the unprecedented wave of corporate mergers that occurred 
after the Sherman Antitrust Act had been clarified by judicial decisions. 

Today, the concentration of corporate wealth, the restraints placed 
upon trade, and the volume of corporate crinles is greater than ever 
before. 

Mr. CONYERS. Forgive me, another-a final, I think, interruption. 
If you are ~oin~ to read this whole statement, we are never going to 

get out of tlns alIve. We will have no time for questions and we will 
}uwe then precluded an important part of your function here as 
witnesses. Cun you summarize? 
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Mr. TAKAGI. All right, let me read one final thing here. 
Mr. OONYERS. It is more important that we talk with you than 

that you read the statement. 
Mr. MCOLORY. If the gentleman would yield? 
Why do they not tell us what kind of a system they are trying to 

advance here? 
Mr. OONYERS. Well, that is in the questioning. 
Mr. SCHWENDINGER. We have that in the final section, but I will 

quickly summarize the remaining part. 
Actually Paul was just about to turn the statement over to me. 

The rest of the report includes, as you undoubtedly know, a quick 
look at the evaluations that have been made, both of law enforce
ment programs, which involve increased police expenditures, as 
well as evaluations made of the traditional rehabilitation programs 
aimed at delinquents. In both cases we indicate that these evaluations 
have generally pointed to the fact that the programs have not been 
successful in reducing crime. 

While it is the case that you can find a contradictory study here and 
there, the fact is that the most methodologically sophisticated 
evaluations, and the weight of the evaluations, indicate that the 
traditional delinquency programs and increased public expenditures 
in law enforcement, fail to decrease crime. We particularly point to 
the very latest study of 66 standard metropolitan statistical areas 
which has indicated no relationship between the increased public 
expenditures in law enforcement and the pTevention of crime. 

Our rep OTt then moves Tight to the question of the consequences of 
the priorities of LEAA. It points to the priorities, which aim at ex
pending anywhere between 40 and 50 percent of LEAA funds for 
police hardware and technology. Attempts to solve the problem of 
crime in that direction have a number of consequences that people 
ought to consider very seriously. rrhese consequences, for example, 
include the spiralling possibility of violence i the fact that both the 
criminal population and others ill the society, for that matter, are 
affected by the degree to which the police are beefed up in terms of 
their technology, their hardware and so forth. We point out, further
more, that a film like IIDog Day Afternoon" signifies the degree to 
which the overkill existing among the police is being mocked in at 
least sections of our society. 

Mr. OONYEns. Of course, that is a movie. 
Mr. SCffiVENDTNGER. I understimd that. But the movie begins with 

the title saying that the events it portrays aTe true. 
Mr. OONYERS. Well, that is an allegation of the producer. Yo'll 

have got some more Teal examples than some Hollywood product, I 
presume. 
. :Mr. SCffiVEND.INGER. My example in this particular case had to do 
with the degl'ee to which peoples' observations of SWAT teams, 
helicopters, armored cars, and what have you, have been satirized. 
I could give you another example of a cdticall'eview in the very recent 
.issue of Juris Doctor, an American Bar Association journaL Th~ issue 
that came out this month has a cl'itical article concerning the very 
same kind of LEAA funding priority • 
. I can give the subcommittee that journal. I have it with me. 

Let us now turn very briefly to the other side of this issue, which 
has to do with the development of a vested interest in increasing 



government expenditures. The Jarge expenditures, particularly 'for 
technology, are creating a push for even greater expenditllres, because 
as you develop corporations that are interested in selling police hard
ware;et cetera,you also .develop additional pressure ·thatbegins to 
be.imposed.upon the Government for further funding of this,sort. 
. Onr report indicates that there has to be a change in the direction 
of LEAA. We have suggested that rather than funneling the money 
in the same way, through the same research institutes, through the 
same executive branches, for example, and through the same planning 
agencies, that this funding process take into consideration the estab
lishment of some sort of citizens councils, popular councils, that can 
exist at every level of Government; that .can advise the legislatures; 
that have their own research arms; .and. that have some money to 
carryon their wbrk. . . 

The idea here is that polj tical processes in our country should involve 
citizens councils that are actively observing and sCl'utinizing and 
monitoring LEAA funding. I think that .by this means we will find 
It far more effective way to eliminate the problems of duplication of 
LEAA funding, and reduce the difficulties in establishing legitimate 
priorities. .,' 

In our last comment we suggest that Congress continue oversight; 
but it should not engage in a single evaluation evel'y3 years or every 
5 years, but that at most 1 year from now there should begin the 
continuous evaluation of LEAA's policies. That is the essence of the 
report. . 

Mr. OONYERS. Thank you. 
MI'. McClory? 
MI'. MCCLORY. Well, I did not get any-I do not think I got 

really your recommendn.tion. Now I would jwlge that you are agaillst 
the current economic system which involves corporate man!fgemen;t 
and corporate operations that are involved in the Gurrent economic 
system. Al'eyou? '. • .' • 

Mr. TAKAGI. Yes. A couple of years ago-well, I think there 
onght to be an illustration of that as to why. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Now with respect to these p,eoples' . councils that 
you have at all levels, you wOlud have to have those pllblicly fin.anced, 
would you not? Is that not what you waht? 
'. Will the gentleman on the left thei·e--. . .. 

11r. SCHWENDINGER. Yes, there would have to be some funding 
in regard to the research, obviously. '., . '.. 1 

Mr. MCCLORY. At every level of govel'nment"the National, Stat~, 
and the local level, they would exercise o:v.ersightover the ~leGted 
public officials; would they not, on a current ba;;is? .' .. ' . I. 

Mr. SqHWENDlNGER. That is right. They .would engage i:p, that 
kind of oversight, but in regard to financing, I think there is some 
sort of a--

Mr. OONYERS. If my colleague would yield? 
He is not against that. , 
Mr. MCOLORY. Well,we have got.peoples' oversight all the time on 

everything we do. But if we are going to finance it with public funds, 
in addition, why it seems to me we are developing a new system. As a 
matter of fact; the whole impact of your testimony is that we have 
·to eliminu.tethe current system and establish u.l1.ew system, economic 
system u.nd u. political system. 

IlO-oS7-70-pt. 1-5 
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Mr. SCHWENDINGER. Now hold on. 
I think that to some extent-would you like me to answer that? 

I would be glad to. 
Mr. MCCLORY. Well I will just say this: That if you develop a 

system of a populist or a popular or peoples' oversight, financed 
with public funds, with respect to all the elected and local, State 
and National officials, you have got a different system of government 
than the one that we have now in which we vest this in nonpublic 
supported individual voters. 

Mr. SCHWENDINGER. Well, it sounds like-I think you are putting 
words in my mouth, to some extent. 

There is a system of representatives and the CongresRmen and 
Senators that exist in our country, and State legislators, who are all 
paid by the Government on the basis of taxes. And of course, these 
representativeR are democratically elected. 

N ow, whether or not the members of these councils should be paid 
for their services by the Government, I think, is a question that can 
be left open. That is something that can be looked into. Perhaps it 
will be found that not having these members paid for their services 
will have a lot of merit. 

Mr. MCCLORY. WeU, they should have legal status. You have to 
provide for them by law. 

Mr. SCHWENDINGER. Well, now that is a good question too. At this 
point I would ,:ay this; while you would finance, let us say, the researoh 
arm and you would indeed have some sort of a cooperation expected 
and perhaps even mandated, to establish a proper relation between the 
research apparatus and the criminal justice system. Furthermore, there 
is nothing questionable about making sure that these councils have 
input into the State legislatures. The legal status, in this sense, would 
be advisory, at least at the beginning until we see how it works. 

:t-.1r. MCCLORY. So would you-your reform 01' your revolution of 
the current economic and political system is still in the formative 
stages. 

Mr. SCHWENDINGER. I have not talked about revolution. I have 
not talked about formative stages. 

Mr. MCCr,ORY. Well, I am talking about a peaceful revolution. 
Mr. SCHWENDINGER. Well, if you were to ask me whether or not I 

feel that there should be a broadening of .democratic processes, or 
that there should be concern about unemployment and its relation to 
crime, whether people who, in fact, are out of jobs should be able to 
contribute their opinions through councils-well, I would agree •. 

Mr. MOCLORY. Everybody should be guaranteed a job by the 
Federal Government, should they not, under your proposal? 

Mr. SCHWENDINGER. Everybody should be guaranteed a job. 
Mr. MCCLORY. 'l'hrough public funds? 
Well, if they do not find private employment, well then we provide 

them--
Mr. SCHWENDINGER. I would agree to using' public funds. Yes, I 

think their right to a job is rather fundamental; a llight'to mediea.1 
care and so forth. 

Mr. MCCLORY. OK. I yield back the rest of my time. 
Mr. CONYERS. If I just might follow through on a 90uple of points 

hel'o, the mention of populist activity is mentioned and, of course, 



tho,t, raises, perhaps, in defense of the only populist c[wdidate for 
president, Fred Harris. I n,m not sure if he would subscribe to any 
of these propositions or not. I wanted to make that distinction with 
my colleague from Illinois u.nd then with regM'd to the right to a job 
there is a bill, I-LR. 50, that does not guarantee a job but guarantees 
tha right of a job to everybody that wants one in the United States. 

There are 111 cosponsors of thn,t bill in the House of Representa
tives and about 10 in the U.S. Senate. 

Now, gentlemen, let us get down to business h6re. What ought We 
do with the $1 billion LEAA program that expires on June 30, 1976? 

Mr. rrAKAQI. The LEAA presently has the concept of citizen 
participation, and in another bill, the one that you are interested in, 
also talks about the importance of having citizeI1 pn.rticipation in the 
fight against crime. We support that idea, but I think it needs to he 
extended to this degree, that criminal justice personnel work along 
with citizens within the community, particularly those indigenous 
organizations, members of which are primarily victimized by crime, 
ana. in this sense this kind of program where people within the com
munity come up with the ideas to fight narcotics, to fight organized 
crime, to fight,. f.or exam. pIe., mugging within a neighborhood. But 
this is the idea· that we are trying to get across here, that that is the 
kind of program that needs to be supported. 

'rhere is. some evidence to indicate that where people become 
organized and begin to address themselves to specific kinds of problems 
within theil' community, like the crime problem, thu.t these kinds of 
projects have domon..,trated the most successful offOlts to clttte. 

As both of Ul:l are professors on the university campus, and I, for 
one, would make a strong stu.tement that there is nothing, absolutely 
~othing" on the university campus whereby we can-and I include 
psychiatry here, psychology, social work, criminology, sociology, 
political science-where we can come up with ideas with respect to 
solution of the crime problems. We just do not have that. 

Mr. CONYERS. Why not? You get millions of dollars, Federal 
doUm's, every year, and you are sUI~posed to be oUl' best and brightest. 
If We, UQ not get it from you, what do you think we are supposed to 
<;10, here in W !)'shingtoI1? . 

Mr. 1'AKAGI. Well, like I SQ.y, the ideas that we are preserJting 
h.erfli. it comes from. our understanding of the kinds of things that have 
talqm pla,oe in the community. The programs that community people 
decided upon did not come fl'om the university. It emerged within 
the community. 

M~·. OON1."ERS. So, wh!\.u is coming from the universities? 
M~·. TAKAGI. Well, precisely, the 1,incIs of things that the earlier 

tei;!tiJnony this morning suggested; you know. 
Mr. CON1."ERS. Well, I hU,Vll !),bsollltely no indication of that. 

Maybe my s~aff does, b~lt I certai,nly do not. 
We are delIghted that you are hel'e, but I do not have lJ,ny wealth 

of bright ideu.s coming from any of the universities about how to delt} 
with tbe crime problem. 

Mr. SCI:IW~NDINGER. Yes.; I think a RepresOlltative from Illinoi$'. 
indicatecl there isa ltwk of innovative ideas. He pointed ont the lack 
of these idell,s at one of the sessions that he was abo I think we have to 
see the· reciprocal relation between the policies that LEAA establisheil. 
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and the direction that l'esearch develops within the academy. Over 
time the academy becomes an infrastructure that in tum supports the 
funding organizations and their policies. 

Thus, there is a vicious cycle where one organization calls for con
ventional programs, and the other organization begins to respond by 
only producing these programs, because of the availability of funds. 

I think in this particular area, one has to, in a sense, try to redirect 
the priorities. Then you will quickly produce a redirection of research 
activities. Finally, I do not think that Dr. Takagi's comments here 
refers to all the people in the academy, but certainly most. I mean, 
there is a small number that would rather see things move in more 
productive directions and do other kindB of research. 

Mr. OONYERS. Thank you. Mr. Mmm. 
MI'. MANN. Well, of course, your thought on citizens participation, 

that drum is being beaten 0.11 the time. You are trying to institu
tionalize it a little more, I gather, by requiring, let us just get right down 
to it, as a condition of funding at various govemmentaI levels. 

You would also recommend, I gather, that communities, that is, 
nonpolitical communities, such as ethnic communities, subdivisions, 
or whatnot, also have citizens councils, or wherever an area was 
identified that ho,d community interest, college campuses, the rape 
escort services, that sort of thing, you would promote that, I gather. 

In adclition to that, you would eliminate social injustice which is-
Mr. OONYERS. If you would yield, I will buy that. 
:Mr. MANN. Well, you are bliying it, you know because, we are 

spending $1 billion for that. Right now, we are not spending $1 billion, 
we are spending $50 billion I think each year in one way or another, 
and that is good, but the results are somewhat obscure. The American 
economic system, of course, promotes the differences about which we 
talked. 

I have another subcommittee that is working on compensation for 
victims of crime. What are your offhand thoughts on that situation? 

Mr. TAKAGI. Yes; we most certainly support that. I think various 
States ]u1ve on the stn,tutc book, have appropriated funds for compen
sation of victims of crime, but virtually all the funds appropriated 
get wiped ou t, and that has been the experience in New York and some 
other States. I think LEAA certainly ought to consider such measures. 

Mr. SCHWENDINGER. Yes; I would like to add to that. I think an 
examination of the kinds of victims of street crime, and many other 
types of crime, indicl1tes that they are concentrated again among the 
pOOl' people and people of color. 

I just recently saw a study of the elderly that examined victimiza
tion in three different types of' commi.mities, a very wealthy com
munity, a middle class community, and a very poor community. It 
was clear that the massive amounts of victimiz;1tion occur among 
the people in the poor community, and it is precisely the poor people 
who have the least ability to recoup from criminal victimization. 
Becfluse of this we support victim compensation. 

Mr. MANN. All right, and in the general area of social injustice
I will use that phrase, again, with which Mr. Oonyers and I both 
join in opposition of that situation. We note that the efforts of this 
country to this point has been di.rected, primarily in the economic 
and constitutional direction-and I do not really Imow how else to 
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,.. approach it-but, setting that aside for a moment, because, frankly, . 
. because of the rise of governmental efforts to combat just precisely 

that, even on social inj1.1stice, we are making a few hundred thousand 
criminals just about every time we pass a bill. 
, Now, let us therefore .look for a moment at the more simplistic 
problem of violent crime. The roots of crime we can talk about for 
weeks. We could even agree that social injustice is the root cause. 
How far back in one's life, how far back in one's environment, or in 
one's heredity we can talk about, but getting directly to the problem 
of the control of street crime, that is foremost in the minds of people 
as they are disenchanted with the current law enforcement efforts, 
which is the cause of the development of the police state of which 
you spea.k in a modified mmmer. What are we going to do immediately 
concerning street crime? 

,Mr. TAKAGI. I do not think there is much we can do about it, 
because we have such things as ghettoization. We have to understand 
the cumulative effects of being poor in tIllS country. Based upon my 
early experience as a probation officer and parole officer, black com
munities when I got started were not violent places in the 1950's. 
But within a few years, "the drug plague,1I as Olaude Brown described 
it in "Manchild in the Promised Land," swept the minority com
munities, and all of a sudden there was a qnalitative change in these 
communities, and when we talk about 70 percent of these kids not 
finishing high school, dropping out; nnd when we talk about the 
systematic underemployment and unemployment that occurs within 
these commnnities, we are talking about the total destruction of 
social relations and, more importantly, about the nature of social 
consciousness that exists within the community. 

I think that we do go along and support your earlier statements 
about street lighting. We support escort services for the elderly. We 
support the idea of shuttle buses, and both of us, for example, contrary 
to some other opinions that have been expressed, believe that prisons 
are necessary. Police are necessary. Some people have to be locked 
up. We go along with that, but in the process I think now we have to 
think of an alternative kind of rehabilitation program, not in ter'ms 
of the traditional kinds of psychiatric and psychological kinds of 
services, but some alternative kind. In addition, I still agree, I still 
think that certuin important kinds of services funded by LEAA 
should continue, to provide jobs whenever they can, to provide 
medical and health assistance when they come out on parole or on 
probation, and so on and so forth. 

Mr. SmIWElNDINGElR. I would sny, too, that the notion of citizens' 
participation touches on tllis issue, too, because if you, indeed, have 
input from people in these communities, you will for the first time, 
perhaps, begin to orient policies around the kinds of measures that will 
make wonds into crime. Now, there are 11 number of levels at which 
this can occur--

Mr. MANN. Let me interrupt you for a moment. Let me ask you 11 

big question. 'l'hel'e fire, of courso, mllny groups and much thought 
has been given to the totall'estructul'ing of our economic and social 
system. OUI' American economic llnd social system is based upon a 
system of unequall'ewards. Now that produces the kinds of resent
ments and the kinds of problems, whether they happen to correlate 
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with the color or neighborhood or what. They are going to reoccur 
even if we eliminate them in some arbitraty fashion, so what restruc
turing or ordering of our social and economic system do you envision? 

:tvIr. SCHWENDINGER. I personally conceive a society where there is 
<{lconomic planning, where people share in the fruits of their labor; 
but I am not so sure whether such a system will arise in the United 
States tomorl'ow, or, for that matter, the day after. I do think the 
issue right now is not what will be the structure of that future America, 
but, rather, how to combat crime and how to release the moral and 
popular energies of the people toward this end. 

N ow, in patt, aspects of that future system may be dealt with. For 
example, the question of full employment, of medical care, of trying 
to combat corporate crimes and all the things that lead to enormoUs 
cynicism--

IVIr. MANN. Again, you are treating the symptoms, but you have 
said in the main thrust of your statement, that our socioeconomic 
syt'ltem, which is-I have said it if you have hot-that is the way I 
interpret the tlu'ust of your statement, that the socioeconomic system 
thn,t we have is going to continue to result in crime. 

Now, if it is, then this exercise of fighting crime is a futile exercise. 
Mr. SCHWENDINGER. Well, first of all, the social economic system 

we have is a very mixed system. There are State, monopoly, and 
competitive sectors of our society. The dynamics of crime varies 
depending upon what particular sector you are talking about as 
wen fiS what part of the community you are talking about. Thus, 
while it is true that there are many types of crimes that are created 
by the system, it is not the case that the system only generates its 
own reproductive characteristics, including crime. 

It nll'lo produces the changes thnt ate occurring within this society, 
the kind of disnffection with some of the underlying relations that 
YOH are tnlking about, the demands for greater rights on the pn,rt of 
people, and the kind of groups that make these demands. 

Now, I am not talking about symptoms when I speak of greater 
popular participation in the way in which the Government is run, 
and the solution to the problems thnt we have. I think this participa
tion is rn,thel' key here. 

I could go into the question of street crimes n,nd indicn,te it is 
precisely in thoRe communities, for exn,mple, where there hn,s been 
very active Govermne: It involvement in reducing the degree of popular 
participn,tion in changing peoples' lives. These n,re the communities 
where now the greabest cynicism exists; where the greatest develop
ment of markets in illegal goods n,nd services exists; where many 
people recognize thn,t money and power determines everything n,nd 
hn,ve forgetten wl1f1t moral rules are like. 

i"lr. MANN. Thn,nk you, sir. 
:Ml'. CONYERS. Might I n,sk you gentlemen to prepare for the 

,edification of this subcommittee a selected bibliography? 
Mr. SCI-IWENDINGER. We could very well do thn,t. 
Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the counsel. 
Mr. GEICAS. A couple of questions. Section 203 of the Crime Control 

Act of 1973 does provide for pn,rticipation of citizen professional 
community organization, n,nd I think throughout the country, in the 
Stn,te pln,nning agencies, in the regional plaIUling units, there are 
l'epresentatives of, there are citizens who are involved in the planning 
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process for the use, specifically, of LEAA funds. So that fact, of 
course, is consistent with what you have been advocating here today. 

A second point, I think that has to be made, relates to the National 
Institute, the kind of innovative programs that have been developed 
over the past sevet'al years~for example, street lighting. 

The National T.nstitute, which is the research institute of the Agency, 
has undertaken soine studies on street lighting to look at the effect 
of it; how it should be done; and the developmeht of the best carbon 
arc light and that kind of thing. 

Another very good example that has moi'e of a human impact, 
I think, is environmental de!:'ign. One of the very successful and very 
prominent projects at the Institute-that has been funded-has been 
the looking, the examination, of just what is it about the design of 
buildings that makes some buildings subject to very high violent crime 
rates and others not so violent. And you ought to get hold of those 
studies because they ate very sensitive in then' conclusions as to how 
an environment and an atmosphere encourages or discourages crime 
in a particular building-not higlll'ise, low-level three-story, not long 
narrow halls with just a few doors on each one, bl'oader areas, shrub
bery around the outside; you know, those kinds of almost esthetic 
things. '1'hose have been pm'ts of studies funded by the Law Enforce
ment Administration. You ought to take a closeI' look at that. 

Mr. SCHWENDINGER. Would you like us to comment on that? 
Mr. GEKAS. Somehow that Was meant to be a question. 
Mr. '1'AKAGI. The problem with the first observation, I do not know 

how it is around the rest of the country, but at least ih Califomia that 
appears in the form of county criminal justice planning boards and 
typically the members of the boards are appointed by either the 
mayors of the city or the chiefs of police who playa very critical role 
in the selection of the individuals, and, unfortunately, they result in 
the selection of a certain strata. The people who ate most likely to be 
picked on such boards are not the people who are likely to be victimized 
by crime. 

Mr. GEKAS. Well, I think a valid point that this subcommittee can 
look at, is the extent of citizen p!Lrticipation, which has been mandated 
since the beginning of the program. 

Mr. TAKAGI. The second point is the home alert program which has 
been sponsored by LEAA thl'oughout the country, and this is whel'e 
the policies comes in, and attempts to organize specific neighborhoods 
so the neighborhoods could woi'k with one another in a supportive 
kind of way. That kind of project, on pI:eliminary examination, ap
pears to be working very, very well, so at least there are some pieces of 
evidence that LEAA has done that sort of thing. Bl.lt, unfortunately, 
if we look at the total allocation of funds, some 45 01' 50 percent of it 
would be toward, not these kinds of programs, but other kinds of 
programs. 

M).'. GEKAS. Well, of course, the debate on hardware is one of the 
things--

Mr. SCliWEN'DINGER. I ,,,ould like to address myself, however, to the 
question of street lighting, or as I call it "beautification programs." 

The matter of street lighting illustrates why we take a position that 
it is really the type of organization structul'e that is important. This 
structure should represent the people and it should be independent and 
accountable to legislatures, rather than to criminal justice officials. 
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I might point out that at present a great deal of I'street lightingll 
expenditures go into commerical areas, with the hope of reducing) 
theft. I will give you a personal example of my opinion of this program. 

At one time, I declined to be a consultant to a safe streets program~ 
which involved expenditures for lighting, constructing a new divider 
with trees on a commercial street, et cetera. It was a street in On.k
In.nd, Calif. I asked sbme questions about what crime problem was 
involved. I was told that there was a great deal of theft. Black young-
sters were going up and down the streets, into the stores and stealing 
the small businessmen blinel. I asked, "Where do these youngsters 
live?" I was informed that they lived on the streets surrounding the 
commercial area. I then asked what waS the "safe streets" program 
doing for them, and the comment was, t1Well, we cannot do anything 
for these south. 'l'he program is only concerned with street lighting, 
with widening the street, and with putting dividers on the street." 

I did not want to have anything to do with the program. I, per
sonally, feel that from the point of view of crime prevention, the whole. 
iLpproach has a lot of deficiencies. Most important, it did not direct 
its attention to helping the youngsters who are engaging in the theft. 
I can go on and on about the erroneous belief that lights; police 
hardware; et cetera will prevent crime. 

You can put surveillance grids over a city. You can put electrodes 
in people's heads to control their behavior; you can put 'l'V comeras 
on every single street. You can do all those things but you will not 
prevent crime. 

Mr. GEKAS. Well, this will be my last question. You know, there 
has been that problem, perhaps, throughout the progTam, but I 
submit that the Agency has made a very energetic attempt to address 
the kinds of questions about, specifically, juvenile delinquency that 
you just raised here. And there are substantial programs that have 
been funded with LEAA money under discretionary funds and the 
block grnnt fnnds directed at the t.reatment of juvenile delinquent 
offenders before they get into the criminal justice system. 

n the problem is unemployment, if the problem is schoolR, or it 
broken home, there ate Federal funds in programs throughout the 
country directed at them. 

MI'. SCHWENDINGER. Yes, just briefly I will give you an indication 
of what this really implies. Fil'Rt of all, those funds are being directed 
at very conventional delinquency prevention programs. 

Let me give you just some of those fignres on the research progrum. 
It is simply not true that those programs have not been researched 
and have not been evaluated. They have been evaluated for some 
time. For example, of five programs tlJat operated over a 28-year 
period in 1937 to 1965 offering tutoring, family counseling, job de
velopment, et cetera, all were ummccessful in achieving any signifi
cant decrease in dclinquont uctivities among treated youth. 'l'hese 
are 1?1'0grams with research designs that made objective evaluations 
pOSSIble. 

A sixth program, hl Scattle, Wash., which pmployed a satisfactory 
research design, provided long-term sel'vice that is yet more intense 
than the other prevention programs. 

These programs showed no appreciable difference in offense rates 
between treated groups and untreated gl'OUps. 
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Again., here we have youth-centered programs, that involved 
counseling, the use of various community resources, et cetera, and 
that served early delinquents. 

Several programs in California have also been evaluated. These 
results also indicate that prevention strategies generally do not work 
to reduce delinquency among early minor offenders. 

Furthermore, there is a study of 100 traditional delinquency 
prevention programs, similar to the types that are funded by LEAA. 
r1'he same negative conclusion is reached in this study. Traditional 
programs do not prevent delinquency. 

Now, I can go on. I have got a whole list here, which can give 
you some indication of the magnitude of the problem. The failure of 
traditional programs does not mean delinquents should not be helped. 
What we are trying to say, however, is that the direction, the tradi
tional content of LEAA, is really at issue here .. 

Mr. CONYERS. Counsel Freed. 
Ms. FREED. I have one question specifically on the LEEP program. 

The administration is going to suggest that they abolish the LEEP 
programs, the law enforcement education programs, on most uni
versity campuses. You are representatives from the universities to 
us in Congress. I have a specific question about the uniformity of the 
'Curricula of these programs and what you know a"Qout the quality 
of the programs and what you know about improving these programs, 
as GAO suggested, rather than abolishing those programs. 

A short answer will suffice. 
Mr. TAKAGI. OK; this may appeal' like a self-serving answer, but 

I think the only school in the country that has been providing an 
alternative view of criminology has been the University of California 
School of Criminology and that school of criminology has been wiped 
out, abolished by the chancellor of the university as of June of this 
year. 

Mr. SCI-IWENDINGER. With regard to the criminal justice programs 
in California and some of the programs at the university level in some 
of the other States, perhupfl we may find a high quality program, 
where broader social issues are introduced into the curriculum. 
Generally, however, these programs are quite conservative. They are 
traditional and archaic. 

Education is important for criminal justice personnel. I do believe 
that it can be very important. In some sections of the country-we 
are talking ttbout California-the criminal justice system-let's talre 
corrections, has been partly populated by people who are very prej
udiced, and who subscribe to old fashioned, punitive, correctional 
philosophies. These individuals have been very difficult to change. 

There has been a slow and gradmtl change, however, in some places, 
such as San Francisco, partly because of the administl'l1tion, and partly 
becausA more highly educated people are now being hired, and partly 
becfluse of the affirmative action programs. 

Black deputies are very dHrerent in regard to how they see human 
beings than some of the white deputies, who represent the old gual'd. 

I think we have to inquire into the content of these educational 
progl'amR and whether they are addressing social issues positively. 

Ml' CONYERS. Gentlemen, you have oeen helpful and the sub~ 
cOlllmittee stands in recess. 

[Whereupon, at 12:23 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., February 25, 1976.1 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRU'.A:RY 25, 1976 

HOUSE OF REP~ESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOl\IMITTEE ON ORIl\IE OF THE 

001\tIl\UTTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Wa8hington, D.O. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 :03 a.m., in room 
2226·, Rayburn House Office Building, the Honorable John Oonyers, 
Jr. [chairman of the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Oonyers, Mann, Danielson, Hughes,. 
a,n,d Ashbrook. 

A.lso p.resent: Maurice A.. Barboza, counsel; Leslie Freed, assistant 
counsel; and Oonstantine J. Gekas, associate counsel. 

Mr. OONYERS. 'rhe subcommittee will come to order. We call as 
our first witness, Mr. Glen D. King, who represents the International 
Association of Ohiefs of Police. He is their executive director and is a 
former assistant chief of police with the Dallas Police Department, 
a graduate of the FBI National Academy, and N orthwostern Univer
sity" and has been the editor of Police Chief Magazine. We welcome 
yo.u, Mr. King. We wUl not swear you in. We have your testimony, 
which will be entered into the record, and that will allow you to 
present a summary and then allow us to engage in discussion. 

Weloome before this subcommittee. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. King follows:] 

STATEMENT 010 GLEN D. KING, EXFjCUTIVl~ DIRBCTOR AND' RICHARD C. CLgMI>NT, 
PRl~SlDENT, INTgRNATIONAL ASSOCIATION 01·' CHlI~),'S 01' POL~CE 

Chairman Conyers, 'I am Glen D. King. 
I am here with Chief Clement, who is the president of the IACP. 
We are grateful to you for the opportunity to nppear before the eommittee to, 

Qffer our testimony. 
If it meets with your approval-I would like, because it is relatively short, to 

read the testimony of the association. 
Then, Chief Clement and I will be available for any quesions the committee 

ml~y have. 
At the present time, the International Association of Chiefs or Police hns over 

10,600 members from 63 nations. 
Most of our membership, however, are State and local law enforcement execu

ti'ves from the United States. 
The IACP represents l!\W enforcement administrators who hlwe responsibility 

for actual delivery of police services to the citizens of our ~atioll. 
Unlike police service in many other nations, )Q.w enforcement has historically 

been a local responsibiHtv in the United States. 
Municipalities determine their ne()ds and their priorities and provicle for police 

service accordingly. 
, Police officers themselves live in or near the communities they serve. 
Thoy participate in civic activities, both in connection with department-sponsored 

programs and on their own initiatiVes. 
(69) 
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. Local bw enforcement officers are Jiot an invading army stationed to maintain 
~ control of the populace. 

They are friends and neighbors-and, for the most part, they are active and 
responsible citizens. 

This tradition of local police service is one reason why I doubt that we will ever 
have a national police force in this country. 

_ I am !1W!1re that there have been demands from time to time throughout our 
· history for the creation of n national police force, and there .are frequent predictions 
"-that circumstances will force us to form such an institution. 

It is my belief that the creation of !1 national police force would be destructive 
to the liberties guaranteed to us under the Constitution, and that most Americans 
would resist such a step in the strongest possible way. 

I am not, however, suggesting that local law enforcement agencies should 
act in splendid isolation-jealously guarding their own boundaries and preroga
tives and refusing to haye anything to do with other agencies. 

A crime frequently involves more thnn one geographic jurisdiction. 
Sometimes it involves several States and even several nations. 
Communication and cooperation among police agencies is an absolute neces-

sity, and this implies a need for regionwide, statewide and nationwide police 
planning. 

Such planning does nothing to compromise the essentially community-oriented 
character of the police service-and certainly does not establish a national police 
force. 
. It does, however, grently increase the efficicncy of law enforcement in the 
apprehension of criminals who cross jurisdictional lines, encourage the exchange 
of methods !1nd technology to combat crime, nnd help prevent the unnecessary 
duplication of services. 

Even before the creation of the Law Enforcement Assistnnce Administration 
in 1968, many of us in police service saw the necessity for Federal involvement 
in crime control. 

IV e recognized that there was certainly a danger of losing a degree of local 
autonomy in dealing with any Federal agency, but we came to the conclusion 
thnt the potenti!11 benefits to local pOlice departments and to the nationwide 
anticrime drort in general far outweighed the possible dangers. 

Now that the LEAA has been in existence for 7 years, one tIling we can say 
~'ith certainty is thnt the concept of community-based policing is stronger than 
l,e'le,r,. 

Mfi'llY of the grants provided by the LEAA have heen used for programs de
· .signed to achieve this goal. 

.Programs like team policing are intended to decentralize the police function 
· even further. 

They are based on the principle that nn officer's familiarity with the neighbor
hood-and the neighborhood's familiarity with the officer-will serve to increase 

JPo1J.ice effectiveness. 
There are many other strategies with similar goals, and they are gaining in

crcasing aoceptance. 
The LEAA is providing the funds necessary for the testing and implementation 

of many of these strategies. 
There is recurring criticism of the agency for giving a higher priority to equip

ment research nnd dissemination than to person-related activities. 
It is true that during the agency's early years a very lligh percentage of the 

total funds went to the purchase of police equipment. 
It should be horne in mind, however, that at that time a good many depart

ments were financially unable to obtain even the basic equipment they needed. 
So in those years, a great deal of LEAA money did go for hardware or programs 

which were fairly elemental in nature. 
In more recent years, what I would consider to be a more healthy balance has 

been achieved. 
Overall, of 85,000 projects sponsored in 7 years by the LEAA, only about a 

quarter have been devoted to hardware. 
I believe that some LEAA funds should continue to be devoted to equipment, 

including the development of new products tbat wlll make an officer's job safer 
and make him more effective. I " 

It is far too easy to dismiss new products by referring to them u~· ( gad~etry. 
The fact is that n great filmy of the newly devcloped types of pohce eqUlPlY!ent 

are more than paying for themselves in terms of the results they are producmg. 
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I d~~;t't;ti~;~;~ shoui~;stop research into ligl;tweight body armor and improved 
identification equipment, for example, simply because some people see them as 
luxuries. 

If these so-called "gadgets" can save the lives of police officers or improve their 
crime prevention efforts, then by all means let us dedicate adequate time and 
money to their development. 

It should be clear from the foregoing that the IACP supports the continued 
existence and full funding of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

It. is absolutely essential that there exist some continuing source of research: 
funds for law enforcement in this Nation. 

We simply cannot afford not to examine the methods of policing in this country. 
We have to know whether what we are doing is because the methods are effecti ve' 

'or just because we have always done them that way. 
Research is expensive and. time-consuming. 
But it is a necessity. 
The real luxury is to·continue a trial-and-error approach to law enforcement. 
Throughout my entire career in law enforcement, for instance, I have hearer 

about the importance of selective law enforcement. 
The theory is that you address certain problems by concentrating your resourcee

~n t~ose aNas. 
You control accidents, for example, by making use of saturation patrols. 
You prevent theft by ussigning a lurge number of men to particularly vulnerable 

areas. 
The fact is that this method may be effective or it may not be. ' 
1'here is certainly enough evidence that it may not be effective to indicate a; 

pressing need for research in this area. 
The LEAA provides a mechanism for facilitating law enforcement research, and 

this is undoubtedly one of its most important functiolls. 
The continuing use of the block grant approach to fund LEAA projects is 

particularly favored by the IACP. 
Under this approach, the States themselves decide what individual projects 

should receive what levels of funding. 
TIllS increases the efficiency of the system since the States are most aware of 

local capabilities, resources and problems. 
It is a way of insuring that the LEAA will be more responsive to the needs of its 

clients. 
It is in the area of research, nevertheless that the IACP feels LEAA has not 

performed as adequately us in other demonstrated fields. 
In our opinion, LEAA hus not adequately drawn on the great amount of 

knowledge and experience within thc police profession itself. 
'rhe firms that have been culled upon to do the research have certainly been 

competent enough, but they hewe too frequently lacked the kind of practical 
knowledge that members of the police profession themselves cun provide. ' 

I do not contend that only the police are capable of doing police-oriented 
research, but by the same token I don't believe that police professionals should 
be barr('d from a full share of participation merely because they are police 
administrators. 

Yet that has often appeared to be the policy. 
The LEAA is helping to solve some of American law enforcement's most press-· 

ing problems. . 
But, before it can realize its full potential, it must become more actively 

involved, through funding, in searching examination of current law enforcemen.t. 
procedures. 

A study of patrol practices-and particularly what it termed plleventive' 
patrol-was recently conducted in Kansas City under a grant from tile police
foundation. 

The subject of patrol is an extl'emelY important one-and a well-drawn and 
broadly based study could have been a very useful tool for police administrators., 

Unfortunately, this particular study left unanswered far too many questions 
and was ba~ed on far too small a sample to make it of any prnctical use in law' 
enforcement planning. 

This iR prccisely the lond of study thc LEAA should be funding, making use of 
an adequate sample under a CttreCully controlled research design. 

The LEAA is the only existing HOUrce of sufficient funds to do the kind of stlldy 
that would bo of real beneI1t to t,ho police, and it is exactly this kind of project 
that the agency should be initiating. 
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~nd, as I said earlier, the study should be conducted as much as possible by the' 
pollee themselves. 
, The Kansas City efIo:t is not useless by any means, but I am convinced that 
It would have been possible to create a far superior one under the aegis of the 
LEAA. 

It is the further position of the IACP that a deputy administrator of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration should be an active police professional 
or someone with extensive police experience. 

I believe this is a reasonable position in view of the tremendous influence the 
LEAA has on America's police agencieF. 
Su~~ a person would not act as a lobbyist for police interest!f,. but W01'lld be in 

.a position to supply police expertise when important decisions were bemg made. 
Another area in which improvement is needed iff, in the diS1reWlinatioo: of the 

Tesults of LEAA programs. 
LEAA has a Grants Management Informu.tion Senrice which is supposed to 

inform the Criminal Justice System about projects whlieh have be\!!n undCl'taiken, 
where they have been performed and! what the resultS' have been. 

This serVice, however,has not beel] iifUfficiently effective, and thlllre hav~ been 
far too many instances in which a chief' l'lf police in one city has applied for futlJrling 
for a project and had his application accepted, only to findl that the same projtl!et
for a vpry similar one-has already beerr ClltlllIDpleted in anottllrer part ofthe COl1T1t~. 

Some of the confusion may have beell the result of tlhe agency's very- weUl 
publicized problems of administrative terutn!im'. 

III the Seven years of the agency's existena:e, there have been seven attorneys-
gCiHlral and five LEAA administrators. . 

It would indped be surprising if there htlt:irrO't been mlljor problems of'continuL'ty 
and orgllnization under these circumstances .. 

And it iEl obvious that a greater degTee 0f siiability would: enormously. improv.e 
the performance of the LEAA. 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Adminisliration has, OIl! balance, axerted III 
beneficial influence on American law enforcement. 

This is the view of the IACP, and I believe it is also the view of most polilre' 
professionals-although I sometimes hear complaints from illlose who liave UGt'. 
been most directly involved with the LEAK rubout the amount of red itape tliwtr. 
accompanies any contact with the agency. 

This problem, it seems to me, is a problem of the entire fed~al system ancilllot, 
simply of the LEAA. 

One of the most outstanding successes of tne LEAA effort is the law enforce~ 
ment education program (LEEP). 

It is my belief that this program has pro'Vided more lasting and. far-lJea.cbing 
benefits than almost any other Federal progrrum. 

The LEEP program has been a major influence on the incneased I1vruil'aJbility 
of higher education in the field of law enforcement. 

In 1968, only 234 educational institutions jn the United S1;[l;tes offered lruw 
·enforcement degrees of any nature. 

By 1973, the number had risen to 993-and, in 1975, mIDTe than :t,.o68 rum 
participating institutions. 

At the present time, more than 97,000 students are beiing; edueated "11th 
LEEP a·;sistance. 

Eighty percent-or more than 76,000-of these students: mire crimEnal justice 
agenry employees, and more than 60,'000 are sworn police officers. 

It is, I think, safe to say that without LEAA assistance education to this 
extent would not be available to the Nation's law enforcement officers. 

The ultimate effect of this program is inestimable. 
It is the position of the IACP that with more stability in the agency's leader

ship more partieipu.tion by the police in upper echelon decisionmaking as well as 
actu'al research, and an increased cu.pacity to identify and analyze the larger 
issues facing tho police profession, the LEA A will increase in stature as a major 
force in the war against crime in the United States. 

Thnnk you for your attention. 

TESTIMONY OF GLEN D. KING, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, INTERNA
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHIEFS OF POLICE 

~rl'. KING, 'L'hank you; Chairman Conyers. I appreciate the op
pOI'tunity to be here. I would first like to explain that Chief Clement, 
who is tho president o{ TACP, regrets that he is not able to be here. 
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He was going to join me this morning, but he is ill with the flu,and not 
able to be here. He asked me to stress that I speak not justl as amernber 
of the staff, but I speak for him and the membership of IACP also. 
Weare a membership organization, as the statement shows, of ap
proximately 10,800 members, representing 64 nations. 

Most of our membership is in the United States, with about 10,000 
from this country representing most of the administrative ll1w enforce
ment. of the cot.mtry. 

For many years it has been recognized generally that crime in the 
United States has to be considered a local problem, but more and more 
itlrE'Cent years we have come to the realization that while it is basically 
local in nature, there is a very major role the Federal Government can 
play. The Congress of the United States, I think, recognized this veI'y 
cleady when it enacted the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act .of 1968, which has been amended in 1973 and continues to this 
time, 

For the first time, with the advent of that law, fairly major sums· of 
money became available that had not been there before, and with that 
money we have been able to do things in law enforcement that I am 
cOllvinced have been beneficial to its professionalization, its progress, 
and to society generally, that would not have been available to us 
without Federal assistance. 

One of the frequent criticisms we hear of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration in its efforts to assist State and local law 
enforcement is that a very major part of its money is spent on hard
ware, 

I had addressed this in the statement that I have submitted, and I 
would like to summarize it here. We feel, also, that in the early yeats, 
a major part of the funds expended by LEAA was for hardware, and 
we feel that it was understandable, and is at the present time still 
unden,tandable. At that time many law enforcement agencies in the 
country simply had not the money to buy needed equipment. During 
the first 3 years I think it would have been completely unreasonable 
to expect that major parts of the money would not be spent for 
hardware. 

We have seen what we believe to be a very healthy trend and a very 
desirable one in more recent years in that a major part of the money is 
now being spent on person-related activities, on research directly re
lated to people, rather than research directly related to equipment and 
hardware, and wo believe this to be a desirn,ble thing. 

I think that of the total of 85,000 projects which have been funded 
by LEAA since its inception, only about 25 percent of them have had 
to do with hardware, and we believe that a certain amount of hard
ware research and a certain amount of hardware purchase is necessary, 
but not to an excessive degree. We think that at the present time it 
is not excessive. 

One of the major contributions LEAA can make is in research. I 
think it a fact that, using parentheses around the word "know" we 
know, perhaps, more incorrect things in law enforcement than we 
really ought to know because over a period of time, we have used 
methods, and if the methods have worked with some success, we have 
assumed that they were the best procedures that could be followed, 
ancL we are now realizing that in a very large number of areas anel in 
some very basic ones, in patrol [mel community services, in traffic 
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law enforcement, in a lal'ge number of these areas, there is the necessity 
to determinewhether the procedures that are being followed are realJy 
the most effective procedures that nre fiva5lable to us. 

The only way this can be done, I think j is through the expenditme 
of great amounts of time and of concomitant considerable expenditure 
of money. This is not available to a law enforcement agency .on an 
individual basis, and I think the only way it can be properly fuuded 
is through the active intervention of the Federal Government and 
LEAA has been fulfilling this role. 

The basic thrust of LEAA from jis beginning has been on the block 
grant approach, and the IACP does support this approach to the 
Federal funding. We believe that this is a proper way for the mouey 
allocated to LEAA to be disseminated throughout the States. We 
think there should be an involvement of each of the 50 States in a 
determination of how that money is best spent because we believe 
that on a local basis and Stl1te basis it is possible to determine more 
accnrately what the needs nre, rather than having them determined 
by I.JEAA at the central station. 

So, we would urge a contiILuation of the block grunt approach. 
There has been a tendency in recent years to categorically allocate 
certain funds of LEAA to certain specific segments of the criminal 
justice system, and we beHeve this to be undesirable. We think that 
the figures, if they are categorically allocated, must be [l,rbitrary u,t 
best, and that a determination of the actuulmerit of each individual 
incident must be made. We feel that it cannot be made jf it is on a 
categorical basis. 

We believe there ought to be, administratively, in LEAA, more 
police involvement. We think that one of the deputy administrators 
of LEAA ought to have a police background, not because he would 
serve as a lobbyist for law enforcement, but very simply because the 
needs of law enforcement are best understood by a person with such 
a background. We believe, too, that there would be added strength 
in LEAA if Olle of the administrators were of a police background 
and a greater number of people genera~ly at LEAA, particularly in 
the upper echelons, came from a law enforcement background. 

We think that one of the ])]'oblems with LEAA which needs to be 
corrected has to do with it 1a.ck of tenure i1t the administrative level 
in J.JEAA itself. Within the period of 7 years that LEAA has existed, 
there have been five administrators and seven Attorneys General 
of the United States, with 12 persons actively involved in the adminis
tration of the program. When policies change, when t!le principals 
chan~e, or when the actors chunge the programs are (hsl'upted. We 
feel tllat there has not been an adequate tenure or an adequate soli
darity of the position, and that this does need to be very carefully 
wl1tched. 

One of the things that we see developil1g in LEAA which we think 
is directly contrary to the needs of law enforcement has to do with the 
law enforcement education program. There are plans, I think, to 
discontinue this. For It period of some years, approximatoly $40 million 
has been allocated annually to an educational program for law en
forcement or total criminal justice components throughout the 
cotmtl'y, With this money, a relatively minor amount when compared 
to Lhe total allocations of LEAA, approximately 1,068 colleges t\.ud 
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universities throughout the United States<liave'estahlished-~du(latibna.l: . " 
programs that are now attended by more than 90,000 persons, about 
65 to 70 percent of those active duty law enforcement officers who are-. 
now enrolled in college or university educational programs. 

I am of the belief, without exaggeration, that this program offers 
the greatest long-range potential for the benefit of law enforcement of' 
anything LEAA: has done, and I would ur~e that this be-going against 
what I have said before about not believmg in categorical allocations: 
I do believe that this is one area in which categorical allocation ought. 
to be made. 

Mr. OONYERS. Right. That is the way everybody feels about, 
LEAA. Do not have categoricals except where it applies to me. 

Mr. KING. I am not saying that, Mr. Ohairman. I really am not. I, 
am not saying that there ought to be--
• Mr. OONYERS. Well, you just said it. 

Mr. KING. Well, I am not saying there ought to be categorical aI-_ 
locations for law enforcement or police. I do not think that at all .. 
This, the law enforcement education program is not simply for the 
police. This is a,vailable to personnel from any of the criminal justice, 
components so this is categorical in a sense, but it is not categorical in 
the selfish sense. It is still available to everyone. 

Mr. OONYERS. Oivilians? 
Mr. KING. There are a number of civilians who are involved in the. 

program now. 
Mi'. OONYERS. Yes, there are, but they are ex-police officers~ former

law enforcement officers. 
Mr. KING. I do not know. 
IVIr. OONYERS. Well, I suggest you check it out. One of the com

plaints we get constantly is that this is a haven for retired police-. 
officers. 

Mr. KING. I said I do not know. 
Mr. OONYERS. Does that bother you somewhat? 
Mr. KING. If it were true that this were excluding persons who are. 

coming into law enforcement, it would, but I do know that there are
persons who have not been associated with law enforcement who can, 
apply for and receive both subsistence grants and scholarships under 
this, 01' loans for scholarships, who have not been police officers. I am 
not personally of the belief that law enforcement education programs 
at the college and university level ought to be restricted, I think there 
should be very strong encouragement for attendance by persons who" 
have not yet become police officers. I think, ultimately, that this will, 
be necessary, and I think that we are eventually going to find our
selves in a position of requiring, before a person become,s a police 
officer, that he be educated in advance, and I think this is highly
desirable. I think we ought to be moving in that direction now. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, has your organization recommended that the, 
policeman have degrees 01' have some basic minimum educu.tion? 

Mr. KING. Yes, sir. We have recommended this. 
Mr. OONYERS. What are your recommendations? 
Mr. KING. 'fhe recommendations that we have made-and we have. 

made them over a long period of time-are contained in the OOD).m1S-. 
sion on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice of 1960~ 
Our recommendations were made there that ultimately all persons 
ought to have, that is full time law enforcement authm:ity" ought to, 

60-uB7--76--pt. 1----6 
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be required to have college degrees j that more immediately people of 
supervisory and administrative grades in law enforcement ought to 
have degl'ees for admission to those positions. 

So, we have adopted a positioI! on this. We have articula,ted it, and 
I think it is a reasonable one. It may be an dPtimistic one. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, I quite agree with you that it is important 
and necessary. 

Would you agree with this assessment, that there is a rapidly 
escalating police apparatus and an increasing frequency of police 
Tepression in the Ulllted States? 

Mr, KING. No, sir. 
Mr. CONYERS. What part of that statement do you disagree with? 
Mr. KING. I guess, one, I do not think that there is a rapidly 

developing police apparatus, first. 
Mr. OONYERS. You are not aware that we are expending an in

creasing percentage of our gross national product on law enforcement, 
police apparatus mechanisms and personnel? 

Ivlr. KI'NG. We are also experiencing eMh year, Oongreilsman, an 
i.ncrease in Cl'ime. I think the last recorded one was about 17 percent, 
and I see this a refiection, or a needed response to It developing system, 
but the apparatus of law enforcement in the United States is not 
developing, as such, I think. There are now an estimated more than 
20,000, and no one knows exactly what the total figure is, but tllf" . 
are an estimated more than 20,000 law enforcement agencies in the 
United States, each of them relatively autonomous, without too much 
coordination between them of a structural nature with most of a 
cooperative nature. So, to say that this is a developing kind of a 
structure, I think simply is not consistent with the facts that exist. 

Each municipality or most municipalities have their own police 
agencies, but to see this as a developing system, no. 

Mr. OONYERS. But do you think there is a diminishing of police 
apparatus in the United States? 

Mr. KING. I do not think it is either diminishing or increasing at 
any major rate at the present time. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, the crime rate is increasing. 
Mr. KI'NG. Yes, sir, it is. 
]1'1'11'. OONYERS. The fear of crime apparently is increasing. 
:Mr. KING. Yes, sir. 
Mr. OONYERS. And the moneys that the Federal Government ex

pends in this direction and local governments is increasing. Well, how 
do you explain and rationalize tt.ose two curves going up at the same 
time? 

Mr. KING. Beca'lJ.,se I think the system of law enforcement, as I 
said, is there. It is not a developing thing. I think it has develo:ped, 
and I think we see very few law enforcem~nt .'Lgencies coming mto 
being. We see no specific tendency, I think no trend toward nationali
zation of police. 

Mr. OONYERS. We do not? 
Mr. KING. I do not see that, no. 
Mr, OONYERS. Well, how do you--
Mr. KIN<1. As a mo,tter of fact, I can see very d,rong opposition to 

that. 



Mr. OONYERS. Well, how do you e}.-plain that we are spending more 
money federally? I suppose you will not disagree with that? 

Mr. KING. No. 
111'. CONYERS. We are spending more money locally. I suppose you 

will not disagree with that? We have more local law enforcement 
officers and policemen and civilians working in law enforcement 
agencies than ever before. I do not think you will disagree with that? 

Mr. KING. I do not. 
Mr. CONYERS. Then, how do you account for the escalation of the 

crime rate? 
Mr. KING. I think by the implication of the statement, Mr. Chair

man, you are saying that the crime rate is increasin~ because of that 
and the causal factor is the exact reverse of what it IS. 

Mr. CONYERS. You mean the more we put into it, the more crime 
we get? 

NIl'. KING. 'l'hat seems to be the suggestion that is being made, and 
I think that is not-

Mr. CONYERS. Then, if we diminish the amount of money we' put 
into it and diminish the personnel, we would expect then a lowering 
of the rate of crime? 

Ml'. KING. If the first obsel'vation were a valid one, I think-in this 
case, I think the first observation was not a valid one, so I think the 
second one would not be. 

MI'. CONYERS. Well, then I go back to my question, how do you 
explain the divergence of these two considerations-rising crime and 
more apparatus and personnel invohred in trying to stop the rise of 
crime? 

IVIr. KING. I think to do this-and this is, this will not be a long 
e}..-planation, but I am going to have to go back some considerable 
period of time to be able to answer you correctly. I think in 1829 
when Sir Robert Peel organized the Metropolitan Police Department, 
he :-;aid the best judgment of a police agency is the absence of crime, 
which led us to believe that law enforcement, itself, has the ability 
to control the level of crime within a community. And this has been 
said 80 many times that even police agencies themselves and police 
administrators themselves have come to accept this, and I think we 
are now realizing more and more that this is only one of the factors 
involved. 

The police, themselves, are one, and one very important factor, 
involved in it, but there are a very great number of other things that 
contribute to wh!tt you are saying, Congrossman, I think, and one of 
these is social attitude itself. One of these is acceptance of behaviors 
on the part of society, of a fairly large number of them, and to equate 
the incl'ease in crime only with the law enforcement agency, I think, 
admits into equation one factor and excludes so many other fnctors 
that there is no possibility of making any kind of sense out of it at all. 

Mr. CONYERS. Are you taking issue with Mr. Peel? 
, IVII'. KING. With whom? 

Mr. CONYERS. The gentleman you just cited. 
Mr. KING. I take issue with what it leads us to, nnd if what it 

leads us to is an acceptance of the fact that the level of crime in n. 
community is the sole responsibility of the police or is affected only 
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by the efforts' of £he police, if that is th~ direction in which·"it ie"ads ~S, 
I certainly would. . 

Mr. CONYERS. Would you give for this committee, Mr. King, the 
list of nations that are involved in the international organization 
which yO'll represent here before this committee, and we will incor
pOl'ate it into the record? 

Mr. KING. Certainly, I would be very happy. 
Mr. CONYERS. We would be very happy to have it. 
[Tne information referred to follows:] 

IJIITERJIIATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHIEFS OF POLICE, INC., 
Gaithersburg, IvId., February 25, 1976. 

Hon. JOHN CONYERS, Jr., 
House of Representatives, 
Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CONYERS: In response to your request for a list of those
international members of this International Association of Chiefs of Police, the
following summary is submitted: Argentina, Australia, Bahamas, Belgium; 
Bermuda, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China (Republic of), Colombia, Den-· 
mark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Finland, France, 
Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guatamrua, Guyana, Iceland, India, Indonesia,. 
Iran, Jamaical,.TJapan, Jordan, Korea, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, I~esotho, Liberia, 
Mexico, The l'1etherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, 
Panama Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Saudi Arabia, Singapore, South Africa, 
Sudan, Swaziland, Switzerland, Thailand, Turkey, Uganda, United Kingdom or 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland (British Colonies and Protectorates), Upper
Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Zaire. 

III each of these countries the membership may range from one department. 
such as Argentina with only Buenos Aires to those such us Canuda where numer
ous provinces and cities are represented. 

Should you desire further informat,ion, pleuse contact us. 
Respectfully submitted, 

\VILLIAM D. ELLIJIIGSWOR'l'H, 
Manager, Office of Public Relations. 

Mr. KING. As a general rule, more of our members are from the' 
Middle East and from South America and from Africa. We have a 
relatiyelJ~ smull membership in Europe because they have othel" 
Ol'gaUlzatlOns there. 

Mr. CONYERS. Now, on the matter of hardware expenditur'es, 
which you, apparently, find 1ms not been excessive nor inappropriate,. 
do you know how much we have spent in the Federal Government on. 
hardware expenditures since the inception of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration? 

Mr. KING. I could not give you a firm figure, no. 
Mr. CONYERS. Well, then, how do you know that it is too much 01" 

too little? 
Mr. KING. I hud sn.id that in the beginning, and we watch this on. 

an n.nnual basifl. You asked for a cumulative tot.aL I know cumulatively 
that the percentage of programs that have 'been oriented towa)'d, 
hardware is about 25 percent, and we can watch it on an annual basis. 
'fhe research arm of the LE.AA, tho N ationul Institute, which has to'
do with research 011 a lot of the lutrdware has a. relatively low budget 
of about $40 million a yen,r. 

Mr.OONYEHS. Well, about one-fomth of $4 billion. You do not. 
think that is so bud'? 

lvI1'. KING. I think if t,hn.t WCI'O what we were doing now,. it woulcL 
not be a desirable thing. I think that is not what the trend is now,. 
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Mr. Chairman; I think in the beginning, as I said, there were agencies. 
without radios and there were agencies without other necessary kinds 
<of equipment because they were. from small cities, they were unable 
to afford it, and I think it was ,entirely predictable that, in ,the begin~ 
ning there would be a greater emplu)'si& on hardware. . 

I suggest to you, if you will take a look at the last 4 years, or the 
ftast 3% years, as compared with the first 3% years of operation, you 
will see a very major difference in the emphasis on hru:dware, and I 
<completely support the direction. I think it is appropriate; I think it 
is.mandatory. But I think that right now, very cleady, the emphasis 
is on people-related activities, and 'it is not noW' on hardware. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, are you aware of some of the more embar~ 
rassing horror stories that have come out of the LEAA with regard to 
hardware? 

Mr. KING. I have heard some, yes. 
Mr. CONYERS. Tell me a.hout them. 
Mr. KING. I heard that during Qne period of time in an area 

approximately 35 percent of the total expenditures have been for 
l'adio equipment. 

Mr. CONYERS. Oh, that is not so bad. 
What about the mortar and the helicopters and the cannons and 

the tear gas and the grenades and the automatic weapons-does that 
:not sound a lot worse'?, 

Mr. KING. That ,Sounds bad, certainly. 
Mr. CONYERS. Have you heard about those? 
~vfr. KING. On cannons, no, sir. I have not heard about that. 

On tanks, I have heard about some armored, personnel carriers that 
have been in place and had been employed and bad been photographed 
and represented as tanks. 

On tear gas, yes. Teal' gas is regularly used. 
Mr. CONYE:RS: Ey local law enforcement agencies? 
Mr. KING. Yes, by law enforcement agencies. And it is considered 

by law enforcement and, I think, by the public generally, to be en~ 
tirely acceptable in its use under certain conditions, very car<;lfully 
Gontrolled ones. 

Mr. CONYEUS. What about dumdum bullets? 
Mr. KING. I think the question of the dumdum bl.tllets is one that 

now is in the process of being researched to determine what kind of 
bullet actually is> the least harmful, in the long run is the most humQ.ne, 
and is the most efl'ectiyo.· . 

Mr. CONYERS .. Well, nobody ever asserted that that would be dum~ 
dums, no matter what kind of tests you came up with. 

Mr. KING. I do not really know whether to say thl1t it is not wibhout 
going into a fairly eln.bol'o,te explol'n.tion of the qualities of both. I can
not do that-whether you want Qll armor-piercing bullet that pene~ 
trates ,one person and hits another person behind, or whether the 
dumdum stops in the one you are shooting at. 

There are 11 very grOl1tnumber of things that are involved. 
MI'. CONYEttS. Well, I suppose that is an honest question over 

wl1ich ren.sonable In.w enforcement officers can disagree I1nd agree. 
Mr. KING. Yes, as a matter of fnet, we have carried t'Lrticles in 

Police Chief magazine. 
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Mr. OONYERS. Whether you want to shoot up the whole town or 
just one person? 

Mr. KING. Or not wanting to shoot anybody at ali. 
Mr. OONYERS. Or not wanting to shoot anybody at all-that 

raises the question of disarming the police. I have not heard anybody 
advocate that, certainly not in your organization. 

Mr. KING. I think before the police would want to disarm, they 
would want to see the public disarm. 

Ml'. OONYERS. Would there be any sentiment if the public were 
disarmed, that the police would in turn disarm, or at least deescalate? 

Mr. KING. That is an entirely hypothetical thing that we have not 
seen. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, it is not so hypothetical. We have legislation 
introduced to disarm every American citizen. 

Mr. KING. It has not been passed yet, though, sir. 
Mr. OONYERS. Well, you are absolutely correct there; but it is not 

hypothetical. There was a vote in this subcommittee on this same 
subject only a few months ago. 

Mr. KING. I think, you know, I can give you a belief, and that is aU 
it is. It is my belief that, if the perceived necessity for a gun on the 
part ofa police officer did not exist, then there would not be a desire on 
his part to carry one. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, are the.ce any, let us say, enlightened or liberal 
members of your organization who could foresee and discuss a society 
in which the citizens are not armed, and therefore the law enforcement 
officers would have less need for the rather complete set of hardware 
that they now come provided with? 

Mr. KING. Oertainly. 
Mr. OONYERS. Are there people talking about that in your organi

zation? Has there been a paper advanced or has there been (1, dis
cussion about what kind of a society we would have, ho,\V it 'ryould 
impn,ct on law enforcement? 

Mr. KING. I think police officers are still viewing the society thn,t 
exists, Mr. Ohairman, and they am attempting to accommodn,te' 
their actions to propriety in view 0f that existing society. And, you 
know, so far as us talkmg about what might happen if something 
else happened, we can do this, but there is not very much time left 
for that kind of activity. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, what {tbout the consideration of firearms regu
lation in the United States? That is an issue in which law enforcement 
officers lutVe a great concern, is it not, firearms regulation? 

Mr. KING. Yes. 
Mr.OONYERS. Gun control? 
Mr. KING, Yes, 
Mr. OONYERS, What is the organization position on that subject? 
Mr. KING. Wp, have appointed-this year, and we have now l'tmc-

tioning a COmmll.\lae of eight members of our association who aL'e 
examining the impact of firearms on htw enforcement, on police 
se~'vice, n.nd we hope by this autumn Lo hlwe adopted a position by 
the membership at our conference in Miami Beach. 

At the present time, we hl1ve 10,800 members. There are probablY' 
10,800 different opinions about whether firearms-the existence of 
firearms, the availability of them-impact on crime. 
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Mr. CONYERS. Well, SGmeone is sprep,di;o.g an l1wflll nlmGr abGut 
YGur assGci/1tiGn, becau.se they are o11eging that the pplice are fo~' a 
.cer.tain amGunt .of gun cGntrGlregulQ.tiGn, tl}t;l.t they !],re fGr elimina
tiGn-certainly the reductiGn, if nGt the elirpinat~Gn-Gf the handgun 
·in civilian use as it is populo,rly enJGyed. Is that ullt~'ue? 

Mr. KING. Thfl,t is untrue, SG ff1f as my orgarti,2!o,tion is cGncerned, 
Mr. Chairman. We dG nGt have a pGsitiGn. 

We dG have members .of the ass.ocip,tiGn who have persQno,l beliefs. 
We have had State o,ssociatipns who!],re nGt directly fl,ssopiated with 
IACP, State assGciatiGns .of pGlice ohiefs who hl1Ve adGPt,ed positiGns 
within the last year. But thes.e are nGt reflective of th.e IA,.CP, beco,use 
we dG nGt, at the present time, httve !],J;I. offici!J,l p.ositiGP. 

Mr. CONYERS. My last questiGn is this: If Y01,l o,re tts disturbed 
as I o,bGut the crime rate, increasing amGUllts .of mGney that is 
nGt wGrking, hGW shou1(l we change LEAA to make it mGre effective? 

Mr. KING. I think, tG wa:q.t tG make LEA! mGre effective is entirely 
desirable, and It'bink it is .a mand!J,t,Gry .objective. T.o make law 
enfGrcement generally m.ore effective, I think, is a mQ,ndatGry 
cGnsideratiGn. 

I suppose I believe that YGU accomplish this tG the deg~'ee tG which 
the imJ?acts can be made, .and I think we have tG~N G. 1, admit in the 
beginrung that there are .other factGrs invGlved in this that are .of 
sufficient strength, that if we eUmino,te them frGm .our consideratiGn, 
we are giving .ourselves a failure in the begim\ing. I think the o,ttitude 
that the public perceptiGns and pllblic vahH~s are SG important here 
that anything done by the law enfGrcement agency-it has .only 
an incidental chance of success, if it is contrary to the'mainstreo,m of 
public belief. 

I think that is No. 1. We have to better identify whl1t the public 
opinions are; p,nd we have to better identify directions generally in 
which we are going to go. I think we need tG pull ol,u'selves tGgether 
in this. 

I think we need to do research into methodolGgy. I think we Jleed 
to know, for an example, what an e.ffective method of patroling a city 
is, whether it is prGper tG P\lt people in marked Cl}l'S GU t $0 the visible 
effect of the officer on the street attempts to cGntrQl crime by his 
presence. I think we need to know whether this works, and we need 
to know it better. 

I think we need to know whether the c.ommunity relp,tions programs 
we have underway are working. I think we nee<;l tG know whether 
traffic law enforcement, selective law enforce,ment, reoJly does work or 
whether it is a myth we chase. 

I think we need to knGW these things. And I think the only way we 
can know these things is thr.ough the expenditures of very gre,at amoullts 
of effort, a considerable amotmt of public emplGyee time, f!.n<;l that is 
expensive, and I think that is .one of the things that LE.A,.A needs to 
do. I think it needs to be more research ol'~ented, and Ithi,nk it 
needs to be more criticol .of problems of progl'P,lPS tbat are underwaYt 
and I think it needs to fund a greater nHmber of efforts by police 
agencies and by .others who Q,re able to cGnduct it into the methodst 
the t,otal methods, of law enforcement to see whethe~' they are right. 

Mr. OOlfY]pRf.l. Thank you. Mr. M(tnn. 
Mr. MAlfN. Thl1nk y.oU, Mr .. Chp.,irman. 
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You, I think, express a lack of satisfaction with the LEANs dis
:semination of information on successful projects, or unsuccessful 
projects for tli.atmatter, and I agree completely. And that is an area 
that needs to be bllilt up. . 

In the meantime, what is being done by your association with ref
erence to the collecting and dissemination of experience information 
in law enforcement? 

Mr. KING. We do have several publicu,tions, sir, that u,re u,ctively 
involved in this. The Police Chief magu,zine has a-by national maga
zine circulation standards-is fairly limited; but it has about a 
20,000 circulation. And we frequently have articles in the magazine, 
the Journal of Police Science and Administration, and other publica
tions of the association. 

We have newsletters on a regular basis that are disseminated to 
law enforcement practitioners, to members of the association having 
to do with, in some areas, equipment that has been tested by LEAA, 
by the National Bureau of Standards, by other orgn.nizations, that is 
'Of' use to law enfol'cemwt interpretation of those standards and 
dissemination of the information about it. 

We are involved in it, but the volume of it, and the number that 
'we are able to address, 01' that we do address, compared with the total 
number of progmms underway, means that a very limited amount of 
the information available to law enforcement actually is being dis
seminated. And I see this as a need that does need to be addressed. 

Mr. MANN. ~s your association the recipient of any public funds 
from anyagenCles? 

1:[1'. KING. Yes. 
Mr. MANN. From what somces? 
1v11'. KING. We rec('ive funds from LEAA, have contracts under 

grants from LEAA. We have them from the Department of '1'ranspor
tation. We have them from other agencies of the Department of 
Justice. We have them regularly from Labor, some from Commerce, 
from HEW. 

At the present time, I thjnk we have contracts from the Department 
of Defense, from HEW, from Justice, and from Labor. 

Mr. MANN. And this is to the International Association of Chiefs 
of PoHce? 

l\i(r. KING. Yes. 
Mr. MANN. You referred to, in effect, developing gl'eater cOOl'dina

tion through better pln,nning between agencies, crossing State lines, 
regions, and who,tnot. It would seem, from the Jist that you have 
just rattled off, tho,t your organization ho,s the capacity to promote, 
o,nd muy be promoting at this point, or to carry out o,n organizcd 
plo,nning eHort. What is being done? 

:rdr. KING. We have standing committees of the association addrC'ss
ing 14 arcus of active interest\:! of the police chiefs. 'l'hese committ('cs 
are yery active in most l'cgm'ds. 

We have a crime prevention committee, we have a trnffic safety 
committee, we have an organized crime committee, we have a uniforIll 
'crime reporting committee-all of these disseminating information 
abont activities in their specific area of interest. 

And then we hltve an annual conference, in which this last year 
7,000 police o,uministraiiors participated. Wc bud 2 days of geneml 
sessions, where persons from t he Federal Govcrnment, from State 
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governi;nents, . from local -oi'gnnizations discussed problems' of law 
enforcement. : 

We have regular continuing activities nt the association. We have
a total of, I think, 14 periodic publications that address issues . 

. Mr. MANN. Well, are you working very closely with the Washington. 
office of LEAA? 

Mr. KING. We n:re in frequent contact. Yes. 
M1':, :MANN. With reference to the law enforcement education 

program, is it not true that, across this country" most inservice officers
have completed the course? 

Mr. KING. I think it is not true that most have completed it. No. 
A very great number are still involved with it, sir. , 

Mr. MANN. You do not have any idea as to what proportion? 
Mr. KING. Well, the number that have completed it-I can give 

it to you on some city-by..:city basis. But the cumulative numbers 
across the country, I do not kno,w. I know that there are still more 
than 90,000 persons enrolled under the LEEP program, and of these" 
almost 70,000 are active duty police officers, which means that there 
are about 20,000, more than 20,000, involved who are not active duty 
law enforcement officers. " ' 

Mr. MANN. Well, for some reason, the administration has recom"l 
mended no funds for the 1977 fiscal year. 

MI'. KING. Yes, sir. 
Mr. MANN. What is their rationale? Do you know? 
Mr. KING. No, sir. I can see some very great loss from it. 
There is also a recommendation, or perhaps more than a recom

mendation, that tuition charges I think, of about $2,300, be made to 
municipal and State law enforcement officers who attend the 
FBI national academy. And I think that that is going to be a very 
serious disadvantage to law enforcement, just as I think the end of 
the LEEP program is going to be, the honest end of law enforcement 
education available at the college and university level. 

There al'e now 1,000-at the last count, 1,068-colleges and uni
versitios with law enforcement programs; and I believe totally that, 
if we discontinue the LEEP program, within. 2 years there will not 
be half that number, and within a rell1tively short time there would 
be very few, colleges and universities offering law enforcement. And 
I believe the need is monumental. 

Mr. MANN. Well, of course, 11 thousl1nd plus is a little better thl1n 
twenty per State. And I recognize that there were qualified retired 
officers and the like who were aVllilable to man these schools, but
and that goes back to my first question: Did we not have a 
marvelous-and I, of course, am highly in favor of it-tooling up to 
do this long-neglected job of officer education, and now maybe we are 
over-tooled and we ean cut back and have a little more expertise in 
these institutions? 

Mr. KING, I think you are only over-tooled if you have a l1}echanism 
in the college 01' university thl1t is not being utilized. And it is being 
utilized. The elll'ollments are current, 'rhey are not past enrollments. 
There has not been a decline in the elll'ollment at the colleges and 
univ~rsities, 

And I think that tho need for it continues. And I think the need 
for it will continue for the foreseeable iut- .11'0. I think, again, and tIlis 
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is something that I believe very strongly to be of very major im
portance to law enforcement, one of the most important things that 
has happened. 

I think this money, that amount of money agaih~and I think it is 
not an exaggel'ation-I think in the long haul, that money is going to 
have the greatest cumulative effect of anything LEAA has done. 

Mr. MANN. Well, I happen to agree with you. And, as we well 
know, police and sheriff's forces across this country were grossly 
undermanned anyhow j and, even if we had enough capacity to educate 
those who were in the system, we have still got !1. lot of people to 
educate and improve the quality of the numbets in the system. 

I believe that is all. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Ashbrook. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I, being a member of the Education Committee, I cannot help 

but reflect that police ate beginning to look a little bit like educators. 
They take a position that the more they expend, the better they are 
going to get. 

Do you honestly think that, in spending all this money, we have had 
any real reduction in crime or any increase conversely of the law and 
order side of the coin to combat crime" I think the average citizen 
kind of wonders, are we just spending money and talking about it, 
like we do in education, increasing the quality of education, and we 
look at it and the quality is not increasing. Is not this same thing 
happening here? 

Mr. KING. Are you asking that specifically, sir, about the money 
spent on oducation, or the general money spent on law enforcement? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Well, I am just sayiIlg, as a member of the Educa
tion Committee, I keep hearing this song, the more we spend, the 
better things are going to get. And I keep wondering, obviously, as a 
general response on your part-do you think money is the answer? 

Mr. KING. I think probably not. Ultimately, money is not going 
to be tho answer. I think probably money is going to be necessary for 
us-if an answer is to be found. I think it is probably going to be 
impossible for us to find the solution without the exponditure of 
money. I think we are going to try a large number of things that do 
not work, looking for a few things that do work. 

And I think a cost effective approach to the control of crime 
probably is not a viable one. I think it is probably not one that we 
can logically expect. I think we cannot now, and perhaps we will never 
be able to, quantify crime reduction to the degree that we can say we 
will spend $1 and we would reduce crime by one ten-thousandths 
of 1 percent. So we get it this way. 

I do not think that is the approach that can be made. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Well, we probl1,bly cannot quantify it. But I think 

we can probably al::lS(\SS the direction, whether we are making ~tny 
progress Or not. 
. Say you wete sitting here today and we did not have any LEAA. 
When we wer'e talking about setting up such a program, do you 
honestly think we would be in any better position right now, if we 
lutd not had LEAA the past few years? 
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Mr. KING. Do r think we would be in a bettei" position, generally, 
if LEAA had not existed? No. 

:Mt'. ASHBROOK. No, do you think we are in a better position? Or do 
you·hoilestly think it would be nbout the same, whether or not we had 
had it? 

:Mr. KING. No. I think we are in a bettet position. I think, if we 
attempt to equate the existence of LEAA or any other crime rednction 
program, or whatever name you want to give it, if we are going to 
equl1te it totally to the number of dollars spant, then we are not going 
to be able to prove that, as I said. But in my own belief, there has been 
a very clear benefit from some of the programs of LWAA. 

And I think law enforcement right. now is mol'e compet.ent. I think 
there is now a greater or bettel' rebtionship beLween the public and 
Ittw enforcement. And I think part of that has to do with some of the 
things that LEAA has done. 

One of them is the thing that they are discontinuing. I think one of 
the major advantftges of the college programs that we have had is that 
it has produced ft greater sensitivity and has created a greater, more 
vinble l'elatiom;hir. 

~1r. ASHBROOK. YOH meftn nobody evel' improved theit training, and 
nobody ever had education berol'e we had LEAA? 

Mr. KING. Sure you did. I was a member of the Dallas Police De
partment; and there "were :12 membL'rs in 1968; 32 members of that 
deplll'tment had college degrees. At the present time, now, more than 
700 members of the department have college degrees; and about 1,200 
members are enrolled in collegr and university programf'. 

:\11'. ASHlHWOK. But j,; that becam;e of LEAA, or because there are 
morE' people going to college now? 

~dr. KING. No. I think that without LEAA E'ven the programs will 
not exist. I think the colleges I1nd universities are not going to have 
educn,tional programR unless they have some assistance coming in 
from the students. 

Now, in many 10enleR, the eities t,hemselves pay the expenses of the 
offic01' attending college, and the city of Dallas happenR to be one; but 
many other cities do not. And I am sn.ying that, without Federal 
money involved in the program, law enforcement education generally, 
as it (lxistR at the present. time, is going to cease to exist and is not 
going to be available 1'01' them to go. 

1/Ir. ASHBROOK. I notice on page 6 you talk about a great many of 
the newly developed types of police equipment are more than paying 
for themselves in terms of the results they arc producing, but you do 
not l'eally go into what the many types of police equipment are, What 
arc. they? 

Mr. "KING. Well, one of the things that I would certainly like to 
mention in this regard would be the body iLl'mor. 

'rhere has been' conRiderable l'esaarch done on body armor, and it 
is far from being perfect, but the officer now hiLS the ability to be 
much safer under critical conditions than he had at one time. Money 
was spent in the developmant of this and in the testing of it. 
Equipment~thel;e has been money spent on research on radial 

tires, and the effects of radial tires in policing. 
Mr. ASHBROOK, Of course, we hnd radial tires without LEAA. 
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1111'. KINQ. Yes, but we came to an ,understanding through some 
of the efforts of LEAA and some of their testing of the tires that if 
you tl'avel at a very high rate of speed, as yo.u have to do sometimes 
in chases, with those .radial tires you better be prepared for their 
disintegration, also. 

:Mi'. ASHBROOK. You mean in all these Govemment areas of test~ 
ing,et cetera, it took LEAA to get into radial tirm;? 

Mr. KING. No, it did not, but LEAA now, Oongressman, LEAA 
funds the kind of research that municipal law enforcement is no table 
to fund. 

You take one individuallp,w enforcement agency, and it is not going 
to be able to do it-just take one example. ' 

Take the body armor. A local departlllflnt is not going to be able 
to expend the effort. It is not going to be able to allocate either the 
manpower or the funds to do the kind of research on that that needs 
to be done because it is independent and it is apart from-and I 
think this is an area in which the Federal Govemment best fills a 
role that cannot be filled by local and State law enforcement agencies. 

NIl'. ASHBROOK. There is a certain amount of progress that is 
being made all the time in areas like tlus and that can be made with 
or without the LEAA, and, all of a sudden, we say this was done by 
LEAA, or through a grant, or one of their 8,000, or 9,000 projects, 
that it kind of boggles the rind to tlunk progress comes from these 
Federal grants. 

I suppose there is some area where it does prove to be effective. 
I guess I have watched over the years, and, to be very honest, it is 
awful hard to spend a billion dollars and not do something with it, 
whether you are talking nbout the poverty program, or the foreign 
aid, LEAA, educo,tion. 

It is just a question of whether, in the spending of that money 
you really got what it was worth or not. I have to be one of those in 
LEAA who wonders a little bit. I am sure it is on the right side. I 
am sure it is in the right direction, but, when 0,11 is said and done, 
you cannot help but wonder, if you were sitting here and you were 
testifying, we had not had LEAA for the past few years, how much 
better or worse off we wonld be. 

I do not think we would probably be that much worse off. Maybe 
we would be. Maybe you could mo,ke a good case for it. 

Mr. KING. I wonder honestly how mallY programs, at the Federal, 
or the State, or the local level, could susto,in that sort of cl'iterin, 
or would survive it. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Not many. 
Mr. KING. I think very few would. I think if we o,dopt that approach 

to it, then half of the programs that we have would have simply been 
voided. I think that mas!; of them would go out the window. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Thank you, :Mr. Ohairman. 
Mr. OONYEHS. Wo luwe a colleague, Mr. Blanchard, who is waiting 

to come beforo the committee. I am just going to ask if you have any 
objection 01' tho subcommittee, to inserting after your testimony, 
your letter to the Washington Post in responding to a column by Jack 
Andorson and Les Whitten, in which LEAA was a point of discllssion? 

Mr. KING. I have 110 objection. 
Mr. CONYERS. It will appear. 
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My [mal question is why. is there an international association of 
police chiefs?· . 

Mr. KING. Our charter says we e:xist to improve the administration 
of law enforcement around the 'world in our member nations and 
departments. 

We e:l'..-ist to serve as a vehicle by which the experiences of one 
'department can be learned more easily by other departments. 

We are primarily a communication device, and we exist also as an 
organized voice of executive law enforcement. 
. Mr. OONYERS. Do you ever learn anything from the Hong Kong 
Police Department? 

Mr. KING. That specific one I do not recall. 
Mr. OONYERs.Well, what about the Bombay Police Department? 
Mr. KING. Or the Brisbane, Australia Police Department. 
Yes, we do learn some things. As a mutter of fact, we have speakers 

from other countries talking about their pructices, theirprocedul'es, 
what they do that is successful, what they do not. We have them 
submitting articles to us, so yes, we do lemn from each others-we 
find out also that the state of law enforcement, or the public state 
tlrat m,'1sts in this country and its impact on lo,wenforcement is not 
restricted to this country, that there are g~nerally-trying times. 

M1;. CONYERS. Without us being boastful, would it be fair to say 
that we are teaching them more than they are teaching us? . 

You see, we have the best technological' police operation in the 
world. There is nobody who has more technology and has created it; 
science out of it than the United States. Is that true? 

Mr. KING. Y es,and if you are saying we, the United States against 
them,but, you see, I am the executive director of an international 
association; and the them are as much my members as the us are 
my members. Mine is not a U.S. organizatiOl,1, as such. It has the 
greatest membership in the United States, but it is not them and us. 
So far as the question does the United States have the ability to 
influence them more than they have the ability to influence the' United 
States, the answer is yes, very clearly, and I think that this is a vital 
contribution that we can make to international law enforcement, 
and I think it is an extremely important one. . 

Mr.OONYERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Ohairman.· 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Will you yield on that point? 
Mr. OONYERS. I certainly would. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Just out of curiosity, have you used any LEAA 

money for travel~g around to ,any of these conferences overseas? 
MI'. KING. There were some committee meetings that were funded 

by LEAA 3, 4 01' 5 years ago. In recent yean;;-- . 
MI'. ASHBROOK. Why would you use LEAA money for that? You 

are an international organization. You have been traveling around 
before LEAA came in. 

Mr. KING. Yes, but we would not have been meeting for the pUl'pose 
for which we met because we meet for a specific pUl'pose. 

MI'. ASHBROOK. Well, you know, if you were a Oongressman, 
what they would call that, do you not? 

Mr. KING. Probably taking care of his business. That was what 
we were doing. 



88 

Mr. OONYERS. Thank you very much, sir. 
[The letter from Mr. King to the Washington Post follows:] 

[Washington Po~t, Aug. 12 ... 975} 

PRIORITIES ll'OR THE POLlC'E 

A recent column by Jack Anderson on priorities of the Law Enforcement. 
Assistance Administration (LEAA), while foc~Ring proper a,ttention on the 
&Ctivities of the Federal agency, c,eltted tho possibility of public misun,der
standing. 

:Mr. Anderson's column questioned the high priority being placed on tech
nological research. Specific items q'<wstioned included police footwear, police 
patrol vehicles and a vhyBieal fitness monitoring device. 

The IACP completely ooncurs that the mfLjor needs of modern law en
forcement are person-related rather tpan technological. It is of the belief that the 
emphasis not just of LEAA but of law enforcement generally ought to be in the 
imProvement of the relationship of polioe service and the public so that police 
responses are more consistent with public needs. There is also a very major neces
sity for resen,rch into police procedmes so th!tt moro effective police pl;Ograms may 
be developed. 

However, emphasis placed on people-oriented needs does not require that 
inadequate attention be paid to polioe technology. While it is true that the 
development of more suitable footwear may not result in it lawer crime rate, 
it is, nevertheless, worthwhile us it allows the officer to conduct his crime 
Prevention, effarts in greater comfort and sufety. Any officer who. has directed 
traffic or walked a foot beat for long hours-and thousunds do each day-will 
attest to. the desirability' af developing footwear that will provide for him an 
ability to perform his necessu.r.y tasks in grea,ter comfort. 

It is also appropriate that :;lttention be given to. the development of a more 
efficie'!J,t, police vehicle. Not only are the police major users af the Nation's 
limited supply af gasoline, they nrr! also. a group to whom high mobility is 
an absolute necessity for any acceptable degree of efficiency. For years, p'olice 
administrators have recognized 'bhe inadequacy of the fl),mily automobile to 
police service and have urged that a vehicle more suited to the requiremen,ts of 
law eniarceIUent be developed. 

The physical condition af the poHce officer is also important. IA,CP has re
cently begun, with LEA A funding, to develop a progrnm of physical fitn,ess 
which, hopefully, can be used b:I' police agencies aCl:OSS the Nation to improve 
the physical condition, of the police afficer. 

As Mr. Anderson observed, tIle quest:(on at issue is 0l1e af pl:iority. If a major 
part or the 770 million dollars allocated to LEAA for the current fiscal year were 
devoted to technological research, a serious queston of priorHiy would exist. 
However, a very small per cent is devoted to police technology. ·'1,'he establhlhment 
of It high priority in other more obvi<;ms arcus of ~leed sbo~~ld not preveI\t adequate 
attentipn being given in this area. 4\n objective of a safcr and mOl,'e healthfl),l work 
environment for the police officer is also in tbe public in,terest. 

GLEN D. KING. 
Executive Director, 

International Associa,tion of CMefs of :Police, Inc. 

Mr. OONYERS. Our next witness is our colleague from Michigan, 
Mr. Blanchard, who is missing from his own subcommittee respons\
bilities this morning. 

We are delighted to have him here to testify. He has prepared a 
statement, and he is the author of H.R. 11251, to amend the Omnibus 
Orime Oqntrol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to provide grants to 
States and major units of generaJ local government to accelerate the 
disposition of criminal cases in such jurisdictions, and for other 
purposes. 
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We are very pleased to have you before us. We will introduce 
;y:our statement into the record, without objection, at this time, and 
that will allow you to make your own comments. 

[The prepared statement of Ron. James J. Blanchard follows:] 

STATmMENT OF HON. JAMES J. RI,ANCHARD, A REPRES~JNTATrVE IN CONGR~;SS 
FROM THE .3TATE OF ]l,frCHIGAN 

MI!. Chairm<tn, membcra of the Subcommittee on Crime, I appreciate this 
Opport1,lnity to COt}le before you l,l,nQ testify on behalf o{ 1I.R. 11251, the L.ocal and 
State Government Speedy Trial Act. I take this opportunity u~:so to bring to the 
attention of the subcommittee the .{lressing need for i1,lcreased focus ~nd inOl:e(\.sed 
funding directec;i at improving Sta.te and local court systp.ms. 

Mr. Chairman, there h.as been a lot of talk about crime in and out of Govern
ment for many YE)<1rs now. Needless to say, rhetoric has not ~;olved, our problems. 

The increase in the rate of crime hll.'l been staggering. Former D.C. POlioe 
Chief Jerry Wilson reoently ~ndicated that between 1960-H the orime rate 
has inoreased approximately 157 percent. Aocording to an artiole by Riohard 
Cohen, the crime rate inoreased by 17 percent in 1974. In the first 6 months of 
1975, clime increased 13 percent according to the Uniform Crime Report. 

Both the Congress and the administration have general}y agreed that crime is 
essentially a local problem, yet there has been no intensive effort to 1,'emedy this 
problem. Richard Velde recently stated that the volume of crime !\t the Fede1,'al 
level is roughly eq1,lal to the vol1,l,me of crime in a mediUm sizcd State. Stated 
another way, the volume of crime a.t the Federal level is approximately one-quarter 
of the amount of crime in New York City or equal to the nmount of crime com
mitted in Los Angeles County. Alth0,1,lgh no figures were stateq, tbil;l is. a pretty 
gOOd indication that States and local governments bear a large burden in the area 
0.£ crime contra}. 

However, up until now, the federal role in crime cOQtrol .b.as been bas\cally 
limited to the federa.l machin.ery or to funding studies I.lnd pilot projects through 
the LEAA witn regD,1,'d to state and 10c:.1,1 gOV(rP,lI1.ents. 

I fe~l this is wrong. 
While the federal budget totals. ~·pProximately $1)94 billion, oply $3.1 bill.ion 

goes to orime control. rrh~s ill less t~~n one percent of the eJ;ltj1,'e federal b4dget. 
:\: cl),nnot see how this amount of funding represen,ts a tJ;'ue cQmmitment to Cl:ime 
control or law enforcement and I bel~eye tp-e public woulq 1;>0 lJPi:jet i{ tb.ey really 
u.p.derstood how littl.~ is 1;>eing p~tinto crime control. 

For example, a recent poll taken in my district indicated that 6~ perGent of 
the respondents felt personally threatened by crime. Furthermore, the results of a 
recont quel;ltionnll,i1,'Q I I;letl,t out :gso El40wed citizens <)onGe:cp a.hQut Q,time. Seventy
five percent of the respondents indicated they would like to seo more tax dollars 
spent on crime contr,)l. It seems clear· to me· th.a.t we ~av.e Il, duty to reallocate 
resources to the sta.;e and local levels for law en(OfQEl{l;\en.t,. crime COJ;lt:co\. and 
improved court procedures. 

The reason I have focused on speedy trials and clearing court congestion is 
because swiftness and certainty of punishment would: be one of the major goals. 
That goal was proolaimed at the federal level in 1974 with. the enactment of the 
Speedy Trial Act. The purpose of the Act is to assist in red,uciJ;lg crime !1,nd the 
danger o( recidivism by l.'equiring speedy trial /!.ud by strengthening the supervi
sion over persons released pending trial. 

Pres~ntly the LEAA indicates that no State plan is approved upless it estl.lhlishes 
statewide priorities for the improvement and coorc\ination of all aspects of law 
enforcement and criminql justice ... alld addresses improved court .... 
programs and procedures. Yet I believe that state and local courts have been 
largely ignored and underfunded by LEAA-. 

During consideration on the Federal Speedy Trial Act, the Committee on the 
Judioiary noted in its report thnt the rigbt to a speedy trial belongs J,lot only to 
tlJ.e qe£elldap.t but to s.oGiety as well. A- defendant cnarg,eq. with a violation of 
the law becomes a burden to society creating a fina1,lClal and administrative 
burden on the taxpayer. The Committee also noted, "Most significantly, the 
defendant may be a danger to the community in which he resides." 

I believe that these principles hold true on state and local levels as well. 
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In addition, n National Bureau of Standards study, which was conducted 
,during 1970 in the District of Oolumbia, indicated that the likelihood that n 
defendant on pretrial release 'will commit another crime increases if he is not 
brought to trial within 60 days. 

The National Advisory Oommission on Oriminnl Justice Standards and Goals 
has also concluded that faster and efficient criminal processing would increase 
the deterrent effect of the criminal law, ease the task of rehnbilitation and reduce 
crime. 

A Report of the Special Study Team on LEAA Support of the State Oourts 
'also supported the fact that we need to improve our courts and indicated that 
-courts have thc lowest level of participation in the LEAA support program. 

I believe we should use the speedy trial concept as a vehicle or as n first step 
in making a major commitment at the state and local levels. 

Basically, my propos('d bill would establish a categorical grant program for 
court improvements under the LEAA program. States and, units of local govern
ments with populations of over 250,000 would be able to receive funds to study, 
design, test and implement Speedy Trial procedures. Grants are also provided 
for the development of comprehensive plans for the improvement of criminal 
justice administration. This bill would amend the authorizing legislntion by 
specifying that an nmount at least equal to 10% of the Part 0 funds be allocated 
for court improvements. 

r want to state emphaticall~r that my proposal is offered under the assumption 
that we will substantially increase the amount of funding nvailable to states and 
local governmentR through LEAA. If this kind of a major commitment to crime 
control is made, this bill would not limit the effectiveness of LEAA or its current 
programs. This hill was also introduced with the iden in mind that we might 
consider an ongoing role for LEAA. Bnsicnlly, LEAA funds only studi('s nnd proj
ects. I f('el we should seriously consider brondening nnd expnnding its scope, not 
only with regard to evaluntion and rommunication of the results of its studies, 
but with regard to grants for other areas of enforcement and reform such ns the 
One covered by this bill. 

Perhaps, as th(' members of this subcommittee study this bill, they will find 
that this is not the vehicle or mechanism to Hse. I am hopeful, in any event, 
that they will con Rider not only the mechanism but the whole philosophy of 
making a ml1j or'nllocation of federal money to crime control. 
, We need to put our money where the problem is. Otherwise we will have no 
wl1Y of knowing whether we cl1n solve it. Finally, I believe thl1t if we make a 
major commitment, it would hegin to help restore public confidence in our willing
nCflS ant:! our commitment, here in Oongress, to help fight crime. 

Thank you. , -

TESTIMONY OF HON. JAMES J. BLANCHARD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE 18TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF MICHIGAN 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Th!1nk you very much. 
Mr, Oh!1irm!1n !1nd members of the subcommittee, I !1ppreciate 

the opportunity to test.ify. _ 
Since Y011 h!1Ye admitted lny statement into the record, I will 

attempt to briefly· highlight it so th!1t if you h!1ve questions !1nd com-
ments you can de!11 with them. . 

~Iry bill, H.R. 11251, is, !1S I understand it, one of !1number of bills 
which would amend the I.1EAA process, the Omnibus Orime Oontrol 
Act. 

I W!1nt to also make !1 ple!1 th!1t I think we in Congress ought to 
incl'e!1se the !1mount of money, pel'h!1ps drn.rn!1tically, that could be 
directed to St!1te !1nd 100!11 governments for crime control. 

We h!1ve been sitting in Congress !1nd hem'ing everyone t!11k abou t 
C/·ime. I do not h!1ve to el!1bomte on the statistics of the incre!1se in 
cl'ime. I snppose W(' could cleb!1te the C!1l1ses for it, but I think wh!1t 
hilS been cle!1r, !1t le!1st from my point of view !1S !1 private citizen and 
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now as a J:\·lember of Congress, and as a former assistant attorney 
general in Michigan, is that it has been the general assumption on 
the part of the l:'resident and Congress and, I think, all of us, that 
crime is essentially a local problem, and that the Federal Government 
has no real role in lending a hand locally. 

I think LE.AA has essentially followed that pattern, at least in the 
Michigan experience. Most of the LEAA moneys have been directed 
at studies, pilot projects, usually, well almost entirely, studies which 
could be described as innovative, but once the studies were completed 
or the pilot projects terminated, there was no ongoing role of Federal 
help in crime control. I am suggesting that it is the wrong approach, 
and we ought to look at it differently. 

In just looking briefly at the proposed budget of the President this 
year, which would add up to $394 billion, less than 1 percent or only 
$3.1 billion is directed toward crime control. As I recall, about half 
of that is directed to the Federal machinery; the other half would go 
through the LEAA. .. 

Just in examining the attitudes toward crime, and the priorities 
that the people place on crime control in my district alone, which 
happens to be in Michigan, and which is dh;Linctly different than 
yours, Ivh'. Chairman, as you know, I have fOlUld--

Mr. CONYERS. Yes, the rate of crime is increasing faster in your 
district than in mine. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. It could well be because the beginning rate as you 
understand, was very low. But no one is immune from crime, not 
Members of Congl'ess and not suburban Members of Congress. 

What I have found, though, is in a recent scientific sample. For 
example, in my district, which, by the way is about 99 percent white 
and all suburban, was that, in answer to the question, agree or dis
agree, "1 feel personally threatened by crime," 62 percent of the 
people agreed with that statement, which was quite surprising to me 
because that is a fairly hard statement. In it recent questionnaire that 
I sent out which, of course, was not a scientific sample, but, I think 
is indicn.tive of public opinion, 75 percent of the respondents indicated 
they would like to see more Federal tQ,x dollars directed toward crime 
control. That is really an impressive figure, considering the fact that 
most people do not want to see more Federal tax dollars spent for 
anything. • 

In the area of energy sources and crime control the results were 
very high and 75 percentfelt that we ought to spend more on crime 
control and through the Federal budget. I think that we could m;gue 
aU day about what effect LEAA has had on crime, and I frankly am 
not an expert on LEAA. I have heard aU the horror stories, and we 
have seen them in Michigan. I think we could argue all day long as to 
whether money will help solve the crime problem. . 

My conclusion, however, is this, and that is from perhaps the point 
of view of one who has not been directly involved in the legislation: 
We have never really made any kind of financial commitment to 
crime control here at the Federal level upon which we could adequately 
evaluate. Studies, training programs, scattered with small amounts 
of dollars through the 50 States, all of which add up to one~ha1f of 1 
percent of the Federal budget, is not enough of an amount or commit
ment, I think, to make any kind of serious evaluation. I happen to 

60-587-76-11t. 1-7 
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think that we ought to seriously consider, and I offer my bill as a 
vehicle to do that-seriously consider making fl, major financial 
commitment to State and local units of government, ·with Federal 
dollars. I tender my bill, H.R. 11251, based on the assumption that 
we in Congress will begin to make a mojor commitment of allocated 
dollars toward crime control for justice, and that we will do so in 
channeling the money to States and local units of government. I 
focused on a speedy trial concept for a couple of reasons. Just about 
everything I have ever read or seen or heard, whether it is from local 
people who have studied crime or even the police suggests that the 
swiftness of jnstice, celerity, can do as much or more in creating n. 
deterrent atmosphere than the severity of punishment or rhetoric. 

In addition, this Congress, within the last couple of years, stated 
the goal of a speedy trial in the Speedy Triol Act, so I selected the 
vehicle of trying to enCOUl'U/2:e States and 10coJ units of governmont 
to adopt their own version of the Speedy Trial Act as a way to fund 
money through the I..JEAA to States and major municipalities. 

I will not get into some of the studies on speeding up the trial 
process. 'fhcy are in my statement, but I should point out tha.t a recent 
special study team for LEAA which was privately made, did conclude 
that, under LEAA funding, courts have had the lowest level of priority 
and which many have suggested be correct. 

Now, Attorney GenerafLevi, in his recent testimony in the Senate, 
has snggested the courts should become increasingly n. priority 
but he did not hnve any specific proposals. I am suggesting that all 
of you who are going to look nt a number of bills and have perhap,; t1 

longer view on the functioning of LEAA, should at least consider 
using the speedy tt·ial concept os a vehicle in the first step in making a 
major commitment to State and local levels. 

I want to mention empho tically tho:t I make the assumption we will 
increase our commitment. I do not want to get bogged down with the 
debate ovel' categorical block grunts, but I think that in Michigan, in 
talking with locnl police chiefR nnd hearing a debate over LEAA. 
~t·n.nis, an awful lot of the LEAA money has been directed toward 
mformation gathel'ing, for a lot of fancy equipment which.I am sure 
helpH. I have 110ver really seen uny Federal money used to SImply hire 
more prosecutors Ot· more judges 01' undercover narcotics agents or, I 
suppose, better prisons, although I known that correction has now 
become a priority recently with the LEAA. I am not sure some of the 
very basic ingreclients oflaw enfol'cement are not where we ought to 
put our money. 

Essentially, I think we oUi?ht to put our money where the problem is, 
and thut is 0. t the 10ca110ve1. 

I woulclnot suggest we tun a national police force, but I do suggest 
that, in view of the fact that revenue Hharing targeted In.w enforcement 
as one of its objects, you will find that revenue sharing money is noli 
generally used thnt way. So I think the Congress oug!It to consider 
earmarking or creating categorical programs to channel Federal money 
to local areas, and 1 think that when we begin to make fl, major 
commitment here it ·will help restore public conlidence in our willing
ness and the Government's willingness to fight crime. 

That is about all I have. 
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If you have some questions or comments, I would be happy to 
respond, in particular, about the bill. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Ashbrook? 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Yes, I appreciate your testimony. 
You have a very reasoned approach, particularly on the basis of 

your experience. You did say two things which I suppose leave us to 
fill in the lines. First of all you indicated we ought to increase dramati
cally the amount of money we are now spending in revenue sharing or 
LEAA at the local level. You said we needed to make, what you 
.termed, a major financial commitment. I suppose the implication 
there is that we are not making a major financial commitment at the 
present time. 

Your statistics on the percentage that is going into fighting crime u;t 
the local level in the budget seem to bear that out. What figures would 
you fill in as meeting a dramatic increase or a major financial commit
ment, and basically, where would we take it from? In the budget, I 
am sure, you are not advocating more taxes. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. I do not have a top dollar figure, and that is not 
to say that you gentlemen have not been making a commitment 
before. But the commitment initially was zero, essentially of Federal 
aid to crime control at the local level. So I would suggest substantially 
more, but I would think-I would have to leave it to people like YOUl'

self, who are going to examine just exactly how it is going to be spent, 
to make that decision. 

Again, I am not going to make the assumption that just be('anse 
we spend the money means that it is going to be well directed. That 
is why while the block grant concept has grefLt appeal to people like 
myself, and I know local units of government, it can end up just to 
be one big kind of slosh barrel of money to use any way you want. 

I think the Congress had decided-I think we have-that speeding 
up trials does two things. It would be a deterrent to crime and also 
offer a defendant his right 01' her right to swift justice. Then I think 
that has, you know, that is a priority. But I think it depends on the 
programs. I am not sure LEAA, by the way, is the necessary vehicle 
either. 

I selected it simply because it was the only real agency going at 
this time at the Federal level that was providing money to State ~nncl 
local units of government for crime. I am not suggesting that we have 
to keep it just the way it is. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. One thing that impressed me about your testi
mony-you have what very few people have-some specific recom
mendations. I guess when I observe LEAA-and they seem to be 
proud of having 85,000 projects-for God's sakes, I do not know. 
How can you even keep track of 85,000 projects, file them, let alone 
know what was accomplished? If you did two or three things, like 
you talked about, we would probably be better off in the long run, 
than presiding over something as extensive as that. 

You pinpointed-and that is the only other question that I would 
ask you to further expflJld on-the concept of more money for prose
cutors, more money for courts. I think that here clearly is an area 
where we do have reason for delay and we read all the articles and I 
read Murphy's article in New York about what he saicl-90,000 
felony arl'ests reduces to 1,500 that even go to trial. And the 1,500 
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reduces to several hunched that are even completed, la,rgely because 
of fees, largely because of negotiation, the desire to not even go in 
through that maze, that is the courtroom. Possibly that is one cause 
of crime.' 

And you came forward with the specific recommendation that I 
thought was most interesting. Would you like to expand on that? 
I think, as one member of this committee, specifics like that makes a 
lot more sense than all this general falderal we talk about of 85,000 
projects and several billion dollars worth of money. ' 

:Mr. BLANCHARD. Well, specific comments on exactly what,Mr. 
Ashbrook? ' 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Well, you say you were an assistant attorney 
general-the degree to which we could improve the criminal justice 
system by channeling money into, one, prosecutors I think you said, 
and courts. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Yes. Well from my experience, I tried quite a 
number of cases which were quasi-criminal in nature. They were 
really white-collar crime-because, as you may know, the local 
prosecutors do the ordinary street crimes. But even in the area of 
white-collar crime where we were less backlogged than in street crime, 
it was months before we ever brought something to trial. And contrary 
to the public notion, 1 did not see what I thought were many judges 
who were just sitting around. 

It just seemed forever to bring a case to trial but I think it varies 
trom State to State and locality to locality. I have a feeling if we 
could get accurate figures on backlogs in courts, particularly in major 
urban areas, it would be very surprising. The target of the Federal 
Speedy Trial Act as you may know, is something like 90 days from the 
time of arrest to commencement of trial, which is about half of what, 
I think in the District of Oolumbia courts, it was estimated, was 
reality when the act was passed. That is why I focused some of this, 
by the way, to major municipalities because I am led to believe, and 
the figures I have looked at suggest, that that is where the major 
amounts of crime are and that is where the big backlogs occur. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Thank you, Mr. Blanchard. I found your testimony 
quite interesting. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Thank you, very much. 
Mr. OONYERS. Mr. Mann? 
Mr. MANN. Yes. I add my appreciation to that already expressed 

for your initiative in bringing this before us. And I think you made a 
correct observation that the influence of LEAA funds to date on the 
possible erosion of local law enforcement, vis-a-vis a Federal police 
force, has not occurred. And I can certainly agree that the State and 
local court system in this country is archaic and we have failed to 
tax ourselves locally to improve the administration of justice in the 
process. . 

The catalytic effect of LEAA fund::; going into police forces, not in 
personnel, bnt into equipment and researcn, demonstration projects, 
and the like has been remarkable in that there have been great in
creases in tooling up and professionalization of law enforcement 
agencies, but without a direct participation by the Federal Govern-
ment in the employment of more police officers. . 

And I wonder if it is possible to dm;ign a formula that would be~ 
to furnish assistance to State and local courts, that would have two 
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pOSE'iibl(b effects~ One, the usual development of dependency upon the 
Federal funds for th> continuation of the program nnd the com
promises that that produces; and second, the establishment of criteria 
for the! grnnting of the ftmds in the fu'st place. 

We have avoided that in LEAA because we have not put any funds 
directly into salaries or operations. At least that is m:y impression. 

I wonder if there is not some way-and I agree Wlth you that 
block grants are not always used exactly as we think they are go~g 
to be ·used-but if there is not some way that through demonstratIOn 
projects planninO", grants-for example, in South Carolina on this 
date" a ~ery maj~r effort o~ court ~eform is being attempted, cO~lrt 
administrators and-there IS a natIOnal conference of court admm
istra,tors and one of its first conferences will be in the next 2 or 3 
mODlths and I am supposed to enc?ura~e the chairman .to set ~lp. a 
spefLking engagement at that meetmg smce my state dlrector IS III 

chftl:ge of the program. 
Hut I am wondering if we are not getting in a little bit of deep 

wa1Ler when we talk about the actual employment or supplemental 
salaries for the beefing up of forces with the direct categorical type 
Federal funds. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Well, I think that is a very good question. My 
bill does not deal with that. But in responding to Mr. Ashbrook, I 
indicated my sympathy toward that, especially, I suppose in view ot' 
the current situation in many major cities where there have beel\ 
lf1yoffs of police and fu·emen. The whole question of depe:p.de:p.ce is. 
one I have not been able to resolve, even in my mind. 

I would assume that it is true that if we were to begin to pump' 
large amounts of money, let us say we tripled it this year and pumped 
it into States and major municipalities, I would have to assume they 
are going to come to rely on it. . . 

But I am not convinced that would not be good. Everybody pays 
Federal taxes. It is the largest tab they pay in taxes, and as I said, 
and of course figures can be manipulated, but the fact is that if you 
take all the line items in the budget, Jess than 1 percent goes to crime 
control. I think the people would expect that far more should be 
spent for crime control. And I am not sure that we should not fund it. 

Now it obviously has to be done in a way which would not impose 
perhaps some staudardized version of how you have good law enforce
ment on everybody without at least lmowing it would work. But I 
am just-I just think some of the assumptions that have been made 
should be reevaluated on the use of our funds. 

It was stated recently, I think it was Richard Velde, but it may 
have been Henry Ruth, at a recent Library of Congress crime seminar, 
that if you take aU the Federal machinery that we directly oversee
that receives hoH of our money-the voItune of crime is equivalent 
to only one-quarter of the volume of crime in New York City and 
about equal to that of Los Angeles. Essentially the Congress has 
recognized and the President has recognized that crime is overwhelm
ipgly a State and local pr?Llem; and in acknowledginfS that, we have 
failed to say that there mIght be a Federal duty to chrect large sums. 
of money where the problem is, to help solve it. 

It would create some dependence perhaps, but I am not sure that 
is bad. I think people-I think the people would expect us to phW 
that role and that it probably should be ongoing; just as they expect 
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'us to provide for a strong national defense. They may argue 0 \Tel' 
what level it is, and they do. 

And I view making an effort at crime control ultimately not only 
beneficial to society, but to people who are accused who might be 
innocent, too, as really a national security measure on its own. 

Mr. MANN. Well, I certainly agree that it is a problem that we 
must attack and that the State and local government is where the 
action is. And the Federal funds can be applied, two or three times 
what 'ye are applying right now, and still not get involved into the 
operatIOnal payroll aspects of courts. 

If LEAA now, or could be made to develop an adequate program 
of exchange of information, and that almost says it, exchange of 
information and the promotion of demonstration projects designed 
to produce innovative or valid information on practices and proce
dures lmd successes and failureR. VVe could spend twice as much as 
we are doing right now and still not have enough to do that job 
adequately. 

And I agree with you that more of those funds-but within the 
somewhat philosophical limitations that I am setting for myself here
that more of those funds could be directed toward that portion of the 
system that we can courts and prosecution. And so I think that yoUl' 
idea, as you have indicated, is one that we are beginning to recognize. 
And again, we appreciate your having come to us today. 

~lr. BLANCHARD. Thank vou. 
I want to mention one tiling in reaction to what you are saying. In 

sitting in on meetings whon LEAA grants are being considered, I was 
never part of a State planning agency which made the decision. But I 
was in on debates over how, particularly, the money was going to 
get there, as t::> who we were compating with. And then in talking 
with severul local pDlice chiefs who I happan to respect in my at'ea, 
I hatl to conclude-and it may have changed since, this was a couple of 
years ago-but I have concludecl that an awful lot of local units of 
government dren,med up new, fancy n,cronyms for projects they should 
have baen doing for years like collecting elata-you know, having de
cent filing systems, radio system~, and they were able to get LEAA 
g~'allts; citie" which had done a good job in law enforcement and either 
(hd not want to bother to dream up a new fancy name for the same 
thing th3Y had been doing could not get any money. 

There wa.;; a lot of resentment and maybe Michigan is an exception. 
I do not know. But I think it would be very wise, certainly it would be 
cOll-ltructive to me, and perhaps you have alread)T done it, but I 
think it would be very wise and helpfnl to you to look at all those 
gmnts and see wha!; they really went for. I know you have done that 
hefore. 

:Ml'. ASHBROOK. All 85,OOO? 
Mr. BrJANcHARD. Well, I am sure that somebody could categoriz~ 

them for you so that you could review them. But I think it would be 
interesting to see how much-like data collection. You know, we might 
find one of the rea'lons for the increase in the crime rates, as somo have 
al'gLteci, is bocau.,e W3 have better reporting system.;;. 

But I think I luwe a feeling that all of-regardless of your philos
ophies or attitucles on crime control-will conclude that not enough 
went to the area, that aU of you conclude it should have gone, and 
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not to the basics. A lot of exotic sounding new programs; but I ques
tion whether they were ever continued after the grant ran out because 
those grants do run out. 
. I question whether they were continued. and whether they were not 
'Used as a vehicle to pick up some hardware that they would have 
after the grant had expired. 

1'1'11'. CONYERS. Thank you, Mr. Blanchard. 
JvIr. BLANCHARD. Thank you for your patience and time. 
Mr. CONYERS. You have accredited yourself with distinction. 
Our next witness is attorney Sarah C. Carey, who 3 years ago testi

fied before subcommittee No.5 of the J uc1icial Committee on this very 
same subject. She has ,Yritten, analyzed, and discussed this subject 
(lxtensively. We are hn,ppy that she is stilln,n expert in this field. She is 
aecompanied by Leda Ii.. Judd, who with her has put together the 
testimony which is before the committee, and without objection, will 
be introduced into the record at this point. 

And we know that Ms. Carey has a great deal to say on this subject. 
She has heftrd previous witnesses, and we welcome her for her presenta
tion and observation. 

[The prepared statement of Sarah C. Carey and Lec1a R. Judd 
foHows:] 

STATEMENT OF SARAH C. CAREY AND LED A R. JUDD 

(1) According to the Congressional statement of purpose, the LEAA program 
was intended "to reduce and prevent crime and juvenile delinquency and to 
insure the greater sufety of the people." (Title II, Omnibus Crime and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968). Since the inception of the program, Congress has appropri
ated more than $4.4 billion for .. hat purpose. At the same time, 1969-1974, the 
overall national expenditure for I:riminal justice agencies hus doubled, from $7.3 
billion to almost $14 billion. (PUb~ic law enforcement expenditures multiplied 
eight times, from less than $1 billion to $8.6 billion.)1 The growth in national 
expenditure has in large part been stimulated by "the river of gold aimed at local 
law enforcement from the Justice Department," as the city manager of Cincinnati 
deHcribed it. 

(2) The mandate of the LEAA program to reduce crime has not been met. 
Crime in 11:)75 is a far greater problem than it was when the Safe Streets Act was 
passed. Not only is the overall rate of crime increasing but the amount of crime in 
proportion to the population is increasing. Specifically, serious crimes increased 
from 655,OGI to 969,823 between 1069 and 1974 (48% rise), while the total crime 
mte increased from 2,471 per 100,000 to 4,821 per 100,000 inhabitants (95% 
increase) .2 

(3) Eqm,lly hnportant, LEAA docs not today, after seven years of experience 
in research und action grants, have any idea of how to prevent or reduce crime. 
The Attorney General has said that the answer to crime is "changing the attitude 
of the American public." Gerald Caplan, head of LEAA's Institute for Law En
foreement and Criminal Justice puts it this way: "What can be said about our 
crime reduction capacity? Not much that is encouraging. We have learned little 
about reducing the incidence of crime, and have no reason to beJieve that signifi
cant reductions will be secured in the near future." (July, 1975 before House 
Subcommittee on Science and r.rechnology.) 

(4) In short, the LEAA program should not be regarded as a crime reduction 
program. What then are the agency's purpose and accomplishments? The statute 
stntes three purposes: 

to (1) cncourage Stntes and units of general local government to develop 
and adopt comprehensive plans bilsed upon their evaluation of State and 
local problems of law enforcement and criminal justice; (2) authorize grants 
to Stutes and units of local government in order to improve and strengthen 

1 This does not include pxpenditurcs for private security, which reache(l $3 b1l1ion In 
107[>. with more than 415,000 Indlvhluals employed as private sccurlty personnel. 

2 JlnrlllA" tho SIUue period vlolcnt crimes inrrcased 41 perccnt, from 324 to 458 pcr 
lOO,aDO inhubltants. 
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law eniorcement and criminal justicei and (3) encourage research and devel
opment directed toward the improvement of law enforcement and criminal 
justice and the development of new methods for the prevention and reduc
tion of crime and the detection, apprehension, and rehabilitation of criminals. 

As is more fully set forth below, these purposes-with the exception, in part, of 
No.2-have not been fulfilled. 

The primary achievement of the program has been to supplement state and 
local budgets in order to meet outstanding needs of the agencies that comprise 
the criminal justice system, through the addition of staff and equipment. The 
LEAA program has been, and is today, a simple fiscal relief program for the 
criminal justice system. To some extent, this has undoubtedly "strengthened" 
(or at least eni:1rged) the system. 

(5) Planning. Title II mandates the establishment of state planning agencies 
(SPA's) in each state, as well as the pass-through of funds to localities to develop 
their own plans. Receipt of block grants is conditioned on ~he submission to 
LEA A of a comprehensive state plan. Section 3733 provided detailed require
ments for inclusion in the plan. Despite these detailed requirements, with a few 
exceptions, planning at the state and city level consists of the parroting of sample 
or suggested programs listl?d in various LEAA manuals and guidebooks and the· 
listing of projects to be supported in the forthcoming year. As Dr. Alfred Blum
stein, an expert in criminal justice planning and a close observer of LEAA, put it: 

[T]he state planning agencies typicuUy engage in writing the report that 
will appease the Feds rather than engaging in a process that we would call 
planning in the sense of considering altern(1tive uses of the money, considering 
the impacts on the other parts of the criminal justice sYBtem or on crime of 
alternl1tive uses of this money, of getting a capability to I1nticipate the con
sequences of alternative actions thl1t are being considered. This is necessary 
for the money to be Will ely used and effectively used. (Subcommittee on 
Science and Technology, July, 1975, p. 22) 

The stl1te planning agencies remain artificial superstructures created by the 
federal government that are not accountable to state elected officials and that 
do not influence state legislative policy in any significant fashion.3 'rhey have no 
effect on overall criminal justice expenditures for the state or even on the states' 
total federal grants avail(1ble for criminal justice purposes.4 Instead, they only 
"plan" for the roughly 5% of each state's budget that the LEA A Funds repre
sent. One critic has commented that the entire LEAA mandated plauning appa
ratus is inappropriately complex, given the actual impact of the funds on states
and 10cl11 budgets. 

Most of the planning agencies lack the capacity to collect and analyze the 
relevl1nt expenditure dRta Rnd crime statistics to engage in actual planning. Nor 
are they able to relate evaluation and other progmm datl1 to policy decisions 
concerning criminal justice expenditures. The net gain from the $200,000 to nearly 
$5 million federal expcnditure per state in planning may be simply that the 
representatives of the component agencies of the criminal justice system and the 
state staff are "sitting down in the same room." (Sixth Annual Report LEAA, p. 5) 

And this is despite the fact that LEAA today has suffcient experience o.nd 
expertise to define the basic elements of sound planning. The agency rf'mains 
unwilling to impose these elements as mandatory requirements on the SPA's 
and to reject plans that do not conform with them. 

(6) National Programs. LEAA administers a number of national level programs 
directed toward the third purpose of the program (Le., research and development 
to improve law enforcement and criminal justice and the development of new 
methods to prevent and reduce crime). These include the research institute, the 
discretionary programs, and the information and statistics program. 

3 As we pointed out In "Law and Disorder III", this is a serious lack, because most basic 
changes In the criminal justice system can be achieved only tllrough leglslatlYe reform. 
Many mod~l projects that proye efrectlve require legislative enllctment for Institu
tlonlll!zation. 

'A wide vnriety of federal ag-encies mllke gront~ avolIallie to state and/or locnl govern
ments :Cor anti-crime purposes. These Indude HEW's National Institute on Alcohol Abuse 
lind Alcoholism; HEW's Natlonnl Institute on Drug Abuse· HEW's National Institute of 
l\Iental Hplllth; HFlW'S Otllce Oil Youth Deyplopment; oiDa R youth prog-rams (reeently 
trllnsferred to HEW) ; DOL's Comprehensive Employment and Training Program; HUD's 
Housing aud Community Development Program (recently reorganized as the Community 
Development Program). ; the National Highway Traffic Safety Adminlstrll.tion; the Social 
Security Administration (Title IV assistance to needy clllIdre .). Despite the fact Wilt 
cabinet level coorillnatlng committees have been created to discuss coordination of tllese
programs, not one SPA and llOt one crime analysis team In tlle High Impllct cities could' 
provide the total federal investment in crime progrums within their jurisdictions. 
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The National Institute for Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice ("NILECJ") 
in seven years of operation has yet to gain a position of influence within the 
overall LEAA program. Like the state planning agencies, the Institute lacks the 
capacity for reluting the data produced by the research it generates to LEAA 
,or national policy determinutions. Despite recent efforts at "technology transfer" 
,and the dissemination of research informution, the work of the Institute is largely 
unknown Cor else ignored) in the field. The Institute has never developed a 
research agenda und only l'ecently contracted with the National Academy of 
Sciences to have such an agenda developed for it (with u grunt of $267,000). It 
hus few unswers to the crime problem and does not appear in a position to even 
ask the right questions at this point in time. It lucks in-house research cup abilities 
und runs its programs through contracts with outside establishments that its 
stuff is incapable of evaluating. A researcher at the Institute summed up its 
.achievement this way: "It has gen0ratedlots of reports but no knowledge." 
Finally, the Institute has failed to create or stimulate the creation of nutional 
resource centers of criminal justice expertise.s 

The discretionary grant program (totalling more than $350 million tp date) 
has been similurly disappointing, reflecting fuddism and an inability to stick 
with programs once conceived. Each new LEAA administrator-in addition to 
redefining the overall goals of the program-has established new projects for the 
use of discretionary funds. The $30 million eight-city Pilot Cities program launched 
in 1970 was cut short to make way for the $160 million, eight-city lligh Impuct 
progrum. The latter duplicated the same mistakes made in thE' first effort, and 
.added more. The major criticisms of High Impact in Cleveland are representative 
<Jf criticisms generally: 

High Impact tried to do too much too fast, with little in results to show 
for the grandiose claims of planning and accomplishment; in the short four 
months allowed for planning, no foundation could be laid for the immense 
expenditures undertaken; there was a lack of federal leadership and guidelines; 
no citizen input went into project development; too large a part of the funds 
went to police activities; concentrating on City of Cleveland agencies apart 
from the rest of the surrounding county areas was unrealistic; no effective 
evaluation of the projects has been undertaken; there was little coordination 
with CJCC (Cleveland Justice Coordinating Committee) projects; funds 
may often have been spent other than according to plun; and the problems 
of continuation of projects following termination of the program was in
tensified not only because of the massive amount of short-term funding, but 
also because a substuntial portion of the funding was channeled into saturu
tion policing and police auxiliaries. (Federal Funding for Law Enforcement 
und Criminal Justice in Cleveland Cuyahoga County, by Robert F. Doo
little, Esq., September, 1975.) 

'l'ypical e:mmple of the problems raised by the Impact program include the 
following: 

In Dullas the stated goals of the Impuct Program were to reduce crime and 
improve the capability of the criminal justice system. After three years and 
$19 million (60% of it going to the police), the incoming Dallas police chief 
issued a statement calling for the "strengthening of the criminal justice 
syst~m and the improving of system co-ordination" [D.A. Byrd, Proposals 
for Improving the Criminal Justice System, January 14, 1976]. 

A goal of the High Impact Program wus the permanent institutionalizu
tion of Impact projects by the cities' criminal justice system. In Cleveland, 
70% of the Impact projects will be continued-but with other federal funds, 
not with state or locul expenditures. 

st. Louis spent more than $3 million on a foot patrol project-puying 
approximately 100 policemen overtime to patrol high crime areas. The city's 
evaluation of the program concluded "measurable crime reduction due to 
foot patrol has occurred only in isolated cases when compared to city-wide 
trends ... Crime uppears to have been displaced to the unpatrolled hours 
in the experimental areas." 

Without having digested the failings of High Impact, LEAA now has a ttmaj or 
·cities" program on the drawing bourds, for Which it is seeking a $212 million line 
item uppropriation. 

• In lnte 11l75. the Institute funded long-term "free grants" to four institutions (Yale 
lflliverslty. NorthwestCl'n University's Urban Center, the Rnnd Corporation and Stanford's 
University's Hoover Institute) to enable them to develop independent research capabilities. 
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Other discretionary programs have been similarly short-lived with little en· 
during impact on program priorities. These include the citizen's initiative effort 
(a special office was set up in LEAA for these programs in 1973; it was disbanded 
two years later); the career criminals project (a much touted new approach to 
expert criminals that consisl,s simply of additional grants to prosecutors)-and 
others. 

The LEEP program has fuuded hosts of educational institutions without 
applying rigorous standards; most of these programs would disappear if the 
LEAA funding were terminated tomorrow. Little effort has been made to ea
tabli~h centers of excellence or to make certain that the course offerings reflect 
the changing criminal justice job market or the demands of each segment of that 
market. In the fiscal years] 972-1975, the State of Ohio alone received more than 
$5.29 million for programs in 32 schools ranging from $672,000 to Kent State 
University to $6,000 for Jefferson County Technical Institute in Stubenville, 
Ohio. A recent article in Police Ch'iej magazine lamented the extremely poor 
quality of criminal justice courses and described the criteria for the criminal 
justice curricula supported by LEEP hS "sub-basements" rather thnn floors 
(Gordon :Misner, "Accreditation of Criminal Justice Education Programs," 
Police CMej, August, 1£175). 

(7) In short, the LEAA program is not reducing crime and the federal apparatus 
created to administer the program has not provided leadership to the states in 
terms of research or methodol~.:?,Y for preyenting crime or introducing major 
innovations into the criminal justi~e system. The federal administrators haye, 
however, succeeded in creating an expensive and cumbersome bureaucrac:, that 
tires the patience of even the most fortunate grantees. The negative aspects of 
national bureaucracy have becn created without the positive elements of leader
ship. Despite these limitation~, some of the states have been fortunate enough to 
have some local and state level leaders who have designed and administered 
innovative programs; some of thesc have Ultimately been incorporated at:: an 
on-going part of Rtate government (more often they have been supported by other 
federal grants). However, the returns have not been worth the investment. The 
program should not be continued in its present form. 

(8) Conclusions and Reco11l11lendaUollS. In 1967, the Pre~ident's Commis~ion on 
Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice noted that, "There's probably 
no subject of comparable concern to which the nation is devoting so many 
resources and so much effort with so little knowledge of what it is doing." 

In 1975, the governor of a major state commented, "I'm not satisfied that this 
program [the LEAA program] seryes the public interest. I'm going to vcry 
seriously con~ider returning the money to the federal government to help them 
fund their $80 billion deficit that they tell me will be created in the next fiscal 
~Tear, because I find it rather strange that this country can afford to spend money 
it doesn't have on projects that 110 one can understand." (Governor Jerry Brown, 
Calif.) 

At a time when key LEAA officials admit that they have no knowledge of how 
to prevcnt crime and when national experts are suggesting that there ii' little 
that government can do to control criminal behavior, LEA A continues to funnel 
billions of dollars into state and local agencies that comprise the criminal justice 
system. Those expert" who feel that "I'omething can be done to stop crime," 
including some of LEANs own researchers and program administrators, are 
suggesting that our efforts should be directed towards building new Idnds of 
communities. They arc admitting that crime prevention is largely the purview of 
agencies that deal with people p1'ior to their contact with the criminal justice 
system; criminal justice agencies deal with the individual aftcr the fact, that is, 
after a crime has been committed. Given these conclUsions, and in light of the 
experience of the LEAA program during the past seven years, the following 
recommendations should be considered, , 

(1) The nation continues to need a high level research resource to examine 
the cau~eil of criminal behavior, ways of protecting society from thnt behavior, 
and ways of reducing the incidence of such hehavior. The National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice has not performed thiR function. A new, 
sullstuntially funded, research center should be established, under the governance 
of a private board of presidential appointees, The new center should become a 
major source of policy-relevant data for nIl government officials who mmt deal 
with the problems of crime, whether in the state legislature, in the criminal justice 
agencies or in other agencies thnt impact upon crime. The center should prepare 
and publish a national agenda for research related to crime on an annual basis. 
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In !1ddition to its agenda, it should publish its research findings, and !;hould> 
suggest policy questions raised and/or supported by the findings. 

A significant segment of the center's work should be examining the way other 
social service programs in the fields of education, health, community development, 
etc., can be designed or redirected to more effectively prevent crime. Criminal 
justice administrators repeatedly designate as successful crime prevention or 
rehabilitntion programs, programs that r('ly heavily on other disciplines. They' 
point to juvenile delinquency programs that rely on educational diagnostic tools 
for the correction of learning disabilities; to community health programs that 
correct sight and hearing deficiencies that prevent children from learning anci 
effectively performing in school; to job training and placement programs that giYe 
individuals who are outcasts from society the opportunity to perform effectively;: 
to architectural and design programs that construct housing and public buildingS' 
in a fashion that makes them less vulnerable to predatory crime. The Nation 
should reap the benefit of these lessons not by having a criminal justice funding: 
program that reaches out into the fields of architecture, education and health, 
but by impacting the traditional institutional programs in these fields in such n. 
manner as to incorporate the lessons learned through crime prevention research. 

(2) The Nation needs to have an effective measurement of the volume and kinds 
of crime that are occurring throughout the land. Accurate data on crimes, criminal 
offenders and victims is essential to effective plnnning to deal with problems in 
each of those areas. The Uniform Crime Reports issued by the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation are highly subject to political manipUlation. The LEAA victimb:r.
tion surve>ys (another me>thod of measuring crime» are at present imperfectly 
de~ign'ed and similarly subject to politicization. These me>asurement E'fforts are 
important to citizens, law E'nforcenwnt officials and policymakers alike. To impro,'e 
upon them and to insure their political integrity n. Bureau of Criminal Ju~tire 
Statistics should be eRtablished similar to the Bureau of Labor Statistics that, 
working jointly with the Census Bureau in a nonpolitical atmosphere, will produce 
accUJ'ate, reliable reports on the Nation's crime problem. This bureau could be a 
part of the center re>commended in paragraph (1) or a divif;ion of the Justice 
Department. The key element is that it be structured in such a manner as to 
inf>ulntc it frolll manipulation. 

(3) Congress nHlst clarify the purpose of Title II of the Safe Str('e>ts Act to de
termine if it is primarily intended to reduce crime, to improve the crirninal jU8tice 
system, or to provide fiscal relief to financially strapped localities. To the f'xtent 
that the fun cis currently appropriated under Title II are viewed as general sup
port funds to aid tho states and localities in the maintenance of tl1C'ir eriminnl 
justice agencie>s, these funds Rhould continue to fiow, but through the general 
revenue sharing mechanisms. This would insure accountability for fund expenditure 
on the part of locnl elected officinls. Any decision to continue general support 
funding, however, should not be made until evidence is supplied by the Justice 
De>pnrtmcnt that the Nation's criminal justice agencies continue to have basic 
Ulllnet mate>riul needs that can best be met with federal fund!'!. This will require a 
showing thn.t the billions of dollars spent to date have not filled the gap that existed 
in 1969 when the LEAA program was first launched. 

If, on the other hand, the Congress docs not feel thnt a general relief measure 
is required, and that federal assistance is appropriate only to the extent that it 
purchases innovative program reforms and a policy-re1evn.nt planning capabilit~', 
the LEAA grant program itself should be greatly reduced and viewed primarily as 
a discretionary fund to support approaches and projects that the newly forme>d 
research center has proven to be effective, or th[,t the states and localities them
selves h!we developed and shown to be innovative. 

(4) To the extent that the Congress determines that an entity is required at 
the state level to receive federal funds, the current state planning agency apparatus 
should be dismantled, and instead each state should be allowed to select its OWI1 
conduit for funding, which must be made an inte>gral part of state gov('rnment. 
'l'his, in nlllikelihood, will lead to the incorporation of SPA type activities into 
the State Department of Justice or similar cabinet level office. The SPAs, as 
they currently exist, are artificial, fe>derally-created entities that are not an. 
integral part of state government and hence have no impact on overall state 
policymaking in regard to the criminal justice system. They are already mani
festing n characteristic similar to that of other agencies created by the federal 
government-telling the state government that they must answer only to the 
fecls and telling the feds thn.t they are responsible to state government. 

(5) To the extent that planning is maintained as a prerequisite of discretionary 
grants, or a block grant program should the present approach be continued, the 
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enabling legislation should spell out the minimum elements to be included in a 
state plan. LEAA through a broad-range of grants has given substantial levels 
of funding to state planning agencies, to criflle analysis teams in cities and to 
statistical analysis committess throughout the country to develop state planning 
data for crime analysis and criminal .iustice planning. Yet, to date, despit1 the 
many lessons that it learned through these grants and the requirement that 
planners include certain minimal categories of data in their plans, the plans are 
essentially useless in terms of affecting budgeting or other action decisions. 
Instead of local initiative, the states tend to rely heavily on the "cookbooks" 
and "shopping lists" designed by LEAA. The time has come ror either the 
Congress, through legislation, or LEAA, through regulations approved by 
Congress, to spell out the basic elements required for effective planning. If this 
is not done, the taxpayer will continue to lose millions of dollars per year on paper 
volumes that are read by thousands of people and have little relevance to actual 
expendi tures. 

(6) If Congress decides to renew the LEA A legislation, maintaining the pro
gram in its present form, we recommend that the renewal be for a period of one 
year only, during which period the Congresr;; should conduct intensive overRight 
of the program and a review of national policy pertaining to crime. The program 
has not been subject to such scrutiny for sevel'LLI years and, as preHentlv ad
ministered, it is extremely difficult to determine exactly where all the I1loney 
has gone, much less what the expenditure has accomplished. 

(7) Finally, we recommend that the Congress, in thiH or in sepamte legislation, 
enact into law provisions for the compensation of the victims of crime. Although 
the LEAA progmm has produced little useful knowledge on the prevC'ntion or 
control of crime, it has generated important data on the victims of crime and the 
waYR in which they could be compen~[lted for tl1C'ir abuse. fiimilarly, the C()~tf; of 
such a program have been accuratC'ly estimated. There is no need to wait further 
for the enactment of victimization legislation. 

STATEMENT Oli' SATtAH C. CAREY AND LImA R. JUDD, FOR THE CENTER FOR 
NATIONAL SgCURTTX STUDms 

INTRODUCTION 

Thank YOll. Mr. Chairman, fo!' the opportunity to testify before the Sub
rommitter. Onr remarks are bm.,pd on l'e'leareh l1ndertaken in preparation of 
"Law and Di~order IV" tIll' fonrth in a sC'ries of privnt<'ly funded rep(lrt~ on the 
Tl('I'formnnce of the Ltlw Enforcement ASRiEltance Administrntion ("LEAN'). 
WC' would like to note that we nre onu of the few witnesses thnt have not in the 
paflt and do not now rccC'ive LEAA funding. 

At tIll' outset, we would like to llnd0l'score our view that it is too late to simply 
tinker with minor ad jll~tments in this program. The time has come for Congress 
to fmbjrct the program to rigorous I'Cl'lltiny, to define its goals and. to enact 
meaRnrC's that will inslll'C' fnHillmC'nt of thoRe goals. At present LEAA IS unclear 
as to its m'Ludate or how to aceompli!'lh it: comlCquently, it has wm;ted and ('~n
tinuC's to wnRte millions of dollars on programs that have little or no endul'lng 
effect. 

To date. Congress has done little to correct the pituation. The relationship 
b('tween the legislature and LEAA can hC' analogized to the following dialogue 
between Alice and The Cat in Alice in Wonderland, with LEAA assllming the 
role of Alice nnd CongreHR th[1t of the cat: 

Would yon tell me please which W[1Y I ought to go ~rom here? (Alic~) 
That depC'nds a good denl on whC're you want to get to. RaId the Cat. I don t 
much car<' where, said Alice. Then it doC'sn't m[1tter which way you go, 
said the Cat. 

-So long as I get somewhC're, Alice nddC'd, as an oxplanation. 
Oh, you're sure to do that suid the Cat, if you only w!ilk long enough. 

(1) According to the CongreSRional stntpment of purpOfie, the LEAA program 
was intended "to reduco and prevent crime Ilnd juvenile dC'linqupncy and to 
insure the greatrr Rafety of the peoplC'." (Title I, Omnihus Cr.ime and Safe f1trcetA 
Act of 1{)G8). Since the inception of the program, Oongr('Rs has appropriated 
n total of more than $4.4 billion for thnt pnrpm;e. During the Rome period (1909-
1!l74), tho annunl national oxpcnditurps,f0r.c:iminnl justice agencies at alll~,:cls 
of government have doubled, fro111 $7 . .3 bIllion anllually to almost $14 bllhon 
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annually.! (Law enforccmtmt expenditures multIplled. eight times, from ICRs 
than $1 billion annually to $8.6 !Jillion annually).2 The growth in national expend
itures has in large part been stimulated by "the river of gold aimed at local 
law enforcement from the Justice Department," as the city manager of Cincinnati 
described it. 

(2) The mandate of the LEAA program to reduce crime has not been met. 
Crime in 1975 is a far greater problem than it was when the Safe Streets Act was 
passed. Not only is the overall rate of crime increasing but the amount of crime 
in proportion to the population is increasing. Specificnlly I serious crimes increased 
from 655,001 to 969,823 befween 1969 and 1974 (48% rise), while the total 
crime rate increased from 2,471 per 100,000 people to 4,821 per 100,000 inhabitants 
(95 % increase).3 . 

(3) Equally important, LEAA does not today, after seven years of experience 
in research and action grants, have any idea of how to prevent or reduce crime. 
The Attorney General has said that the answer to crime is "changing the attitude 
of the American public." Gerald Caplan, Head of LEANs Institute for Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice puts it this way: "What can he said about our 
crime reduction capacity? Not much that is encouraging. We have learned 
little about reducing the incidence of crime, and have no reason to believe that 
significant reductions will be secured in the near future." (Testimony of July 18, 
1975, p. 94 before the House Subcommittee on Science and Technology.) 

(4) In short, the LEAA program should not be regarded as a crime reduction 
program. What then are the agency's purpose and accomplishments? Besides 
the underlying goal of reducing crime, the statute states three purposes: 

to (1) encourage States anu units of general local government to develop 
and aqopt comprehensive plans based upon their evaluation of State and 
local problems of law enforcement and criminal Justice i (2) authorize grants 
to States and units of local government in order to improve and strengthen 
law enforcement and criminal Justice i and (3) encourage research and develop
ment directed toward the improvement of law enforcement arid criminal 
justice and the development of new methods for the prevention and reduction 
of crime and the detection, apprehension, and rehabilitation of criminals., 

As is more fully set forth below, these purposes-with the exception, in part, of 
No.2-have not been fulfilled. 

The primary achie"ement of the program has been to supplement stctteand 
local budgets in order to meet outstanding needs of the agencies that comprise 
the. criminal justice system, through the addition of staff and equipment. The 
LEA A program has been, and is today, simply a fiscal relief program for the 
criminal justice system. To some extent, this has undoubtedly "strengthened" 
(or at least enlarged) the system. 

(15) . Planning. Title I mandates the establishment of state planning agenCies 
(SPAs) in each state, as well as the pass-through of funds to localities to develop 
their own plans. Receipt of block grtmts is conditioned on the submission to LEAA 
of a comprehensive state plan. Since 1969, Congress has appropriated over $200 
million to the SPAs. With few exceptions, planning at the state and city level 
consists of the parrotiI,1g of sample or suggested progrttms listed in various LEAA 
manu,als and Ip,uidebooks and the listing of projects to be supported in'the forth
coming year. rhere is little or no relationship between the statistics defining the 
state's crime problem set forth in the beginning of the plan, and the projects 
listed for funding in the body of the plan. As Dr. Alfred Blumstein, an expert in 
criminal justice planning and It close observer of LEAA, put it: ' 

[TJho state planning agencies typically engage in writing the report that 
will appease the Feds rather than engaging in 11 process that we would call 
planning in the sense of considering alternative uses of the money, considering 
the impacts on the other parts of the criminal justice system or on crime of 
'altornll.tive uses of this money, of getting a capability' to anticipate tho 
'consequences of alternative actiom. that arc being considered., This, is neCes
sary for the.monoyto be wisely used and effectively used. (Testimony before the 
House Subcommittee On Science and Technology, p. 22.) 

In addition to the inadequacy of the plans, the SPAs remain artif1.cial SUP<'f
structures created by the federlll government that arc not uccotlntable to state 

~ Fedorlll eXp'endltuf(ls nr!) roughly 17% of the totnl, Slightly more thlln double the per
c!'ntnl(e tlutt Jedernl grants represent ot the Nntlon's elementnry and secondnry scbool 
~~ , 

~ I'hls cloos not lncluclc expenditures for prlvnte securIty, which renched'$& blIlio\! in 
1.0 7 I'i. with mor() thlln 41I'i,OOO In(lIvlclunls ~mplo~'ecl us prlVlltl' S(lcurlty ppI'8Ql\n~1. 

"DurIng tho sarno period violent crImes incl'cllscll 41 %, -from 824 to 458 per 100,000 
inhllultllJlts. 
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elected officials and that do not influence state legislative policy In any sIgnificant 
fashion. This is a serious lack and one thnt has been noted by the Advisory Com
mission on Intergovernmental Relations, the National Conference of State 
Legislatures and others. Many of the changes needed in the criminal justice 
system can be achieved only through state legislutive reform. LEAA "reform" 
or model projects that prove effective usually require legislative enactment for 
institutionalization, whether tln'ough the modification of existing agencies or 
through the appropriations process. The isolation of the SPAs from the state 
legislatures explains the low level of stute assumption of LEAA projects and the 
high level of LEAA "continuation" funding. Further, the SPAs have no effect 
on overall criminal justice expenditure" for their states or even on the states' 
total federal grants availablc for criwinal justice purposes.4 Instead, they only 
"plan" for the roughly 5% of each state's criminal justice budget that the LEAA 
Funds reprc::.ent. One critic has commented that the entire LEAA-mandated 
planning apparatus is inappropriately complex, given the actual impact of the 
plans on state and local budgets 

(6) National Programs. LEA A administers a number of nationalleve1 programs 
directcd toward the third purpose of the program (Le., research and development 
to improve law enforcement and criminal just-ice and the development of new 
methods to prevent nnd reduce crime). These include the research institute, the 
,discretionary programs, and the information und stathltics program, 

The National Institute Jar Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice ("NILECJ") 
in. scycn years of operation has yet to gain IL position of influenee within the overall 
LEAA program. Like the state planning ageneies, the Institute laeks the eapacity 
for relating the data produeed by the research it generates to LEAA or natiomll 
poliey determinations. Thh; means that in many instances the work product of 
research grnnt~ sits unread on the Institute shelves, Despite recent efforts at 
"technology tram-iCer" nnd the dissemination of research information, the work of 
the Institute is largely lInknown (or else ignored) in the field. 

Typieal of the Institute'8 failure to maximize its research efforts is the equip
ment systems improvement program (currently called Advance Development 
Teehnology Program) which is described in LEAA's Sixth Annual Report a8 
"the most dramatic example of tL focused approach" for improving the capabilities 
of law enforcement. Since 1972 the Institute has invested more than $20 million 
in a three-part program consisting of (1) an analysis of criminal justice equipment 
needs through lield interviews nnd tests (this was to insure that the Institute's 
research e/fort8 focu~ed on the problems having the highest priority to the criminal 
ju~tice eommunity) that will meet actual needs i (2) development of equipment 
designs; and (3) evuluati@n and establishment of performance standards tor the 
nwnufacture and use of equipment, The firbt part of the effort was l\ssigned to the 
l\litre Corporation (through the Depnrtment of t,he Air Force as contracting 
ngent); the second stage went to the Aerospace Corporntion (also through the 
Air Force) nnd a third to the National Bureau oC Standards, 

The GAO recently reported 6 that the first pnrt of the tri-partite program had 
to be dropped because the Institute made the mistake of commenCing work un 
the development phasc before the analysis group had Imy field sites functi,pning. 
This meunt that there was no way that Aero~pace could henefit from Mitre's 
analysis work; in fact, none of the problems identified by Mitre were selected 
for research efforts. 

Other problems 11[1.\'e plagued the program, seriously reducing its usefulness. 
])pspite the morp thau $16 million spent by Aerospace, only two products de
veloped for LEAA (bullet proof vest ancI portable rndio system) Ilre now on the 
market und these have not been fully tested. Further Aerospnce hns not yet 
cI('termined whether the ne,,: products actually met the needs of the user com-

• A wl!1e vurletl' of. federal ul(Pllcles make grants avnllable to stute anll/or loenl govern
lll('utH for IlIlU·crluH! PUL'lloses, ~~hcse Include l:1FlW's Nutionul InAtltnte on Alcohol Ahuse 
IInel AlcohoHsm; nnw's Nntlonnl Institute on Drug Abuse; HEW'~ Nntlonnl Institute of 
:lIrntnl Hrnlth: Hl!lW's Oruce on youth Development; OEO's l'outh pr0r,rnms (rec!'lItly 
tl'llllsf!!rrell to HEW) ; DOL's Comprl'IIl'IISlve ]Dl1Iploymcllt 11IId ~'rlllnlng I rogrllln ; nUD's 
lI()u~lng nnd Comlllunity Development Progrnlll (recently reol'gnnl7.c(1 us the Comlllunlty 
])pnlc;;mcnt progrnlll) ; the Nutionul Hlghwny TraffiC Sulety Admlnlstrntlon; the Sorlnl 
:Secul'lty Admlnlstrlltion (Title IV assistance to needy children), Despite the fllct thnt 
{'Ilblnet Illv!!1 coordlnlltlng commlttecs llnve been cl'cuted to dIscuss cool'dlnlltion of thes!' 
'Ill'ogl'nms, not one SPA cllnvnssed IIncI nof one Crime AnalysIs 'l'ellll1 In the HIgh Impact 
o('ltlpH coultl [ll'ovlcle the total federal Investment In cr\Jnc Ilrogrull1s wIthin tllelr 
jUl'i~<1lctlon8, 

r. "'l,'hr Pl'ogrlllll to Develop Improved Lnw Enforcement EquIpment Needs to be Bettcr 
Mlltlllg('(l," GAO, ,Tan, 20, 10iO. 
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munity. LEAA has no plans at present for marketing Aerospace-developed prod
uetR, once funy tested. 

The National Bureau of Standards ("NBS") has issued 31 standards uRuinst 
which law enforcement equipment should be assessed. Neither the NB;:3 nor 
LEAA publishes data indicating the extent to which specific trademark products 
adhere to these standards.6 This means that local police departments must test 
products themselves or have them tested in locnllaboratorles. Since only a few 
departments in the country have their own testing facilities, the overwhelming 
majority of police j)urchasers must go to outside testing labs. To date, this has 
l'firely been done. Supporters of the NBS program state that the impact is not 
intended to be on the purchaser but mther on the manufacturer. However, the 
Institute, fnvoring a policy of "coordination" with industrJr , has been unwilling 
to force ncceptance of the standards by conditioning the expenditure of LEAA 
funds for equipment on compliance.7 At this point in time, four years after the 
initiation of the teclmology development program, it is having minimum impact 
on either la.w enforcement users or equipment manufacturers. 

The Institute has never developed it research agenda or a set of priorities for 
ro«earch. Only recently the Institute contracted with the National Academy of 
Sciences to assess its work to date and to develop an agenda. for the future (with a. 
grant of $267,000). It ha~ few answers to the crime problem and does not appear 
in a po~ition to even Hsk the right questions nt this point in time. It lacks in-house 
research capabilities and runs its programs through contmcts with outside estab
lishments that its staff i8 incapable of evnluating. Additional contractors arc 
frequently hired to assess the work of the original contractor.s A researcher at the 
Institute summed up its performance this way: "The Institute has generated lots 
of reports but no knowledge." Finally, besides the Institute's failure to develop 
F.ufficient expertise to itself serve as a major national resource on crime policies, 
it has Similarly fniled to crente (or stimulate the creation of) regional resource 
centers of criminal justice eXJ1l'rti~e. 0 

The cZiscretionary grallt program (totalling more than $350 million to date) hus 
been ~imill\rly disappointing, reflecting faddism, dissipation of funds and an in
nbilit~· to stick with progrnms once they nrc conceived. Each new LgAA ad
ministrator-in nddition to redefining the overall goals of the program-has 
esbblished new projects for the use of discretionary funds. Thc $30 million, eight
city Pilot Cities program launched in 1970 was cut short to make wny for the $160 
million, eight-city High Impact program. The latter duplicated the same mis
takes made in the first effort,IO and compounded t.hem. The major criticisms of 
High Impact in Cleveland are representative of criticisms generally: 

High Impact tried to do too much too fast, with little in results to show for 
thp grandiose clnims of planning and nccomplishment; in the short four 
months allowed for planning, no foundation could be lnid for the immense 
expenditures undertaken; there wus a lack of federal lendership and guide
lines; no citizen input went into project development; too large a part of 
the funds went to police nctivities; concentrating on City of Cleveland 
ugencies apart from the rest of thc surrounding county urea was unrealistic; 
no effective cvaluation of the projects has been undertnken; there wns little 
coordinntion with CJCC (Criminal Justice Coordinating Council) projccts; 
funds niuy often have been spent other thnn according to plall; and the 
problems of continuation of projects following termination of the program 
was intensified not only because of the massive amount of short-term funding, 
but nlso because a substuntiLtl portion of the funding was channeled into 
st),turation policing and police auxiliaries. (Federal F1t1lrUng for Law bn!orce-

• 'rhp ngency haR such Ilata hut will not release It. 
1 ThIs r(~luctllnre Is due In pllrt to the J;nct thnt r,EAA beIl,'Yf's It needs n legislative 

1I1l1pndment to provl<1e the necessary outhorlty) similar to that Included In Lhe Department 
of 'J'ransporbttlon leglHIlltlon (see 23 USC ~ 40:"). 

& One rCRpurclllu' who received a $120,000 Institute grnnt to do corrcctlons-rclntNl 
l'PR~lIrch stilted thut his fin III report WIIS first enllorscll by nn Institute Advisory Committee 
IIml then turned o\'er to unother contrllctor for cVIl1!lIItion to determine If It should he 
)lllhIlshed. No determlnntlon hM yet been renchell, nlthough the work wns completed nlmost 
Il ;vpnr IIg0, 

o In lute 1075. the Institute fUIHlell long-term grunts to four Institutions (Yule Hnlver
RItJ', NOl'thWl'stcrn Hnlv(ll'slty's Urbun Conhw, the Rnnd Corporntlon und Stuudforc1's 
UlllvPl'slty's Hoov"r Instltntr) to cnnhle them to devololl Indcpendent resenrch cnpuhllltieR. 

lOT"o!' II rl'TlOrt on Pilot CltleH acc "'.rhe Pilot Cities Pro~ram: Phaseout Nec!led Due to 
Llmltml Nntlonal Benefits," ~'he Comptroller General of the Unlte!l States, l!'eb. 3, 1075. 
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ment and Criminal Justice in Cleveland/Cuyahoga County, by Robert F. 
Doolittle, Esq., September, 1975.) 

Typical examples of the problems raised by the Impact program include the 
following: 

Dallas spent more than $1.46 million on a project to increase the effective
ness of police investigative efforts by utilizing new and innovative techniques 
and forming an Intense Investigation Unit. The evaluation of this project 
showed that the new technique did not increase clearance rates for Impact 
offenses, did not result in increased indictments and cost about $120 more 
per case handled. 

A gom of the High Impact Program was the permanent institutionalization 
of Impact projects by the cities' or states' criminal justice systems. In 
Cleveland, 70% of the Impact projects will be continued-but with other 
federal funds, not with state or local expenditures. 

St. Louis spent more than $3 million on a foot patrol project-paying 
approximately 100 policemen overtime to patrol high crime areas. The city's 
evaluation of the program concluded "measurable crime reduction due to 
foot patrol has occurred only in isolated cases when compared to city-wide 
trends ... ; Crime appears to have been displaced to the unpatrolled hours 
in the experimental areas." 

Without having digested the failings of High Impact, LEAA now has a "major 
cities" program on the drawing boards, for which it is seeking a $212 million line
item appropriation. 

Other discretionary programs have been similarly short-lived with little enduring 
effect on program priorities. These include the citizens' initiative effort (a special 
office was set up in LEAA for these programs in 1973 i it was disbanded two 
years later) ; the career criminals pro.iect (a much touted new approach to appre
hending expert criminals that consists· simply of additional grants to prose
cutors)-and others. 

The LEEP program has funded hosts of educational institutions without 
applying rigorous standnrds. In 1960 there were 65 full-time law enforcement 
degree programs in the U.S. In 1974 there were] 064 institutions participl1ting 
in LEEP and offering similar degrees. l1 Most of these programs would disappear 
if the LEAA funding were terminated tomorrow. 

LEAA has made little effort to insure the development of quality institutions 
or high level cUl'l'icula among its LEEP grantees. Nor has LEAA provided incen
tives to grantee institutions to tailor their course offerings to the changing criminal 
justice job market or the dcmands of each segment of that market. Consequently 
the program has been subjected to extensive criticisms even from its chief bene
ficiaries-the police. Typical criticisms from police officers include the following: 
"Few ficlds are so replete with differences in standards for the granting of actt
demic credit as is the criminal justice field. Credit is grunted for such things as 
'threshold inquiry' and 'night vision'. It is also given for attendance at four-hour 
bull scssions .... " 12 "Although it is reasonable to assume that a worthless de
gt'ee might never be approvcd by LEEP, 'evidence of education chicanery docs 
exist, and degrees having little content have, been approved." 13 "While LEEP 
has provided the funds, it has provided little else by way of guidance or curl'icula 
development." 14 "The import!lllce of interaction between the criminal justice 
student and other studcnt·, cannot be overemphasized, yet mHny universities 
(pm;ticipating in LEEP) oUer courses with it totHl enrollment of. in-service per-
sonnel only." 10 .. 

One final word in regard to LEEP. The program was originally designed as a 
program of training and education for officials from all agencies of the criminal 
justice system. It has, howcver, bcon ovenvheltningly it police program, with 
little effort to expapd its rench to the courts or corrcctions. Of the moro than 
250,000 pc·oplo who haVQ received LEEP loans· and grants since the inception of 

11 In the fiscal years 1972":1971), the state of Ohio alone received mOre than $ti.29 million 
for programs In '32 Bchools ranging from $072',000 to Kent state University to $6,000 for 
Jell'crAon County Technl~al Institute In Stcubcnville, Ohio. 

lJIGordon Misner, ".AccrpdltaUon of Criminal Justice Education Programs," PoliDe O/Iiel, 
II ugnst. 1075. .. 

la ,Tohn F. Logan, "Law Enforcement EduClltion and the Community College," Pollco 
('life!, .;lugust 107ti. . 

H Fl'tlnlclln Glendon, "Time to Test the Rlletoric," Police Olllel, August, 197ti. 
1l! l~rllcRon and Neary, "Criminal Justice Education-Is It Criminal ?," Pollco OMel, 

August, 1975. 
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the program,approximately 66% were police employees, with only 14% from 
corrections and 3% from courts (17% are listed as "unlmown"). 

(7) In. short, the LEEA program is not reducing crime and the federal apparatus 
crcated to administer the program has not provided leadership to the states in 
terms of research or methodology for preventing crime or introducing major 
innovations into the criminal justice system. The federal administrators have, 
hbwever, succeeded in creating an expensive and cumbersome bureaucracy that 
tries the patience of even the most fortunate grantees. The negative aspects of 
n:l.tional bureaucracy have been created without the positive elements of leader
ship. Despite these limitations, some of the states have been fortunate enough 
to have some local and state level leaders who have designed and administered 
innovative programs; a few of these have ultimately been incorporated lts an 
on-going part of state government (more often they have been supported by other 
federal grants). However, the returns have not been worth the investment. The 
program should not be continued in its present form. 

(8) Conclusions and Recommendations. In 1967, the President's Commission OIl 
baw Enforcement and the Administration of Justice noted that, "'1.'here's prob
ably no subject of comparable concern to which the nation is devoting so many 
resources and so much effort with so little knowledge of what it is doing." 

In 1975, the governor of a major state commented, "I'm not satisficd that this 
progrnm [the LEAA program] serves the public interest. I'm going to very seri
ously consider returning the money to the federal government to help them fund 
their $80 billion deficit that they tell me will be created in the next fiscal year, 
because I find it rn.ther strange that this country can afford to spend money it 
doesn't have on projects thltt no one can understand." (Governor Jerry Brown,. 
Calif.) 

At a time when key LEA A officials admit that they have no knowledge of how 
to prevent crime and when national experts are suggesting that there is little 
that government C!tn do to control criminal behavior, LEAA continues to funnel 
billions of dollars into the state and local agencies that comprise the criminal 
justice system. Those experts who feel that "something can be done to stop crime," 
including some of LEAA's own researchers and program administrators, are 
suggesting that national efforts should be dircctcd towards building new kinds 
of communities. They are admitting that crime prevention is largely the purview 
of agencies that deal with people prior to their contact with the criminal justice 
system i criminal justice agencies deal with the individual after the fact, that is, 
after t1 crime has been committed. Given these conclusions, and in light of the 
experience of the LEAA program during the past seven years, the following 
recommendations should be considered: 

(1) The nation continues to need a high level research resource to examine the 
causes of criminal behavior, ways of protecting society from that behavior, and 
ways of reducing the incidence of such behavior. The National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice has not performed this function. A new, 
substantially funded, research center should be established, under the governance 
of a private board of presidential appointees. The new Center should become a 
major source of policy-relevant data for all government officials who must deal 
with the problems of crime, whethcr in the state legislatures, in the criminal 
justice agencies or in other agencies that impact upon crime. The Center should 
prepare and publish a national agenda for research related to crime on an annual 
basis. In addition to its agenda, it should publish its rescarch findings, and should 
suggest policy questions raised and/or supported by the findings. . 
. A Significant segment of the center's work should be examining the way other 

Facio,] scrvice programs in the fields of education, health, community devclopment, 
etc., can be designed· or redirected to more effectively prevent crime. When 
questioned as to what 'Works in reducing crime, criminal justice administrators 
repeatedly refer to programs that rely heavily on other disciplincs. They point to 
juvenile delinquency programs that rely on educational diagnostic tools for the 
correction of learning disabilities; to community health progr!ims that correct 
sight and hearing deficiencies that prevent children from performing effecth·ely 
in school; to job training tmd placement progrnms that give individuals who are 
outcasts from society It chance to become productive; to architectural and design 
programs that construct housing and public buildings in a fashion that makes 
thcm loss vulnerable to predt1tory crime. The Nation should reap the boncfit of 
these lessons not by having a criminal justice funding program that reaches out 
into the fields-of architecture, education and health, but by impacting thctrndi~ 

OO-uS7-7(l-llt. 1--8 
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~tional institutional programs in thesc fields in such n, manner as to incorporate 
the lessons learned through crime prevention research. 

(2) The Nation need;; to have ltn effective measurement of the volume and kinds 
of cr ime that arc occurring throughout thc land. Accurate data on crimes, criminal 
offenders and victims i;; essential to effective planning and action. The Uniform 
Crime Reports issued by the Federal Bureau of Investiglttion are highly subject 
to political manipUlation. The LEAA victimization survey" (another method of 
measuring crime) are at pre::lent imperfectly designed tend similarly subject to 
politicization. 'l'hese measuremcnt efforts arc important to citizens, law enforce
ment offieials and policymaker" alike. 'Eo improve upon them and to insure their 
political integrity a Buretm of Criminal Justice Statistics should be establi~hed 
::;imilar to the Bureau of Labor Stati'3tics that, working jointly with thc Census 
Bureau in H, nonpolitical atmospherc, will produce accurate, reliahle reports on the 
Nation's crime problem. This bureau could be a part of the center recommended 
jn pamgraph (1) or a division of the Justice Department. The key elemcnt is 
that it be structured in such a manner as to insulate it from manipulation. 

(8) Congress must clarify the purpose of Title I of the Safe Streets Act to 
determine if it is primarily intended to reduce crime, to improve the criminal 
justice system, or to provide fiscal relief to li.nnnciully strapped localities. To the 
extent that the funds currently appropriated under Title I are viewed as general 
support funds to aid the states and 10caliticH in the maintenance of their criminal 
justice agencic'l, thehe fund,; should continue to flow, but through the general 
rcvenue sharing mechanism. Thh, would insure accountability for fund expenditure 
on the part of local elected officials. Any deci:;ion to continue geneml support 
fuuding, howcver, should not be mude until evidence is supplied by the Justice 
Department that the Nation's criminal justice agencies conti hue to hlwe 'basic 
ul1met material needs that can best be met with federal funds. This will require 
.'1, showing that the billions of dollms spent to date have not filled the gap that 
existed in 19G9 when the LEAA. program was first launched. 

If, on the othcr hand, the CongreHd does not feel that n gcneml relief measure is 
l'equired, and that federal assi8tn,nce is appropriate only to the extent thnt it 
purchases innovative progrnm rcforms and It policy-relevant planning capability, 
the LEAA grnnt program itself should be great ely reduced and viewed primarily 
as n discretionnry fund to support npproaches and projects that the newly formed 
research center has proven to be effective, or that the states and 10Ct'tlities them
sclves have developed and shown to be innovative. 

(4) '1'0 the extent that the Congress determine'! that un entity is required at 
the state level to receive fedeml funds, the current state planning agency apparatus 
should be dismantled, and instcad each stttte should be allowed to select its own 
conduit for funding, which must be made an integml part of state gove1'llment. 
This, in all likelihood, will lead to the incorporation of SPA type activities into 
the l:3tate Department of Justice or similar cabinet level office. The SPAs, as they 
('nrrently exist, arc artificial, federally-crented entities that are not an integral 
Jlurt of state government and hencc havc no impaction overall state policymaking 
in regard to the criminal justice system. They are alrendy manifesting It charac
teristic similar to that of other agencies created by the federal government
telling the state government that they must answcr only to the feds tUtd telling 
the feds thnt they are responsible to stute govffrnmcnt. 

(5) To the extent that plunning is maintained as a prerequisite of di~cl'etionnry 
grunts, or a block grant program should thc present approach be continued, the 
enabling legislation should spell out the minimum elements to be included ill a 
state plan. LEAA through a broad-l'ltllge of grants has givcn substantial levels of 
funding to fltate planning agencies, to cdme nnalYRis teams in cities and to sta
tistical unulysis committees throughout thc country to develop state planning 
data for crime annlysiH !md criminal justice planning. Yet, to date, despite the 
ll1uny lessons that it learned through these grants and the requirement that 
l)lnnners include certain minimal categories of data in their plttns, the pl:lt1s arc 
essentially unused in terms of ttffecting budgeting or other action decisionR. 
Instead of locnl initiative, the states tend to rely heavily on the "cookbooks" 
and "shopping lists" designed by LEAA. Thc time has come for eithcr the Con
gress, through legislation, or LEAA, through regulations approved by Congress, 
to spell out the basic elements required for efTectivc planning. 

(U) If Congress decides to renew the LEAA legislation, maintaining the program 
in its present form, we recommend that the rencwt~l be for a period of OIlO year 
{JIlly, during which period the CongreRs should conduct intensive oversight of the 
program :md It roview of natiorml poliey pertaining to crime. '1'he progrnm has 
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not been subject to such scrutiny for several years and, as presently adminis
tered, it is extremely difficult to determine exactly where all the money has gone, 
much less what the expenditures have accomplished. 

(7) Finally, we recommend that the Congress, in this or in separate legislation, 
enact into law provisiollS for the compensation of the victims of crime. Although 
the LEAA program has produced little useful knowledge on the prevention or 
control of crime, it has generated important ulLta on the victims of crime and 
the ways in which they could be compensated for their abuse. Similarly, the costs 
of such a program have been accurately estimated. There is no need to wait 
further for the enactment of victimization legislation. 

TESTIMONY OF SARAH C. CAREY AND LEDA R, JUDD: CENTER FOR 
NATIONAL SECURITY STUDIES 

Ms. CAREY, I woulcllike to note that the testimony we {U'e providing 
is bused on a report that we are currently preparing which is entitled 
Law und Disorder IV, which is the fourth in a series of monitoring 
l'eports on the per10rmance of the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. 

Mr. CONYERS. Is that out? Is that published now? Are you through 
with it? 

:Ms. CAREY. No; we uro in the middle of it. We are not through with 
it. It should be OLlt in 3 weeks, providing an act 01 God does not 
interfere. 

I would like to indicate we are the only organization-we are 
working through the Centel' for N ationul Security Studies-the 
only group that has never received any money from LEAA that has 
written about LEAA. 

:Ml'. CONYERS. Is that because you could not get any, or that you 
refused it? ' 

~Is, CAllEY. 'Well, we did not want any. We have not tried, but I do 
not think we would get it if we did try. 

And 1 would like to point out that this year it has been harder 
than in previoLls years to get information out of the ageney, that 
there seems to be an aura of fear over there in terms of talking with 
the public. Fortunately, this is not trne at the local leveL 

Our work is based on research conducted in eight States and eight 
cities, focusing on the high impact cities, plus California. We have 
clone extensive field work, as well as interviews ancl research at the 
Federal level with gl'antees as well as polieymakel's. Most of what I 
have to say is in the testimony, but just to put the testimony in 
context I would like to say at the outset that this program is not one 
that you can tinker with now; tinkering-by adding minor little 
amendments that wjLlredirect the flow of funds 01' reduce or increase 
the amount available for personnel-is really irrelevant i the key 
questio.n with t!us progl'am today iB what is its purpose and how are 
you gomg to effect that ptll'pose, 

1 think the only way we can describe the dilemma that the a?ency 
ancl the Congl'css are fftcing right now is with the quote from' Alice 
in Wonderland" where Alice is LEAA and the cat is the Oongress. 
Alice says: "Would, you tell me please which way I ought to go from 
here?" '1'he cat replies: "'1'hat depends a good deal on where you want 
to got to." Alice says: 1'1 don't much care where," '1'he cat replies: 
"Thell it doe:ln't matter which way you go." "So long as I get Bome-
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where,'~ Alice added. "Oh, you're sure to do that," said the cat,. 
"if you only walk long enough." 

Tbis is right where we are with the LEAA program today-we' 
have heard debate from a number of the Senators: "The program has 
not had a long enough experience, it ought to have 5 more yen,rs so 
we can see what is going on. We have LEU administrators changing. 
They do not know the purpose of the program. For a period they 
thought it was supposed to reduce crime. Crime went soaring and 
they had to drop that purpose. Then they said it was to improve the 
criminal justice system. It was pointed out that the public is afraid 
of crime and doesn't care much about the criminal justice system. 
The current line is that the purpose of the program is to improve the 
criminal justice system in order to reduce crime-if it is possible to 
reduce crime through the criminal justice system, which no one knows. 

There is, then, a confusion of purpose in the Agency. There is also· 
confusion in the act itself. As you know, the underlying legislation 
includes both purposes: Reduction of crime and improvement of 
criminal justice agencies. I tbink we can all safely conclude, as I 
think the IACP witness was willing to and other police chiefs have 
testified more clearly to, that the expenditure of money is not reducing 
crime and that the converRe has happened. VVe have spent over $4 
billion in Federal money alone; that has leveraged an increase in the 
national criminal justice expenditures annually to the point '\...-here 
they have doubled. So that in 1969 you started with a $3 billion 
annual expenditure for criminal justice; we now have almost $14 
billion. The Federal contribution is around 17 percent, which is al
most double what the Federal contribution is to public education. 

These figures, admittedly, are somewhat apples and oranges, but. 
it does give you some picture of what the Federal role is and what 
money per se-what has happened to money by itself. 

The number of crimes commi.tted on the other hand, has increased 
by 48 percent, and proportionate to the popul!Ltion, by 95 percent 
during the period 1969 to 1975. That leaves us with the question: If 
we luwe not reduced crime, have we at le!u;t learned what to do about 
crime? And I think that the testimony you have heard today, like 
the statements of the Attorney General and other Federal oiliciaJs 
and the very candid statemenL, very honest statements of local 
officials, is that we simply do nut know what to do about crime in this. 
country. 

The Attorney General has rather weakly said that, we should change 
the attitlide of the American public. We gave that approach up 10 
years ago in regard to civil rights and focused on laws instead. But 
apparently he feels a change in attitudes would be useful ir. regawl to 
cl'ime. The head of LEAA's l'eseal'ch institute, the body tllt1,t WItS 
supposed to go out and find out, through intensive academic l'e:;carch, 
what causes crime and how to prevent it, has testified before a House 
Subcommittee on Orime [mel Technology, and I quote him: "VVhat 
can be Raid about our crime reduction capacity, not mllch that is 
encoul'tlging. We have learned little about reducing the incidence of 
crime and have no reason to believe tlu"Lt significant reductions will be 
secured in the neat· fll ture." 

So we 0.1'0 in a pOl'lition today where--
Mr. CONYERS. Is that the mOHt recent Attorney General? 
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Ms. CAREY. The last quote was from Gerald Caplan, the head of 
the research institute of LEAA. The most recent Attorney General 
was the one who said attitudes should chftnge. Other Attorneys Gen
eral said we were reducing crime by spending money, but then the 
crimes went up. So we do not-we have not reduced crime. We do 
not know how to reduce crime. 

The question then becomes: What should the LEAA program do? 
The bulk of the testimony you have been hearing is from people who 
have received LEAA grants and essentially they are saying-which is 
what I think the pro~ram is-that we need a fiscal relief program in 
this country for crimmal justice agencies; that health agencies have 

received Federal moneys; educational agencies have received Federal 
moneYi and similar~y criminal justice agencies should also. 

That may be valId. However, a case has not been made to support 
that. The last analysis of the criminal justice system in terms of fiscal 
needs that we had was the President's Crime Commission in 1967. 
We have not had any assessment of the state of the system by LEAA, 
even though one might assume that that might be part of LEAA's 
mandate. So we do not know today whether the expenditure of the 
$4 billion to date, and the increased local expenditures that have 
followed that, plus general revenue sharing, plus the many other 
Federal grant programs that go to crime, have brought the system 
up to a minimum level of performance. 

I think that is a question that you should ask LEAA. Find out if, 
in fact, we still have such substandard criminal justice systems that 
we need a straight fiscal relief program, similar to SOl11e type of 
revenue sharing approach. 

The other question-initially the act-was conceived as a reform 
·effort that would give localities and States the money with which to 
purchase reforms that would help reduce crime, and also improve the 
criminal justice system. I think you have more than you would want 
to read from the GAO, excellent reports, showing that over and over 
again LEAA money has purchased things that may be new to the 
locality, lilre street lighting 01' Hpecial squad cars but which are not 
new' approaches to fighting crime. 

po, that the money is really goi~g for fairly routine expenditures and 
tIm; IS true for courts and correctlOns as well a.s law enforcement. The 
program haH not succeeded in fulfilling the mandate of reform. That 
is the realit.y todtW. We have a statute that talks about reform, that 
talks about preventing crime, and we have a program that does some
thing, quite different. It provides fiscal relief to a system, albeit a 
very lIn~ortant local sys~em, . . 

Mr. CONYERS. What If we raIsed Mr. Ashbrook's questlOn to you? 
Ms. Carey, suppose there had not been an LEAA, whut would you 
predict our pomt would be? 

Ms. CAREY. Well, I lilre Mr. Ashbrook's line of questioning, but 
I-my first answer would be: The police l1re not usually abandoned 
locally; police are one service that local taxpa,yers are more lilwly to 
pay for. 'fhe Brookings study on general revenue shl1ring 11nd other 
studies have domonstrated this. I would predict that expenditures 
.for police will go llP as long as the public thinks that the police are 
reliLted to crime. 'I'he expenditures for other areas of the criminl1l 
justice system might not have gone up so much. 
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I do not think we have bought anything new. We do not know more. 
We do not have new institutions. We do not have new experts who 
write books to tell us what we cun do. There is not even u. book YOU 
cun turn to in this country today that provides un unswer that, 
Oongress-if it were so' interested, could develop into a bill reflecting 
what works. 

So I do not think we have bought much. I do not think things would 
be very different if there had been no LEAA. Ono estimate was made 
in Cleveland that out of the $20 million spent on the high impact 
program in that city that maybe 10 percent had been useful-which 
is u. fairly pOOl' return on taxpayers' e>"'J}enditure. 

I also think the gentleman from the IACP is mdng a scmewhat 
false standard. I think the taxpayer is beginning to reject the defense 
that LEAA freqnently gives me that other Federal social programs 
are worse, therefore they should not be criticized.-"Well, look n,t 
the highway program, how much they wasted for years, or look at the 
school programs ancI, you know, we have not got a cure for cancer yet. 
Therefore, LEAA is not doing FO bndly."-I do not think that is the 
proper standard. I think Congress ha-1 got to start looking !!'t these 
programs separatel.,-, by themselves, for what they accomphdl, nnd 
to admit that maybe there is not a Federal solution to some of the 
problems. 

I would like to point to a couple of key areas of the act that are 
related to the recommendations that 'we make for changes in the bill. 
We would like to comment, as an aside, that we have extensive 
materials on the actual performance of the program in the field in 
re~arcl to each of these. So if there is any furthel'~intel'est in any ~lpe
CitiC issue or program we would be glad to provide it. 

The act specifies three different functions to combat crime. One ii; 
a planning capability. The second is the provision of money to improve 
criminal justice, to strengthen it; and the third is the research and 
demonstration aspect. And I thinl\: if yon look at the program overnll, 
if you do not mind the waste, if you do not mind the very low l'etum 
on investment, and think that deHpite that it is worth shovelling 
more money into the field, then you must look at these three specific 
items and either drop them 01" change them. The first of the:,e is 
planning. 

Title I, in sections 37, 33, provides many detailecll'equirements for 
the comprehensive plrm. Each State, as you know, receives LE,AA 
money for planning. We can safely say a number of things t"1bout the 
planning process at this stage: First of all, most plans-and there are 
few States that are exceptions-simply parrot the Federal guideline:; 
that the LEAA puts out in a huge catalog every year listing the kinds 
of things that will be acceptable. You sec almost the exact :o<ame 
phrasing, with the blanks fined in, when you read the State plalls. 
Further, . even though the plans inelucle assessments of the crime 
problem ill the State, the actual projects that are to be funded belt1' 
little relationship to the statement of the problem. Planning is expen
sive, it is time consuming, but the wily it is being Cl"1l'ried out, it is 
simply a grant management operl1tion. It is 110t a way of reviewing 
priorities Ilncl making judgments about how to address the problems 
of a State most effectively. 

So if you look at a Stl1te plnn that says, for example, that the most 
seriOlls crime problem is the gmwing rate of juvenile offenders you can 
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then go on and read that a tiny amount of money is actually being
allocated to ju v"enile problems. 

A second major problem is-and I think this is something that Statfr 
governments would attest to-the SPA structures themselves are
artificial entities that Oongress has dreamed up, that are not account
able to traditional Stat-e institutionSi and that are not subject to 
legislative review. Very few of them have any contact with their
State legislatures, and yet a number of the basic reforms required in 
the criminal justice system, particularly in regard to the courts, 
require legislative action. 

Yet the SPA's operate by themselves outside the normal State 
departments. 

Another key aspect about the planning bodies is that they plan
and again, there are one or two exceptionR, such as Kentucky and, I 
believe, Wisconsin-they plan only for the Federal LEAA money 
coming into the State. This is roughly-the figure given is usually 
5 percent of the State's total expenditure for criminal justice. They do· 
not even plan for the other Federal money coming into the State. 

So if there is HUD money, CErrA money, general revenue sharing" 
money, DOT money used for crime purposes, non-LEAA.'s drug 
money, and so forth, it is not planned for by the SPA, nor is the much 
larger expenditure of State funds that is appropriated through the 
normal State budgetary process. So you have this computerized, 
fairly well staffed planning entity, that plans for only a small layer 
on top of a fairly big system. A disproportionately complex operation 
has been created, given the size of the IJroblem. 

When LEAA is criticized concermnO' the inadequacy of the planning 
process they say, rather weakly: "Well, at least we have gotten every
body to sit down together in the same room." I would submit that 
after 7 yeaTS that is a fairly high expenditure to get people to talk 
together. 

That brinr;s us to the second area, which is the number of programs 
where LEAA has the opportunity to impact on national problems of 
crime, either through research or demonstration. And the two key 
programs there, as you know, are the National Institute and the
discretionary grant programs. The National Institute was initially 
conceived of as a leader for the programi it was to conduct analyses 
of the system; review the twailable criminal justice datai decide w-hat 
the problems were; pick research projects; make policy-relevunt 
interpretations of the results of the reseal'ch so that you would know-
today how many big cities actually have backlogs in courts, how 
many people are incarcerated who do not need to be incarcarated, 
who could make room for serious offenders if we really wanted to· 
lock them up, as has been suggested. The institute was thought of as 
that kind of entity that would produce the underlying data to enable 
Congress and others to make decisions about criminal justice policies 
in this country; and could also come up with techniques that would 
assist law enforcement and other officials. 

Now the Institute-in the first few years-had very little moneyj. 
its activities were almost negligible. People did not even know it 
existed. Around 1972, it emerged with the beginning of the high 
impact progrmn. But today, I think it is safe to say that in 3 years 
the Institute has ha-d a very poor record. They have no in-house 1'0-
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search capability. They have to contract everything out. They even 
have to hire contractors to review the work of their initial contractors 
because their own staff does not have the eA'Pertise to do that. 

They have evaluators of their evaJuations and they have something 
like 33 evaluation models out. They have not developed centers of 
expertise in the country so that we could say, for example, that in 
Michigan there is X University, that because of LEAA funding now 
has the hottest criminal justice program going. There are no n8'.V 
leaders. The same people are doing the research they did years ago 
for the Orime Oommission. 

And probably most serious of all, what good work has been pro
duced by the Institute is not effectively reaching the field. They have 
recently, as a result of congressional pressure, instituted a series of 
things that are called promising programs, prescriptive packages, 
exemplary programs, things such as that. But when we interviewed 
people in the field, most of them did not know about these programs. 

We would say: "Well, you are starting a court diversion program. 
Have you read the exemplary program package from the Institute on 
court diversion?" tiN 0, we haven't heard about it." l'he dissemination 
mechanism, as I believe somebody else mentioned earlier, is not work
ing and nobody quite knows why; whether it is the fault of the re
gional offices, whether it is the fact that the LEAA administrators 
have never considered the work of the Research Institute ptLrticularly 
important, 01' whether the Institute itself has not made a sufficient 
effort to get the work out, or whether the field is unreceptive. 

~v'fr. OONYER~. Do .you think things might improve if the Attorney 
General had a lIttle bIt more to say about the LEAA? 

Ms. OAREY. Well, we have kicked this around. There are lots of 
people who are thinking about this problem who have been given 
grants by the Institute. But our thinking is that as long as it is neal' 
the Attorney General, there is a big chance of it being used politically; 
that if they develop--

1,[1'. OONYERS. You do not suggest that the Justice Department 
would lUle--

:Ms. OAREY. Let us put it this way: I do not think that politics 
went out with John Mitchell. 

Part of the problem with-I mean, LEAA-you can take an exam
ple of their victimization surveys that they have introduced, this new 
way of measuring crime. Well, the survey is only valid on an annual 
basis because of cOl'l'ections that have to be made. But the--

111'. OONYERS. I have a response to your response. 
What about giving the present Attorney General a chance? I mean, 

perhaps he is apolitical, who lmows? He has not had a chance to impact 
on LEAA. We have on the organizational chart the Justice Depart
ment with the Jj"'BI and civil rights ; and way out here is LEAA orbiting 
in space. 

Why not bring this uncleI' the jurisdiction of the Attorney General? 
Then, if it is political, then we can say that. If it is not, or if it is 
poorly operated, at least it will vest into one department-these 
l'esponsibili t.ies. 

Ms. OAREY. Well, I have two comments on thut. One is that
looking at the experience of Oongress and their inability to change 
programs once they set them up, or to cut them hack, that I would 
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not'be terribly sangllineabollt it being changed if it did not work out, 
No. 1. And No.2, I think that we need a type of research institute 
that is more quiet and scholarly, along the lines maybe of the N ationol 
InStitutbs of Health or NIMH or something of that natme. 

And I think as long as it is in the Justice Department, as long as it 
is tied into reports on crime, that there is going to be a lot of faddish 
stuff going through. If you go through the LEAA newsletter, there 
must be at least 10 issues about finding the perfect police car, you 
know; it is that type of thing. 

Mr.OONYERS. But, what you are suggesting is that the more we 
organize, the worse it will probably get. I mean, if we bring this under 
the Department of Justice, where some might argue it would logically 
fit, you are saying that it would be subject to politics, there would 
be more ripoff, more bureaucratization, but, yet, we have left it out 
in space, and you come here after 3 years from testifying not too' 
commendably on its operation before, and say that it is working not 
too welL 

Ms. OAREY. Well, the Attorney General could, up to this date, 
have used the Institute anyway that he chose, or he could have gone' 
in and used them, you know, on research, asked them research 
questions concerning whatever he considers to be the solution to' 
crune. 

It is under the Attorney General ultimately at present. I guess my 
question would be whether just a movement within the Department 
would make enough difference. I think probably for symbolic and 
other reasons, it would be' hotter than where it is now, and I think the 
person holding the position as head of the Institute would agree with 
you on that, because one of the problems has apparently been that the' 
Administrator or the Ohief of LEAA has never taken the Institute' 
that seriously. But I would like to see the idea explored of a different 
kind of arrangement, if it is possible, you I',now, to have a lower key" 
more scholarly--

Mr. OONYERS. So, you would take the research arm even further 
away from TJEAA ancl the Department of Justice? 

MS.OAREY. Well, you see I am not sure LEAA should be continued. 
I mean, it depends on--

Mr. OONYERS. Well, that is the first tille you have suggested that, 
,and now we are gettinz to the thrust of your remarks. 

Ms. OAREY. Well, I was laying the groundwork. I was trying to· 
tell you the problems before I made the recommendations, but I 
am glad to skip the rest of them because they are all set forth in the 
sections of the testimony that review the discretionary program and 
the LEEP program and so on, but I do think that-to move on to 
l'ecoIDm6ndations-that you should consider fundamental changes in 
the program. Our rationale for this is that nobody knows what t,o 
do l1bout crime right now. 

This is not a crime prevention progrnm. It is a program that (LL~' 
with people after they have .committed a crime. LEAA officials are 
\t~lking in terms of crime prevention of things that are related to 
bills you have introduced before: Building communities, and that 
sort of thingi 01' else they are saying that Government cannot do 
,anything about criminal behavior. But the communities line is coming: 
in strongest. 
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They are also saying things like, based. on their own data, that 
'experience in diagnosing learning disorders and getting kids into a 
corrective program has a very close relation to juvenile delinquency 
and illeO'al behavior. 

Mr. (30NYERS. Can we assume that their new interest in community 
relations with law enforcement are sincere? 

Ms. CAUEY. Well, it is unclear yet what they mean by that. They 
use the term rather loosely, and it is hard to tell. Sometimes it means 
target hardening, which means everybody writing their name on 
.everything they own so that it cannot be fenced 01' stolen; or pro
grams for witnesses so that witnesses will not have to wait so long. 

But there is also receptivity to various kinds of neighhorhood 
programs. I have not seen any funded yet. The States have funded 
some, but I have not seen any. You know the whole experience with 
the Citizen Initiative Office, how it kept all those community gwups 
,dangling. 

Our recommendation is that we do need a reseurch capability very 
much. We have needed it for 10 years now; und Congress should con
sider creating some kind of u research center tho t would huve an 
ugenda. The current Institute never had a research agenda,; and this 
year they contracted out to the N utional Academy of Sciences to 
develop un agendu for them. TIns is aHer 7 years of opel'ation, but 
the new center would hlwe un annuul agenda, publish its finding3, 
and be directed to relate those findings to policy questions. 'rhe 
facts just sitting there, if not translated, are useless. 

We also feel that instead of huving a criminal justice ugency like 
LEAA, give money for architecture progrttms or for the diagnosis of 
learning disabilit.ies or for health programs that, if the center produces 
research that demonstrates results from these kinds of activities, 
they should try to impact their findings on other Federal programs 
.in those areas: 'ro show HUD how it can design new facilities, HEW 
how to modify educutional and health program::;, et cetern.. 

But it is silly to have a criminal justice agency moving into all 
those areus. 

We would also say this: That we need a method of measuring crime 
accurately, that the FBI's UClt has always been subject to politicul 
pressures of one kind or unother. It used to be that you were con
sidered a radical if you criticized the UCR. Now you are mdical if 
'you do not criticize them, even the LEAA itself is criticizing them. 

The same is true of the victimization datil,. We feel that there should 
he a national bureau of crime stiLtistics to accurately measure crime. 
And then, in terms of the action moneys, I think that we would come 
clown close to where the GAO did, that there is no point in handing 
out money if you do not know what you are handing it out for, [md 
that there should be a hiatus in the millions of dollars going for action 
programs, 

If it is deomed desirable to pay for some reforms, it would make 
sense to relate discretionary funds to Institute findings or to the new 
research center findings. But otherwise, the LEAA apparatus itself, I 
think, could be largely scrapped. 

If you feel that assistance is needed to the States and localities 
along the fiscall'elief measure I cliscussed earlier, put it into general 
revenue shaI'ing ancllet the localities decide how it should be spent. 
The strength of this program is definitely not in the Federal apparatus. 
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We recommend the dual approach of building up the Institute and 
,getting rid of, or greatly reducing, the Federal administrative mecha ... 
nism, with its various responsibilities, including the LEEP program, 
the discretionary grant program, find similfil' programs. 

As I have mentioned earlier we do not feel that the SPA structure 
should continue to e::-. .. ist in its current form. I think politically it is 
probably going to be difficult to change them or get rid of them, but 
if you do not do so now, you will find in 10 years that you have created 
another one of these in-between agencies that, TNhen the Feds try and 
give it direction, it says it is part of State government; and when the 
States try to direct it, it says it is part of the Federal Government. 
We have other models where thfit has happened in other fields. 

We would say that if you ure going to keep any kind of a planning 
body at uU-and under our idea of general revenue sh!1l'in~ or getting 
rid of the gTllllts altogether, we would not recommend tnat-but if 
you do decide to keep it, make it an integral part of State government, 
find let the States decide what kind of mechanism they want. 

I think those ure probably our main recommendutions. I think we 
would close with u fmal thought that this program has not really been 
subjected to congressional oversight of any serious kind. It is a pro
gram that is very hard to find out about what is actually going on, 
and what has actually been accompli::;hed. 

The administrators of the program cannot define the problem they 
are dealing with, nor cun they define how they are supposed to go 
about it. This suggests strongly that it would behoove Congress to give 
the program very close examination in oversight hearings. Maybe a 
special committee, a select committee of some kind, should be erected 
to conduct a serious review of the agency. To allow this, the program 
should be renewed for only 1 year. The committee's review might 
help to inform the political debates going on during the election year. 

But I think a 5 years' renewal would be ridiculous. It would be the 
equivalent of the cat's answer to Alice: That if you just walk long 
enough, you are sure to get somewhere. ,Ve strongly recommend a 
1- or 2-yearrencwoJ, if that. 

That concludes it. 
:Mr. MANN [presiding]. Do you have a proposed bill to present to 

me that I can introduce'? 
:Ms. CAREY. I will be delighted to draft one this afternoon. 
1"11'. MANN. All right. You mentioned that the Re::;earch Institute 

Bcemed to be, maybe, getting on the track a little bit, at least by 
developing an agenda. Is thel'e any reason, under your recommenda
tions, that the current Research Institute cannot be used as the 
basis for 0. continuing or beefed-up program? 

Ms. CAREY. It is Iml'd to tell. The last go-round, in '73, Congress 
{li.:! add some language to the statute giving the Institute mol'~ 
responsibilities, and there was n, lot of debate 'of this some kind, of 
llOW to make it inform the program decisions more, have an actual 
impnct on action funds. 

It did not-see, they always do things the last year before renewal, 
so it is hard to tell whether the action we are seeing now is because 
this bill is presently before Congress or whether there is really a change 
in the Institute. You know, all of a sudden, they have givell. five grants 
out to institutions around the country that arc supposed to develop 
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criminal justice expertise of the kind. that was contemplated initially .. 
Same thing with an agenda. ' 

If there were some way of assurinB' that the directions spelled out by 
Congress would be carried out, I tlunk you could work with the Insti
tute. I do not think you could work with a lot of the personnel there 
now, but I think you could work possibly with the structure. 

IVIr. ]VIANN. Well, you know, I do not want to be in the position of 
aB'reeing with everything that you have said, but I find that I did not 
dIsagree with much. I think the idea that we have fostered a fiscal 
relief program has been the dominant fe!1ture, and no solutions have 
been fOlmd nor h!1ve partial solutions been disseminated, so we have 
been blundering along. 

Mr. Hughes, I know is handicapped, but perhaps he has some 
observations or some questions that he might want to ask. 

Mr. HUGHES. Thank you, MI'. Chairman. I have no questions. 
MI'. MANN. Staff? 
Ms. FREED. I have a few questions, Ms. Carey. One is in reference 

to ]our proposed revenue sharing concept. We have had a lot of 
discussion here about the block grunt approach for categorical and 
further decatcgorization of the present approach to revenue sharing. 
I also understand that it was the main proposal of thc administration in 
1973 hearings. You mentioned that if a revenue sharing approach for 
certain funds would be adopted, then the local officials would be ac
countable to Congress or someone, or have their own accountability fOT:' 
the money and where it went. 

One of the problems Congress has found is, LEAA is not even 
aecOl~ntable f<;)1' the money. They, through their grants managCl1l0nt 
and informatIOn system, cannot even keep truck of those S5,OOO' 
projects thl1t Mr. Ashbrook spoke about. How would you assure that 
there would be some accountability for the money spent if we were' 
to continue funding the criminal justice progl'l1m? 

Ms. CAREY. Well, it seems to me that if you viewed it as just 
straight revenue relief, then you would not be looking for acco\mt-· 
ability in terms of substantive goals; YOll would be looking fo1' fi~cal 
accountability. You would not C!1re, as long !1S the loc!1litie~ were 
legally, through their norm!1l decisionm!1king channels, making deci
sions about how to Rpend their money. And they could conccivttbly 
do as they do now, which is, use the general revenue sharing money 
for substitution purposes to reduce 10c!11 taxes or !1t least to "prevent 
an increase. 

So th!1t your mmn question would be fisc!11 accountability, whether 
they were not cheating or viol!1ting the Fedel'l11 laws in regard to the 
expenditure of that money. I think that is much easier to keep track 
of. But of cour~e, you ge.t into another committee. You are going to, 
h!1ve to deal with the general--

Ms. FREED. Well, two things rise out of that. Your propo:ml, thon,. 
is of two parts. You suggest that you have a beefed-up Institute, 
capability, and also, in ordor to muintnin criminal justice agencies in. 
the St!1tes, you have a diroct fiseal giving progmm. Is th!1t It.? 

Ms. CAREY. I would recommend the direct fiscal giving approach 
only if Congress, on the basis of information submitted by LEAA, 
feel::; th!1t there i~ still !1 need to bring the criminal justice system up' 
to p!1l', that is, if Congress finds that it is still so substandard that it. 
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i~dangerous or harmful 01' a national problem. But would require 
thtit finding first. 

Ms. FREED. So it is an alternative approach. 
'rhe second thlng I was going to ask you was that in one of your 

proposals in your written statement, you have suggested that Congress 
begin to legislate minimum standards for operations of projects 
and programs. How, then, would that fit into the whole arena of--

Ms. CAREY. Well, that recommendation would go-if Congress 
chose the general revenue sharing route-and I say general} not 
spccial-I would not support a special revenue sharing route-if the 
.general revenue sharing ronte were followed, then that would go out 
·of the window. You would not have to worry abont standards any 
more, because you would not require detailed State plans. 

11y point there was that, if the SPA structure is maintained, and if 
pla.nning is still required, then it is time to say what a plan has to 
look like. I mean, it is ridiculous to file-there is nobody, really, who 
reads them, except for us amI the equipment manufacturers-that 
there are elements that can be spelled out and there is enough experi
ence from the high impact crime analysis teams 01' from the SAC's 
or from all the similar programs that LEEA has funded to S!1Y, what 
a plan needs to have-and there are much simpler pl!1ns. They would 
not have to be as big or as expensive as the ones they have now. 
They would, however, be rel!1ted to flIDding. 

Ms. FREED. To go on a little from that, you said that there was no 
real book that anyone could tUI'n to to fmd out what LEAA wants 
to be done in the criminal justice area, and you are suggesting that 
there be some standards. What do you think about the N ation!11 
Advisory Commission standards and goals project that took them 3 
yeurs und that they are trying to implement in the States? 

Ms. CARRY. Well, you're dealing with two separate points. The 
fm,t point, when I said that there is no book you can point to, I was 
using that to demonstrate that we have not generated new thinking 
in this country about crime in the 7 or 8 years that we have distributed 
this money. In other programs lilre the NDEA program, you can 
point to the Colombia Ohina Center or the Harvard Russian Center, 
where people were learning things abou t those cultures and new 
ideas were coming out, and that sort of thing. And there are other 
.exa.mples where Federal funding has gone out and you have seen a 
jump in academic or other performance. We have not seen that with 
LEAA funding. 

'rhe point on standards and goals, is different. At the Federal level, 
I think that the standards have provided some useful materials. 
Incidentally, if you measure LEANs programs against them, they 
.do not meeD their own standards and goals. 

At the State and local level, it is hard to tell. One local official 
,described it as a big WPA program, becaui:'le they gave out all these 
'gl'ants to hire people to sit around in committees and issue standards 
which were exactly the same as the Federal standards. 

At the State and local levels, it has been criticized-and I think I 
would agree with this-foI' being top-down plamling. The States 
wanted what they call a bubble-up process. They wanted to have the 
people in the field who deal with the problems, or who are local 
poliqymakers, sit down and think abont standards, rather than having 
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the standards shoved down from the top which is really what hap
pened. I mean, you had the Federal process, and then everybody ran 
out and more or less did a play copying that. 

I think that some use has come from the program, but a much 
smaller percentlJ,ge than could have come from another kind of approach .. 

Mr. MANN. Well, to divert almost for a moment, the Subcommittee 
on Criminal Justice will be marking up criminal justice legislation 
probably Friday. Now, in your recommendation, you state one thing' 
and that is that the costs have been inaccurately estimated. What, 
is your estimate? 

Ms. CAREY. I do not have the estimate myself. I understood from 
one of the researchers working with the victimization data at LEAk 
that the Justice Department has done a pretty good assessment of the 
kinds of crimes-the costs of the kinds of crimes that would be 
compensated and the amount of l'evenues that would be generated 
by fines and other things to cover it. And I am sure you probably 
have that paper already, or could get it. 

Mr. MANN. Do you have any specifics in mind for the type of 
program, the type of legislation we should have-State and Federal 
matching program or a Federal program that the States exercise 
their own. 

Ms. CAREY. Well, I do not know. I would have to study it. 
Mr. DA~IELSON. Would the gentlemun yield? 
Mr. MANN. Certainly. 
Mr. DANIELSON. I took part in one of the heurings of this sub

committee recently, and the geneml feeling I got, as an observer, 
wafJ that what they are thinking of is to use it as a second resource. 
In other words, if there are State resourCCfJ on compensation of vic
timfJ of crime or resources available through insurance or Workmen's 
Comp o~' other such things, that the Federal contribution would be 
a secondary resource within some kind of limits. I am just telling 
you what I observed afJ a person present at one 01 the hearings. 

Mt!. FREED. I have one more question. You mentioned quite 
extensively that you did not feel that the Institute's progmm of 
setting out 17 or 12 exemplary projects or prescriptive projects was. 
useful. It has come to our !1ttention that possibly that could be useful 
if those projects were replicated elsewhere. Do you h!1ve any indica
tion of how many times they are replicated elsewhere, or wheth'ar 
there have been requests to use those projects elsewhere, 01' do you 
feel that they should be eliminated altogether'? 

Ms. CAREY. 'rhe Institute does have a-they give you !1 computer' 
printout 01 the number of requests, and they have a very fat memo 
of the number of people who have called and the number of peoplo 
who wrote and the number of people who called back after they got 
the materiu,ls, and the number of people who invited somebody from 
the Institute to como out. But they do not give you the bottom line 
on how many projects were permanently adopteel as a result of this. 

Any good effort or goocl~collscious effort, I think, should be main~ 
tainecl. I think the promising progmms W!1S ridiculous j that was purely 
cosmetic. 'rhey have improved slightly 011 that. 

And they had a project called Scherezade where they hired a C011-· 
sultl1ut, the Abt Associates, to find 1,001 projects out of the how .. ;mu,llY 
thous!1nds that luwe beon fuudecl th!1t were succeBsful and the con-· 



121 

sultants were almost dismissed because they could only find 650; 
they could not find 1,001. The project was scrapped. 

But it is that kind of gimmicky sort of approach that has just 
wasted people's money. And I think they have established criteria 
for the exemplary projects. 

They are, however, doing something silly with that, too. They are 
requiring every State to come up, as a guideline, with five exemplary 
projects every year. So, you know, it is sort of like Soviet planning 
or something. You have to meet a success quota. '1'he idea of seriously 
looking at things that have worked, that have relevance nationally, 
is very important. And then you get into the question of whether 
they are executinK it properly. . 

One thing that I think you should ask about, as the hearings go on, 
is, why LEAA does not cons1llt more extensively with the State 
planning agencies over what they want. The head of the SP.A. Associa
tion said that the Association has had practically no influence on the 
research agenda, and yet the SPA's are the main users, at present. 
I question whether it makes sense to go to the National Academy of 
Sciences when you have your own people. But that is the problem of 
contracting out everything and not having any expertise themselves. 

Ms. FREED. One of the things that has also been brought to our 
attention-this is in reference to your suggestion that the SPA's be 
dismantled or discontinued-is that the leadership in the SPA's, the 
directors, have changed 22 times a year. Do you find that that has 
provided one of the problems with the Agency'? 

:1is. OAREY. rrhat has provided problems in every aspect of LEAA, 
the national office, the regional offices, the SPA's. In High Impact, 
which was a 3-year program, Baltimore, one of the major cities, had 
four directors for the program during the period. And the most 
successful program was the only one that had its director last all the 
time, for the duration of the program. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Gekas, do you have a question? 
Mr. GEICAS. Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
It is always difficult to question the expert in the field. 
Ms. OAREY. That points to the paucity of the research in the field. 

That is one of my points. 
Mr. GEKAS. I mean, the field I am talking about is criticism of 

LEAA and looking at how it operates, not so much the criminal justice 
science itself. But I do have one question that is easy for me to frame, 
and that is, would you send me copies of "Law and Disorder One, 
Two, and Three and Four" when it is published? I do not have them. 

MS.OAREY. Oertainly. I would be glad to. 
Mr. GEKAS. There are a couple of general areas that I would like 

to explore. One is the idea of the use of discretiona.ry funds. Is the· 
problem with HiO'h Impact and Pilot Oities simply that it just did not 
work, and that they rushed in to try and get some results and tried 
to do too much, too fast, or is the concept of the use of discretionary 
funds by the Federal Government for national progrums a bad one? 

Ms. OAREY. Well, r am trying to think of other fields where dis
cretionary funds have been given to administrators and been useful, 
and right now, none come to mind. But that does not moan anything. 

Mr. GEKAS. Well, the spu.ce program, let's say. 
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Ms. CAREY. I do not think that is analogous. I think you have to 
look at social services-education or health, or similar areas-sepa
rately. I do not think space is comparable. 

MI'. GEKAS. I am surprised you say that, because the whole tenor 
of your testimony is that we ought to have one bQok that we can turn 
to; and on page 6, the conclusion says, this is how to solve crime, 
signed LEU. . . 

Ms. CAREY. That is not true at all. I have said we ought to have one 
or two ideas, of how to solve crime. We do not have that. 

Mr. GEKAS. Back to the problem of discretionary funds. 
1v1s. CAREY. I think the discretionary funds, in principle, is not a 

bad idea. The problem is, that the way they have been administered 
by this agency is almost cynical. I mean, as a taxpayer, I find it out
rageous that if you take the GAO report on Pilot Cities and what went 
\Vl'ong, you can apply it directly to High Impact, same things all over 
again: No planning, no technical ltssistance, unclear guidelines, pres
sme to get the money out without having a plan. It is a.litany. It 
is word for word the same thing. 

Those are big amounts of money. Those are $30 million and $160 
million. 

Mr. GEKAS. But the problem is-you know, I hate to say-it is the 
people and the planners or the discretionary people vrho use their 
discretion in designing the program-it is not the concept of discre
tionary funds. It seems to me that the idea of trying to think of PiO
grams that will have a national significance and a national implLct 
on crime, or law enforcement and criminal justice-whatever-is a 
valid one, because there are differences between Detroit and Green
ville, S.C., but there are also a lot of similarities. 

IvIaybe there are some fundamental areas in which discretionary
flmded programs can be used, if they are not subject to the kinds of 
abuses that you have found. Do you not agree with that? 

Ms. CAREY. Yes; I would agree in principle. But the e~"perience of 
7 years, with I do not know how many administrators and how many 
.different heads of the Institute has been almost totally negative. 
These programs get abandoned the minute a new administrator comes 
in. Each one hires a consultant to conclude that the program was no 
good, which they do. Then they abandon that program and start a 
new one, with more money, usually building on the concept of the 
earlier program, which has been terminated. 

Mr. GEKAS. Well, I agree that the problem with discontinuity is a 
serious one, and you Imow, it would be better to have one administrator 
and one head of the Institute and one Attorney General for an 8-
year )2eriod. And hopefully, we will return to a more sanguine time and 
we WIll have that, but it is the concept of discretionary funds that I 
think you subject maybe to unwarranted attacking. 

I think the general feeling is in the criminal justice community that, 
~'~suming it has been mismanaged, generally I-Ii~h Impact and Pilot 
Cities have been criticized in a lot of ways, admInistration, and poor 
planning; but the concept is a good one, do you not think? And if they 
~ot some people in there-and I do not mean to admit that the people 
III there are not able to do it-but if the people in there were able to 
do it, it would be a good thing. Could you not agree with that? . 

Ms. CAREY. If they were able to use discretionary funds effectively, 
that would be a good thing is what you are saying? 
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Mr. GEKAS. Yes. 
Ms. OAREY. Yes, I would agree with that. 
Mr. GEKAS. So discretionary funds are what we ought to be looking 

for. 
Ms. OAREY. Because the discretionary ftmds have never been 

focused. I mean, High Impact, they said they were fOCtfSing itgeo
graphically, so they gave $20 million to each of eight cities 'over a 
.3-year period, but once they gave the money locally, they scatterM it 
all over the lot. In some cities-I mean, the police chief in Baltimore 
wrote, a letter to the mayor's criminal analysis team as soon as Impact 
was announced saying, this is how you are going to spend the money; 
we have already met, the probation, and the courts, and--

Mr. GEKAS. Well, there are a lot of administrative abuses, and I 
think they are well publicized and well documented. 

:Ms. OAREY. But that one has not been-well, the most serious one 
has not been well documented, and that was the fact that the developers 
·of the program had no understanding of local government whatsoever, 
so they selected jurisdictions that in many cases had control only over 
the police. Dallas, for example, got $20 million to reform the criminal 
justice system, when the city had jurisdiction only over the pblice. 
'The county had jurisdintion over every other agency, and was at odds 
with the city, because the county is conservative and the city is liberal.. 
Baltimore did not even have the police, because the Governor appoints 
the police chief. 

The only city out of the eight where the city and county were co
terminous and you bad the range of agencies under control of a single 
.entity was Denver, anel that is the most successful city. 

But nobody even thought of that before the money went out. 
Mr, GEKAS. Well, I think because of administrative abuses it is 

not a wise idea to attack what Ithinl{ is essentially a valid concept. 
I think the feeling throughout the community is that it is, but let's 
moyo on, becauso we are trading points of view. 

The next tIling is that the National Institute is really only about 3 or 
4 years old. Would you not agree with that? 'rhe first 2 years, it was 
not really funded, and for a long time out there, there was no commu
llity, 110 criminal justice cOIhmunit.y that know that there wete funds 
there. It takes a long time for a research ol'ganizationand Gssentially a 
researoh administration to gl'OW up. Do you not think that is true? 

Ms. OAREY. It is certainly true in this case. 
Mr. GEKAS. Right. Well, you know, we are talking about, as you 

:saicl, intractable human problems. How long is it before we are going 
to really start putting the researchers of. the United States on the spot 
and saying, how do we reduce crime? Is it 7 years? I inean, should we 
have those answers, now that we have had that program 7 years? 

Ms. CAREY. You might at least have some of the questions after 7 
yoars. 

Ml': GE,KAS. All right. So you do not eYen think they have.; the 
,questIOns; " : 

.Ms. OAREY. I do not think they haye all the basic questions yet. 
Mr. DANIELSON. Would tJlO gentleman yield. I would say this has 

been going on since the time of Cain and Abel, and with just about the 
'same degree of success. ., " 

:Mr. GEKAS. Well, on the question of whether or not there are I1ny 
books out on-I am sure you are fmniliar wit.h Jim Wilson's book, 

OO-GS7-70-pt. 1--1) 
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"Thinking About Crime," and Van DenHaag's book, "Punishing 
Criminals." Do you think they are a new, thoughtflll analysis of the 
problem of cl'ime in the United States? Zimring on "Deterrence," 
which, right now, I think is about 3 years old. Are those the kind of 
books you are talking about? 

Ms. CAREY. I would say that Wilson's book is a negative statement, 
looking backwards, and it is no kind of a statement for the future. 

Mr. GEKAS. Well, you lrnow,in a way, your testimony is kind of the 
same. You do make recommendations for the future, but we all have 
to look backwards and see where our mistakes are to see forward 
where we ought to be going, right? 

Ms. CAREY. I am not a criminal justice expert. I am not sitting at 
Harvard, and, claiming to have the amnver on how to organize local 
government and criminal justice agencies. I am just monitoring the 
expendi tures of a Federal program. 

Mr. GEKAS. I understand. The point I am trying to make is it 
seems to me that there are a lot of people across the country, thought
ful, intelligent, research, scholarly academicians who know about the 
statistics and all of that crazy stuff, who are thinking about the prob
lem of crime. I think it is oversimplifying to say, first of all 1\8. you 
do that we do not have a book that we can turn to answer these 
questions. I think there is a community out there, and a lot of that 
community is relying on the National Institut.e moneys to go forward. 
Frank Zimring is a good example of the best of the criminal justice 
field who is doing a long range, a 4-year project, 4-year projects on 
deterrence. Is that specific project a good one? Would you say it is a 
good one? 

Ms. CAREY. Well, you know, I cannot really answer that question 
unless I read what his project is. I have heard of Frank Zimring, and 
I have read some of his other things, but I can't judge his project 
without knowing anything about it. 

Mr. GEKAS. 'rhey are moving into firearms abuse. This subject is of 
particular interest. The point I am trying to make and probably not 
very well is that is is really a-- , 

Ms. JUDD. Are you trying to say that LEAA has generated these 
ideas or these projects, and that, therefore, it suggests and deserves 
to-I mean we are not arguing with discretionary, that discretionary 
grants are not a proper expenditure of funds if we know what it is we 
are buying and if we get some sensible accounting for how the money is 
spent? 

Mr. GEKAS. It sounds -like you were attacking t}.le concept of dis
cretionary funds, and it sounds like you were saying that there is just 
nothing out there in research, and I think it is an oversimplification. 

We can criticize whether or not the research is going in what 
direction, if it is the best kind, 01' are the studies designed1?roperly, 
but they are out there. You will agree with that, will you not? 

Ms. CAREY. Well, I think this is a silly discussion. I hate to say 
that, but if you want to get specific, you can start listing the people 
that the Institute cites as major researchers. Most of those people 
were aronnd doing their research before, getting money from the Ford 
Foundation or somebody else, and then I think you could do a long, 
study compal'ing, SI1Y, the amount of money thai} hac; gone out '-lllder 
LEAA versus the amount that went Oll t under NDEA or fOJ; e(hlc.a
tion research or something like tho,t, and you could then start making 
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and iDformation that we have generated, and I thinkth.at measured 
against that scale, you would find LEAA fairly low. This estimate_ 
comes from researchers in the criminal justice community. 

Mr. GEKAS. Perhaps, but that is far different from saying tha£', 
there is nothing at alll'ight, which is kind of what you said, right?' 

Ms. 'CAREY. No. . 
Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman, is there any further information 

coming before the committee' this morning? Otherwise, I am going 
to leave. I simply cannot agree with counsel's implied position, in fact 
itis driving me out of here to the House floor. 'I hank you. 

:Mr. IvIANN. We have got one more witness, George. 
:Mr. DANIELSON. OK" I will wait for that. As I say, if counsel 

has nothing more usefnl to offer, I would just as soon we got on to 
the next witness. 

Mr. GEKAS. I yield back, Mr. Chairman. I apologize, but it is not 
the first time--

Mr. DANIELSON. Well, I want to spenu my time on something 
productive, even if the LEAA funds are not. 

Mr. MANN. :Ms.Carey and Ms. Judd, thank you very much. 
Dr. Brandstattel', come forward, please. 
Dr: Brf1ndstatter is 'appearing before us, representing the School 

of Criminal Justice at Michigan State University. He has the distinc
tion of being an alumnus of the school of crin1llal justice and a member 
of their first class to graduate in 1938. He has previously Rervecl as 
Chief of Police in East Lansing, Mich. He was appointed director of 
the school of criminal justice in 1947 and still holds that position. 

Dr. Bl'I1ndstatter, you have a prepared statement, whwh I bdbv8' 
has been furnished to the committee? 

TESTIMONY OF PROF. A. F. BRANDSTATTER, DIRECTOR, SCHOOL' 
OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE, MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 

Mr. BRANDS'!'A'l'TER. YeR, sir, I have and it has been submitted' 
to the committee, and I assume it will be accepted into the record" 
if that is the case, sir, I would like to just, perhaps, deal with some
of the highlights of my comments and be respom;ive to qttestions_· 

Mr. MANN. You are a. very perceptive man, and the statement is-
submitted into the record, and you may proceed. ' 

['1.'he prep(I,red statement of Mr. Brandstatter follows:] 

STA'l'EMENT OF PnOF. A. F. BRANDs'rATTER, DIRECTOR, SCHOOL OF CIlI~IINAL JUSTICE., 
MICHIGAN STA'l'E UNIVEUSl'l'Y . 

PREJ<'ACE 

I am pleased to be here to address the issue of Federal support for studimts 
who are enrolled in criminal justice progmllls in our institutions of higher learning .. 

PERSONAL BACjWROUND 

In '1938, the fi.l'st class of students was grndu!1ted from the School of CrimihaIll 
Justice at Michigtln St!1te Ulliversity~ I was one of thoHe student~. I served witlh 
the Detroit Police Department for about three ye!1rR, leaving there to ent~r, thfr' 
military service during WW II for about five yeru·$. After separation from milital'-J~ 
,service, I served as. chief of policc in East Lllnsing one ;yenr. In Sep.tember 194Clj 
I was nppointcd to the fMulty olthe School of, Critninftl Justice und wus nppointodl 



director of the school in September 1947, a position I still hold. I served as vice' 
president of the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences in 1964 and as president 
in 1965. I have also served as a consultant or as a member of accrediting teams 
for the North Centr!ll Association of Colleges !lnd Second!lry Schools !lnd for the 
Commission on Higher Education, Middle States Association of Colleges find 
Secondary Schools. I continued my military service as a reserve officer and 
recently retired as brigo,dier general after having commanded the 300th Military 
Police Prisoner of War Command for a period of about six years. I am a graduate 
of the Command and General Staff College at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. In 
September 1975, I attended the Fifth United Nations Congress on the Prevention 
of Crime and the Treatment of Offenders as an official deJegatr- of the U.S. 
Government. 

RECENT GROWTH IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAMS NATIONALLY 

I shull confine my remarks to the B.A. and M.A. programs identified in the 
International Association of Chiefs of Police Directory published recently. 

B!tccruaureate degrees offered have increased from 39 programs in the 1966-67 
school year to 376 such programs in the 1975-76 school year-almost a ten-fold 
increase. 

During the same period, the number of programs offering master's degree 
programs have increased from 14 to 121-almost a nine-fold increase. 

The most dramatic increase occurrcd after the 1970-71 school year and can 
be attributed in great part to the LEEP program, as well as to an intensified 
interest in criminal jW3tice education. 

STUDENTS AND LEEP SuPPORT 

Obviously, the growth in the number of such programs means a corresponding 
growth in the number of students participating in and graduated from criminal 
justice programs [no national estimate available]. 

As you know, the intent of the Crime Control Act was to supply LEEP funds 
for two purposes (the legh,lation does not specify any preced€.uce for one or the 
other purpose). The purposes, broadly stated, are to upgrade existing personnel 
in the criminal justice system and to fittract college graduates into the criminal 
justice field. 

To date, more in-service personnel have received LEEP funding than have pre
service students. The GAO Report to the Congress indicated that 80% of all 
LEEP recipients in FY 1973 and FY 1974 were in-service students. (Problems in 
Admini:ltering Programs to Improve Law Enforcement Education dated June 
1975.) 

More recently, the amount an individual LEEP recipient can receive was 
increased by amendments to the Crime Control Act. At the same time, the total 
allocation for the LEEP program has remained at the same level of 40 million 
dollars a year. This has resulted in reducing the number of persons who are 
.eligible to participate in the program. As a consequence, by administrative action 
:a system of priorities was established, which has proportionately reduced the 
number of pre-service students who could receive LEEP loans. 

The result has been that less priority is given to the objective of attracting 
new college graduates to the field of criminal justice. 

This has broad implications for affirmative action policies in criminal justice. 
The stress on attracting minority and female students into the criminal justice 
field has not been supported by the present LEEP system of priorities and the 
congressional allocation of funds to the program. 
Impact oj LEEP generally on criminal justice educational programs 

In addition to the impact of LEEP funds on students, there has been, as I 
indicated before, an impact on the number of criminal justice programs in recent 
years. Now, I would like to address myself to the question of the quality of these 
programs. 

Bluntly, wl1il.e LEEP f\mds have served to support high-quality programs in 
cI:iminnl justice education, they have also served to create and sustain programs 
of questionable quality. Using the critetion of fiscal and philosophical commit
ment of universities and colleges to the sURPort of their criminal.justice programs, 
one finds ,vast differences among the LEEP-funded colleges, WIth respect to the 
number of full-time, permanent faculty positions allocated to the' programs by 
their college administration. The fact that full-time positions are allocated to 
a program and thl1,t academic tenure is granted to fnculty occupying such positions 
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.implies a fum and long-term commitment to the present and the future quality 
of the program. "Vhen this does not occur there is no significant commitment to 
the program. 

Among other criteria one can use to gauge the quality of a criminal justice 
program is the commitment of general funds of a college to a program. In the case 
of public colleges, this commitment is not dependent to the same degree on tuition 
fees as is the case in private colleges. In my judgment, there is a significant number 
of private colleges which have begun and have sustained criminal justice pro
grams on the basis of student tuition fees, which are ultimately paid by LEEP 
funds awarded to in-service personnel. It is my judgment, also, that these programs 
will not be continued by their colleges past the duration of the LEEP program 
because many of them are not capable of, nor interested in, making the investment 
of resources necessary for the maintenance of the program. 

! have shared these comments with the current president of the Academy of 
Criminal Justice Sciences who administers a criminal justice program at the 
University of Alabama, and he informs me the observations I have made based 
primarily on institutions in Michigan that are not investing resources or making a 
commitment to criminal justice education generally applies throughout the 
United States. He mentions such states as California, Alabama, and Florida as 
examples and says that there are several schools in Alabama that have criminal 
justice educa,tion programs and do not even provide a program coordinator, in 
spite of the fact that several hundred students are enrulled and need academic 
advice and supervision. Many of us are convinced that when LEEP funds are 
no longer available, these criminal jt 3tice programs will be discontinued in both 
public and private institutions. 

This raised the question, also, of the cost effectiveness of awarding dispropor
tionately, larger sums of LEEP funds to colleges where tuition fees are the major 
source of revenue for these colleges. Apart from the question of equity regarding 
students attending different types of schools, there exists the question of what the 
Federal Government is getting for the dollar. The l1,nswer seems I:Ipparent to me. 
The investment in private colleges is not commensurate with the investment 
being made in other institutions regardless of whether one considers the question 
on a short- or long-term basis. 

I would like to turn, now, to the questions of the relationship of the LEEP 
program to gradUf.te education in criminal justice. Under present LEEP funding 
practice, students pursuing a master's or a doctoral degree in criminal justice 
are not given any preference over students pursuing an associate or a baccalaureate 
degree. 'rhis is problematic on at least three counts. 

First, graduate students are those who have performed well as undergraduates 
and are often those in mid-career status in the field. That such student~ are more 
likely to be or become leaders and innovators in the field seems patently obvious 
to me. 

Second, many of these students are also capable of teaching undergraduate 
courses under the supervision of full-time, expcrienced faculty members. Hence, 
they are making a major contribution to tho instructional programs which offer 
graduate study. 

Third, graduate students provide an invaluable and relatively-inexpensive 
resource for the continuing research conducted in criminal justice prog1'l1ms. 
This resource is particularly of value to LEAA and other agencies in the evalua
tion researoh conducted by faculty on thc effectiveness of federally-funded 
projects aimed at crime control and the improvement of the criminal justice 
system. Without an adequate graduate program, it is extremely difficult to staff 
any research program. Further, the educational benefits to students involved in 
such research are of inestimable value because the research not only exposes them 
to research activities, but also allows for an exposure of the students to the realities 
of the operational aspects of criminal justice agencies. This exposure works two 
ways: It provides for experiential learning for the gradUlLte students and provides 
an expanded linkage between colleges or universities and the ILgencies in the field. 

Finally, it is my considered judgment that university research utilizing gradu
ate students is of more value over a period of time to the field than is research 
Qonduoted by private, commercial firms, for a number of reasons. Research 
conducted by a member of the faculty of a criminal justice program can draw upon 
the speCialized skills from a number of other academic speCializations. in the 
university in which the program is located. Research findings can bo disseminated 
to other stUdents, quicldy, without the long wait between completion of a re
search project and publication of its findings. Such research findings can also be 
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assured or permanence through incorporation into lectures and such information 
rebrieval sources in universities as libraries and data archives. 

The final broad i~sue I would like to address is that of accreditation of criminal 
justice programs. LEA A has largely refrained from making judgments, officially, 
about the quality of criminal justice programs with respect to the eligibility of 
criminal justice educational programs for LEEP allocation. I believe this is 
correct, but I also believe some efforb should be made by the academic community, 
itself, to provide LEAA and other agencies with information and judgments 
:about the qUality of criminal justice programs. The Academy of Criminal Justice 
:Sciences has been working on this prolJlem for some years, now, and a committee, 
·of which I am a member, has produced this year a first draft of "Proposed Program 
Accredi tation Guidelines." 

It is our hope that these guidelines will be of value to LEAA in making some 
Df the decisions regarding LEEP policies in the future. The academy has received 
the endorsement of the International Association of Chiefs of l)olice in this effort 
and intends to continue its work to its ultimate conclusion. 

THE MICHIGAN s'rATE UNIVERSITY EXPERIENCJ" IN CRIl\IIN.~L JUSTICE EDUCATION 

The School of Criminal Justice at Michigan State University is one of the oldest 
,I!ld largest criminal justice programs in the country. It offers degrees at the 
baccalaureate, master's, and Ph.D. levcls. Between 1935 and 1975, the school 
awarded 3,551 degrees to its graduates. We are proud of the school and can point 
to a number of out-;tanding graduates who have gone on to positions of national 
prominence in the field of criminal justice. Among these are II. Stuart Knight, 
the present Director of the U.S. Secret Service; Kenneth Giannoules, formerly 
:bhe U.S. Domestic Chief of INTERPOL; Perry Johnson, the Direcbor of the 
Michigan State Department of Corrections; Rod Puffer, the security chief of the 
NASA Houston Space Center; and many others of similar distinction. 

The program iR one which recently has completed a. thorough curriculum re
vision at the baccalaureate and master's levels. In effect, the revision has followed 
the objective of producing criminal justice generalists at the baccalaureate level 
:and students highly-skilled and knowledgeablc to meet the increasingly complex 
demands in the administrative responsibilities of the criminal justice system. 
"Va nre a progrnm not content to rest on our laurels. The school now has 20 
full-time eq1t1valent faculty members. Currently it has an annual budget just under 
$500,000. This budget also supports a. faculty member who supervises the school's 
internship program, and 11 full-time academic advisor. 

At the present time, there arc approximately 966 students enrolled in the 
'Rchool. This includcs 590 juniorR and seniors (our formal enrollment at the 
und(>rgraduutc lev('l h; Iimit'?d to juniors and seniors), 109 master's students, and 
25 candidntcs for the Ph. D. (2'12 lower division students). 

Among the undC'rgraduat('s, approximately 40% of the students are women 
.:ll1djor membcrs of minority group:;, and the overwhelming majority of these are 
pre-l5C'rvice students. In fact, 90% of all our undergraduates nrc pre-servicc 
.students. At the graduate lC'vcl, this figure is approximately 50%. 

The school works closely with the University Placcment Bureau nnd boasts 11 
record betwecn the years of 1935 and 1973 of placing approximately 85% of its 
graduates in the criminal justice field. Of those who found positions in the criminal 
justice field, 85% had b('cn l'C'tained or elected to ::itay in the field ns of 1978 (see 
;;chool of Criminal ,Ju~tice Graduate Study). 

The school also has a rCflearch arm, the Criminal Justice Systems Center, 
which is involved in a lnrge number of collnbol'ative action research projects with 
criminal justice l\gPllcics, including the Michigan State Planning Agency. 

Bccause of its location (away from a metropolitan nrea) , the school does not 
havc It Inrge percentage of in-service Rtudents, although a number of students in 
that cntegory commute ~omo dh;tance to attend classcs at IVISU. This has hnd 
rep('rcuflsiollS for LEEP fuuding for our fltudcnts as the in-service applicants for 
LEEP funds hlwe been given priority ovcr pre-service ::;tudents. 

During the period when our enrollment incl'easC'd drmnaticallYJ our LEEP 
funding increased to a high of $283,000 in the 1H72-73 Rchool year and has 
decreased each Bubflequent year to the amount of $163,000 in the present school 
yenr. Tho present school year allocation.is the lowest since the first year (1968-69) 
of LEEP funding, when the total LE]];P expenditure for the university was 

. :$27,000. 
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The allocation in 1974 for one four-year program in Michigan, a program begun 
in 1971, was $275,000. This is in contrast to the MSU allocation of $237,000. 
That program had a total number of 400 criminal justice majors. Almost all of 
those students were part-time, in-service students. 'That program also reports 
only having 15 part-time faculty and no full-time faculty (LA.C.P. Directory). 
Similar differences in LEEP allocations now exist between Michigan State 
University and newer programs located in more populous areas in Michigan. 

The point of the preceding information is that the School of Criminal Justice 
at Michigan State University is in the position of having a prestigious national 
reputation in criminal justice education and is able to attract extremely well
qualified students, as well as faculty. But, in spite of this, t~, ;,8EP funding 
available to students is severely limited by the existing nat-:\> ',1 ,,'l.ailability of 
LEEP funds and the priority system upon which individut, --',ire awarded. 

Criminal Justice programs similar to that of Michigan S _" i ;1: 'Cfsity have 
experienced the same type of problems with LEEP. I thint t ,', '''~ ,or such pro
grams when I say that we are extremely impressed and sat.. ':"" ·.vith the intent 
of Congress to improve the educational levels of crimina. Justice personnel 
nn;tionwide. At the same time, we are distressed by lack of funds avnilable to our 
students and by the fact that LEEP funding has created and sustained criminal 
justice programs of dubious quality. We have met with LEAA personnel to 
discuss the above problems and are encouraged by their obvious similar concerns 
for the LEEP program and the future of criminal justice education. It remains 
for the Congress to work towards the resolution of these problems. lotte!: whatever 
further assistance we can give LEAA or the Congress toward that end. 

Mr, BRANDSTATTER. Thank you. Well, as you have heard earlier 
this morning, there has been a considerable growth in criminttl justice 
higher education in America, and, of course, I think the great per
centage of that growth has occurred among the junior colleges through
out the Nation. 

A similar growth has occurred in the 4-yeal' institutions, although 
in 1966 and 1967, we had :39 programs and last year there were 376, 
representing about a tenfold increase in programs. 'rhe masters pro
grams have not grown as rapidly. We have gone from 14 to 121, 
representing, roughly, a ninefold increase, while, the most dramatic 
increases have occurred in recent years when LEEP funding became 
available, which is good, and, needless to say, there has been a corre
sponding increase in growth in programs throughout the Nation and, 
of course, an increase in enrollments in those programs. 

As somebody mentioned earlier this morning oefore the committee, 
there are an estimated 1,068 schools, most of them at the under .. 
gl'l1cluate and junior college level, and, of course, LEEP funds have 
been made available to students emolled in these programs, and, 
based on the estimate of the GAO report that was recently submitted 
to Congress, that most of those people who are recipients of funds are 
inservice students, practitioners from the criminal justice system, 
which is good, and recently LEEP recipients received increases in 
those funds and individuals received increases as a result of amend
ments to the Crime Control Act, which means that the present level of 
funding, which is adequate, represents n, decrease in the number of 
students who will be receivinJ?; support from those funds, plus the 
fact that the systems of prioritIes that have been established will also 
ndvel'seJy affect the preservice students who are receiving funds from 
LEEP S01U'ces. 

If you will recall, the purposes of LEEP were really twofold, gener
ally stated, were the upgrading of existing personnel in the criminal 
justice system and to attract an increasingly large number of young 
men and women to the field who are college graduates, but without 
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previolls experience. The fact that priorities exist now favoring pre
service students reduces the number of preservice students ~being
supported is an important consideration to make. This results in the 
fact that there are fewer minority students who will be supported as a 
result of LEEP's priority system because the criminal justice system, 
itself, has not encouraged or attracted sufficient minority persons to 
the system, and most of those who represent the minority community 
are entering the system through universities and colleges, the junior 
college programs, and 4-year institutions. So if we are going to con
tinue to support and attract minority and female students to the 
criminal justice system, it seems to me that some priorities ought to 
be~given to the preservice student, which is not the case at the moment. 

Now, let me just mention briefly what has happened to the quality 
of educational programs. This is a great concern to those of us in 
higher education. As my statement indicates, Michigan State is one 
of the pioneer programs of the field. It has offered higher education 
for criminal justice and law enforcement since 1935. It is a recognition 
by an old land geant institution that we have a responsibility to serve· 
one of the major activities of government in the United States, and 
we have provided educational opportunities for young men and women 
since 1935, having graduated over 3,000 people who are in various 
parts of the criminal justice system. 

One of the things we have prided ourselves on is the high quality 
of our program, and we are deeply concerned about the fact that since 
LEEP funds have been made available, many programs of mediocre
quality have been created and sustained, really by the efforts of LEEP~ 
and too frequently we find in our own State, as well as other States,. 
that programs of some universities and colleges, exist primarily on the
availability of tuition funds, and they are not makinl{; a sufficient 
commitment of their own resources to the programs of cnminal justice 
or law enforcement education. These institutions frequently call on 
members of the community on an adjunct basis to instruct the courses. 
that are offered. 

Needless to say, these programs do not measure up; yet, we find! 
in our State, as well as in other States, that programs of this kind are 
given the majority of funds, and this concerns us, and we invite your 
attention to this inequity. I might add that I shared my comments. 
that are on file with this committee with the president of the Academy 
of Oriminal Justice Science. 

Mr. MANN. Dr. Braudstatter, may I interrupt you? I think your 
testimony is very important, and I know I speak for Mr. Danielson 
and myself. We will go and answer rollcall and be back in 10 minutes. 
May we recess? 

[A brief recess was taken.] 
Mr. MANN. All right, thank you. The committee reconvenes. 
Dr. Brandstatter. 
Dr. BRANDSTATTER. 'numk you. I wanted to share my comments 

with the president of the Academy of Oriminal Justice Sciences to. 
determine whether the condition I described here exists through
out the country. He is Dr. George Felkenes, who is in charge of the· 
University of Alabama program and he tells me that the condition 
does exist, and there are a number of programs in a munber of States
I mention a few in my remarks-that do not even provide a program, 
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<coordinator, temporary people are called in to teach, so that the 
~cademic and career advisin~ thatisnormally associated with programs 
'Of this kind does not exist, tnerefore, it raises a question in our minds, 
those of us who are committed to quality in higher education in this 
field, as to the cost effectiveness of awarding a disproportionately 
larger sum of LEEP funds to colleges where tuition fees are the major 
'Source of revenues for these colleges, and they do not make any com
mitment of their own resources to the program. This concerns us 
'Sufficiently so that a number of us have taken a leadership position, 
'and are now developing accrediting criteria to deal with this question 
'at the level of the respective institutions. We hope that at a meeting 
in March of the annual meeting of criminal justice educators that this 
'criteria will be adopted by the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences 
:and, perhaps, be implemented and thus address the issue of the 
'quality of these programs. 

I would like to mention just briefly our concern about the lack of 
'Support for graduate education. Under present LEEP flIDding practice, 
'Students pursuing masters or doctors programs are not given any 
preference over students who are pursuing associate or baccalaureate 
<legrees. We are concerned about this on three COlIDtS. First, graduate 
students in programs like ours-and I might add, we have the bac
-caluureate, the masters and the doctoral degree-there are students 
who have performed well as undergraduates and usually there are 
people who are in the middle of their careers. They are practitioners 
and most of the students emolled in our advanced degree programs 
:are practitioners who come out of the field and want to upgrade 
themselves. They get no preference in terms of LEEP funding, yet 
these students represent the potential leaders and innovators in a 
-system that needs to make the changes to be more responsive to 
-crime. A number of these students are capable of teaching at the under-
graduate level in programs like ours which would be one way of 
conserving costs, and, as you know, in academic programs with 
graduate offerings, these people are used to teach undergraduate 
-courses, at the introductory level, et cetera. 

Finally, we feel that graduate students are a very valuable and 
l'elutively inexpensive resource for the continuing research that ought 
to be undertaken, and I agree with the observl1tions that have been 
made before this subcommittee on the great need for extensive re
search. Research has been sadly neglected in our field, not only by 
academic institutions throughout the country, but also by the field 
itself, and there are many benefits that accrue to students who engage 
in research as well as to the criminal justice community. 

The institutions that engage in research develop a linlmge between 
'the field and the institutions. The information obtained is much more 
readily available to a larger cross section of our society. Faculty who 
·engage in research and who are funded to do research tend to write 
more than those who do not, and we urge that greater attention be 
-given to the involvement of the universities and colleges who are 
serving criJ,llinlll justice higher education needs, an opportunity to 
engage in research, rather than support programs and fund private 
,agencies that genern.lly do not have the same means of disseminating 
information, and certainly informing a cross section of young men 
;and women in our institutions about the criminal justice problems in 
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our society. We reach thousands, literally thousands, of students 
who emerge much better informed and, as adults who enter the larger 
society and can cope more effectively with social problems. These 
are the kinds of potential dividends that we believe will develop from 
increasing the funding support of programs like ours, espMially at 
the graduate level. 

Earlier before this committee someone asked for more books. 
This is a very complex field we are studying. I think to ask for one 
book or two books is an oversimplistic approach to the issue of 
crime in our society. This is an extremely complex problem and only 
recently have we in America realized the very complex nature of 
crime and what it represents, and we need not one book, but we need 
shelves of books to be able to deal with the issue, be more informed 
to discuss and explore, and delve into the various concepts and ideas 
that have emerged from the criminal justice community based on 
either experimental or demonstration projects, or evaluative projects 
and pilot programs that have been tested in various communities. 

We have our research activity in our program called the criminal 
justice system center, because the need for more research is increas
ingly apparent. to all of us. One of the issues that we would like to 
address through research means is the fragmentation of the police 
service in our system of government. I am thoroughly convinced, 
having spent it great deal of my life in the system as a practitioner and 
as an academic, that until we do something with the fragmented 
nature of the system, itself, I do not think we are going to be able to 
significantly reduce crime because of its mobility. 'rhis is a funda
mental issue that must be adell·essed. 

The British recognized this in 1962 when they conducted similar 
studies to ours and restructured the entire system from well over 
1,000 police departments to less than 50 today. We have got to 
do something like that, and I think through research we can develop 
pilot models, using a major ~eographic area snch as a State to develop 
models designed to reduce fragmentntion. 

111'. MANN. I was over there a couple of years ago, and the smallest 
force they lutd nt that time was 600 men, a force which would enable 
them to have in-house progmms for training and the like, that our 
fragmentation just does not permit, not to count all the other educa
tion problems. 

Mr. BRANDsTAT'rER. 'fhey have created an optimum size police 
depnrtment-I think it is GOO-and they will not permit any com
munity to develop a police department unless it meets that optimum 
figure, and to me, this is the kind of progmm that makes sense, and 
it seems to me we ought to be moving in that direction, so there are 
some basic issues tlutt ought to be o,cldressecl through LEAA and 
through re;;earch, and we can do this by relating to the Institute, if 
necessary, but certainly institutions like ours that have a capability 
for research but are confronted with the day-to-clay responsibility of 
meeting classroom requirements-and we have a large number of 
students as I indicated. As a matter of fact, a few years ago the 
student enrollment in our program increased to well over 1,000 
students, and we did not have the staff to accommodate that number 
of students. It was necessary for us to request at len.st nine adelitional 
faculty, and, neeeUcss to say, I did not get nine additional faculty, 
but we did get three lo,st year. We conducted a study of our program 
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which resulted in a restricted enrollment because of our resource 
problems. We cannot u;fford to support that kind of enrollment. 

So, we limit our students now to a little under 600 undergraduate 
students and 80 full-time equivalent masters candidn,tes and 101 
doctoral co.ndidates, although as a result of a recent grant from LEAA. 
3 years ago, we did increase the enrollment at the doctoral level from 
10 to 25, however that grunt will be discontinued at the end of Sep-· 
tember. It is a 406 E grant, and the consortium that was developecL 
will no longer exist. A new fellowship program being considered by 
LEAA will create some problems for us, I might add, because students 
have been encouraged to enroll in the doctoral program under the 
consortium arrangement and now the fellowships will not be con
tinued beyond this year. They will become competitive, and 'we think 
this is unfortunate because we accepted additional students in the 
program, based on LEAA's commitment to us. A few years ago in: 
terms of the midcareer concept that I mentioned earlier, LEAA did 
support fellowships for men in middle mo.llagement of the police· 
service particularly in oreler to encourage them to e1ll'oll in graduate' 
programs with full funding; why that program was dropped and dis
continued we do not know, but it was similar to other programs that. 
exist in government where people at middle munagement and admin
istrative levels, are encolll'aged to seek advanced degrees in order to 
upgrade themselves and to be more responsive to cho.nge and 
innovation. 

",VeIl, these aro the killlis of concerns that we ho.ve. Vole strongly 
support the need for more reHooch, but we think that the inHtitutions 
of higher learning in this country ouP~ht to playa lUllch larger role i11 
this effort. Universities and colleges that have made a long-term 
commitment to criminal justice education ought to be involved mueh 
more intimately and snpported much more than they htl,ve been by 
LEAA if we are going to make the progress that is necessary. 

The problems vary across the country, and if we deal with the issue 
of fragmentation, we ought to develop pilot modelH based on sound 
research, based on sound data that can be replicated nationally and 
can have application nationwide, models t11o.t other States cnn adopt 
or adu,pt, moclels that are developed hosed on one State's experience. 

Nothing like thati has beon dono. It is nil piecemeal, done in various 
counties or SUlo.ll communities, and we think tho.t it ought to deal 
with a larger body 01' geographical area, at 10l1st as large o.s a Stater 
in oreler to deal with the problem of frngmentation and develop 
different models because at lenst every State in the Union has very 
highly complex metropolit.an areas, and they o.lso have rural area". 
We can develop models that address the problems of crimina.l justice 
in these areas; develop models that either are developed on the basis 
of structural orgnllizl1tional change 01' functiono.l change. We are 
convinced that, research of this kind is one of the critical needs of the' 
N aLion, o.nd o.re also convinced that the institutions of higher learning 
in the tradition of American higher education ought to be involved 
mnch more in the research and the work and the activities of LEAA 
thn.n they ho.ve been to date. 

We strongly urge that some means be developed in order to permit 
this to occur. Too frequently the privo.te management firms that are
geared up and, prepared to provide the services LEAA wants are 
utilized and there are some advantages to that, but thero 0.1'0 a lot of 
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disadvantages. One of the disadvantages is the mere fact that the 
research results are not made readily available to everyone, especially 
to the youn~ people who represent the potential leadership of the 
criminal justIce systems, und they are the students who are currently 
enrolled in the colleges and universities of America, whose programs 
address the criminal justice concerns of tIns country, and we feel 
stron~ly that colleges and tmiversities ought to play a much more 
promment role thun they are now. 'Ihey are willing to do it, but they 
need support and they need help. 

Programs like ours, for instance, which have eA1.sted since 1935, 
when we suddenly experienced an increase in onrollment from ubout 
400 students, wInch is about the plateau we reached prior to LEAA, 
to 1,000 or more students. TIns creates tremendous strains upon us and 
upon the institution itself. The requests for additional faculty to 
serve these students are considered and are provided, but on a very 
minimal b!1Sis, much less than we would want and expect, so the 
institutions themselves-Michigan State and a number of others that 
may huve long-term commitment to this field ought to have more 
support from LEAA. A much sounder and continuing relationship 
should be developed ulso, particularly with respect to research. 

We huve been encouraging this relationship und recently we have 
been getting more attention, as we continue our discussions with the 
Attorney's General office, as well as to Mr. Velde and other members 
of his staff. 

We realize these relationships do not develop over night, that it 
takes time to educate people and persuade them that we can pro
vide a real service to the Nation as well as to our O"wn State und to the 
students who are enrolled in criminal justice higher education anel seek 
a career in the field. 

Mr. Ohairman, I think maybe I ought to stop at this point, and per
haps respond to some questions that you may have. 

Mr. MANN. Oongressman Danielson. 
Mr. D;ANIELSON. 'rhank you very much for your very helpful 

presentatIOn. 
I only have a couple of questions. 
Oan you tell me to what extent is a student who is accepted-to 

what extent does he receive funds under the LEEP program? 
Mr. BRANDSTATTER. Well, the student-as you perhaps know, the 

LEAA's program has a system of priorities, and most of the new stu
dents who are enrolled are what we call preservice student,> are not 
eligible now, in our district or region 5, for any support. A few years 
ago when the priorities did permit support for these students, even 
though they were low on a priority scale, nevertheless they were 
eligible to obtain funds. But now since the priorities have been modi
fied preservice students are not eligible for support, because we are 
not located in a large metropolitan center, we are 90 miles from De
troit-we have a larger number of preservice 8tudents than in-service 
students at the undergraduate level, and therefore the amount of 
funds that we are l'eceiving for students in this category are diminish
ing considerably. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Well, I guess I stated it badly. 
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Suppose I am a student at yom' school; and suppose I now have 
qualified and have been accepted and I am go~g to get a grant. How 
much money do I get? 

Mr. BRANDSTATT~R. The graItt has been changed recently. There 
has been an increase in funding. It is app~·o:dma.tely $400, not to 
exceed $400 per semester, or $250 a quarter, if that is the grant or, 
for a loan, it cannot exceed $2,200 per academic year. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Well you tallred about plus some fees. The loan 
could be $2,200. What would be the amount of money that would not 
be the loan? I am going to call it a grant, and that implies I am not 
borrowing money, and I do not have to pay it back. 

Mr. BRANDSTATTER. About $750 at Michigan State University. 
Mr. DANIELSON. For a year? 
Mr. BRANDSTATTER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. DANIELSON. Can you get both the loan and the grant? 
Mr. BRANDSTATTER. Generally they cannot, but if a student is an 

j,n-service student and is enrolled full time and the fee exceeds 
$250 pel' term then the student is eligible for a loan. 

Mr. DANIELSON. You get the loan, or you get the grant depending 
on your status and the amount of the fee. 

Mr. BRANDsTA'rTER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. DANIELSON. Is that also true for yom' postgraduate candidates, 

. those going for a master's or Ph. D.? 
M~ .. BRANDS'rA'l'TER. If they are eligible, yes, sir. 
Mr. DANIELSON. The same dollars. Is that correct? 
Mr. BRANDSTATTER. Yes, sir, that is correct. 
Mr. DANIELSON. Suppose I bo~'row $2,200 and I am in your pro

gram. On the basis of your costs of going to school, how much more 
money would it cost mepe:r: year to go to school at Michigan State? 

Mr. BRANDSTATTER. Well, we have been facing serious financial 
problems at Michigan State. I think we have increased the tuition 
three times in the last year. It would cost about $3,000. 

Mr. DANIELSON. $3,OOO? . 
Mr. BRANDSTATTER. Yes. This is tuition, room and board, and 

personal expenses. 
Mr. DANIELSON. Of course, when I went to school, you went on 

scratch for your room and board. You just did not eu,t if you were 
hungry. 

But .for $2,200, you would still have $800 to go, in other words. 
Mr. BRANDSTATTER. You would still have need for some additional 

funds. . 
Mr. DANIELSON. Oan a person be eligible under the GI bill and 

also under the LEEP? . 
Mr. BRANDSTATTER. Initially they were not, now, however a 

stUdent is eligible for both if he qualifies. 
Mr. DANIELSON. I think that is. good. I believe in some 

responsibility. 
I think you have good prog:mms. What concerns me is that we have 

very serious budgetary problems. There are endless meritorious 
demands upon our public resources-cancel' research, public trans
portation, the care of the sick and . disabled, national defense, et 
cetera-nnd you cannot stretch. the dollars forever. 



136 

We have a little budget deficit this year. I think it is going to be 
around $75 billion, so we are not even distributing money. We are 
distributing debt, you might say. 

I think you have a good, meritorious program, but I really have 
worry as to, first, the extent to which supporting LEEP progrruns is 
a Federal responsibility under our Constitution. You can justify it, 
but is it a responsibility? And second, if so, how far do we go and to 
what extent does it take priority over other demands on our budget? 

I favor your programs. I am just concerned about where we put 
'Our dollars. 

Mr. BRANDSTATTER. Well, I appreciate that; and I share YO'llr 
concern. That is one of the reasons I wanted to testify before this 
group, because I think you can get a bigger bang for your buck anel 
a better return on your investment. 

Mr. DANIELSON. I think you are correct. I think we get a bigger 
bang for our buck out of yonr educational progmm than we do out of 
some of the helicopters with searchlights tied to the bottom, and so 
forth. Thank you. 

Mr. BRANDSTATTER. Sir, it might be of interest to know that when 
I talk about the programs that we in the academic community believe 
to be substandard, students feel the same way. And it might be of 

. interest for you to know tlutt, because of the reputation of our program 
and Ollr national prestige, we have nearly 100 students from over 
11 3D-mile radius ftom East Lansing, that are enrolled in our program, 
ibecause they do not want to enroll in the programs that are avail'able 
'in their own areas. Let me cite one dramatic case-it is hard to believe 
but we have one lady who flies in from Boston, Sunday night, and then 
:spends 2 days in' our graduate program and returns to Boston. ' 

We have had other students who are police officers, commute from 
'as far away as Chicago, to attend our graduate program. These are 
people in middle management roles and in midcareer, who, want to 
:attend our p1"ogram. This is what is happening. 

Mr. DANIELSON. :May I inquire on that? I hope that these people 
:nre rich enough so that they can afford the luxury of commuting in that 
mannel". We are not paying for that out of the Federal taxpayer's 
dollar, are we? 

·Mr. BRANDS'l'ATTER. No, we are not. Actually, the Chicago police 
officer was commuting himself and supporting the cost-he drove 
from Chicago once a week, and there is no cost involved to LEAA or 
to the Government at aU in the commuting that is taking place that 
I know of. 
. Mr. DANIELSON. Fine. 

:Ml'. lvIANN. It is a little impertinent or brush of me, to ask you 
this, but it relates to research and finding solutions and to our failing. 
Law enforcement for too many yellI'S, meaning 150 ,Years, was satis
fied to do without quality personnel. It gave clear sIgnals because of 
the lack of pay and the lack of tenme and the lack of many things. 

We took a new look at thn,t, 10 years ago. And we are now-we have 
now compromised and we nre settling for a mediocre plateau. We 
have achieved that plateau by these secondary institutions to which 
you refer. 'l'hat still does 110(i produce solutions. It still does not con-
'tribute to even the source information for such purposes. ' 
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Now, institutions like yours willch provide for an expertise, in
tellectual foundation, to really make a contribution to society as, for 
example, if we look at the scientific community alid were willing to 
settle for the mechanic instead of the Ph. D. in biology or somethmg, 
we would have a related situation. And if we look at the science 
community and we fnund the N q,tional Science Foundation does rec
ognize the academic institutions of tills country as capable of doing 
some productive research. So your conclusion, and I presume mine, 
is that, unless we provide the illghest quality of personnel through 
programs lJ.ot necessarily of standards but certainly excellent programs, 
such as are in existence at Michigan State, and I am sure at other 
institutions, many other institutions across the country, but do not 
exist 'with the preponderance of institutions that have taken on the 
job after LEEP funds became available. 

Now, those, I will use .the term, second-level institutions, are of 
course performing a worthwhile purpose in the training of in-service 
personnel, primarily, and some pre service personnel. 

I would hope that we can devel'op 'the motivation where all pre
service personnel now have the potential to become the baccalaureate 
or the s-raduate student in criminal justice, and so, by our lack of 
emphasIs on the quality of personnel, reflected in our lack of producing 
graduates, or motivation of competent people to seek graduate de
grees in criminoloO'y or criminal justice, we have not sounded the 
trumpet very firmly. And therefore we are making slow progress in 
that direction. 

Now, do you basically agree with my rambling? Do you? 
Mr. BRANDSTATTER. Yesi I do. Yes, sir. 
1'.111'. MANN. Now, at the same time, I expressed concern about 

when one mentions that word "accreditation." I realize that some 
institutions such as yours might set standards that are exclusive. 
But, at the some time, I recognize the need to develop some standards, 
some educational standards; and I am assuming that your group 
will come forwal'd with some basic minimum criteria, perhaps, for 
the guidance of LEAA, and the graduate grant program. 

And I inquire as to whether or not you will have anything within 
the next 60 days which might take some legislative form insofar as 
this committee is concerned-60 days is stretching it a little bit--if 
not in precise ABC form, at least in editorial form, so that we can 
incorporate it as a part of our report or as a part of the preamble to 
the legislation itself. 

Do you have anything? 
Mr. BRANDS'l'AT'rER. I think we. can respond to your request, 

Mr. Chairman. Next month, in March, the national meeting of the 
Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences will be held, and the report of 
the accreditation committee will be submitted to the membership. 
Assuming the membership adopts that report it will be available, and 
I will be very happy to send it to YOll, sir, if that OCCLI1'S. 01' even if it 
is not approved, we can send copies of it to you, so you can get some 
iden. of what the criteria are that i" being considered. 

MI'. MANN. Of course, ultimately, we a.re goinO' to be talking about 
priorities to the f1.l11e~t, because, as CongresEman Danielson's question 
indicl1tcd, a yOar 01' two ago the LEAA stopped having enough funds 
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to furnish the preservice stu:dents, 'so they restricted the grants to. 
in-service personnel. A,nd, in my State, I do not think they have 
made any graduate grfl,nts. It is a small baccalaureate progritm tOI 
established universities. 

I think there is still a role for those institutions to play. But, to. 
use the words of Ms. Carey, it amounts to little more than fiscat 
relief from the Government; it does not amount to real contributions. 
and solutions that we are all seeking. But nevertheless, we may find! 
it appropriate to continue the fiscal relief at that level, because it is; 
the purpose to be served. That is, the training of the law enforcement, 
officer is still the purpose. 

Well, I have about run down. Does Counsel have any questions? 
Ms. FREED. I have two brief questions. . 
I assume that you made some of these views known to LEAA and~ 

as I understand from your sta,tement, that you have a proposed 
program for accreditation guidelines in existence. Now, have you 
offered those to LEAA? . 

Mr. BRANDS'l'A'l'TER. We will offer them as' soon as they are ap
proved by ACJS. Yes. 

Ms. FREED. Are you aware of any reliable criteria that LEAA uses. 
at present to judge the quality of university programs that they fund?' 

Mr. BRANDSTATTER. What we have suggested in region 5-and I 
met with LEAA representatives who staff the region 5 office-is that. 
certain criteria be established in academic programs in that region. 
As I recall our recommendations, and this was by about a dozen of 
us that were convened by region 5 personnel-that any associate' arts, 
degree program have at least. one full-time coordinator employed' 
before they receive any LEEP funding. So that there is at least one
person 'fho has responsibility for administering the program; and thatt 
all baccalaureate degree programs have at least three people employed,. 
that is full time equivalent faculty members whose responsibilities. 
are to teach, to administer, and to advise students, academically, anet 
provide career counseling before any LEEPfunding is made available· 
to those institutions. . 

Now, region 5 group and the staff have uccepted those criteria, aneY 
have implemented them in our ~·egion. Whether this is occurring
across the country, I do not know. 'l'hat is an attempt to establisl'h 
some degree of limited stundards. 

Ms. FREED. Thank you. Thut is helpful. 
The other question I huve concerned Ms. Curey's previous testi

mony. She wus concerned ubout the quality of the present institute
research, bec!tuse she said it was influenced by the politics anet 
priorities of the administrn,tion and'that changesrtitner often. 

Is it your suggestion that established universities could fulfill some, 
of the research responsibilities and still be excluded from certaillt 
politics'? ' 

MI'. BRANDSTATTER. Yes. We would not be influenced, obviom;ly" 
by the politic!tl pressures and influences that [tre brought to beal~ 
upon the Government agencies. . ' 

Universities; generally, al'e not functioning at the operutionalleve1: 
in, om society and we would sugge'lt that we identify, jointly as I have· 
sugge,ted eadier, some of thp. really ba'3ic i"lsues, such as the fragmen-. 
tation of the police service and the court systems~ audlet us address'. 
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those issues through a research program, in collaboration and coopera
tion,. with the Institute. We could do this without being concerned 
ab,out tHe political implications of what we might be doing. 

Ms, FREED. Thank you. 
I have no further questions. 
Mr. MA~N. Mr. Gekas. 
M~. GEKAS. A couple of quick ones. 
Do you have, does Michigan State School of Criminal Justice, are 

they performing any research under a grant from the LEAA? Or from 
~pecifically, the Institute? 

Mr. BRANDsTATTER, We are now a part of the seven university 
consortium that was established to promote higher education, doctoral 
education, really, in institutions of higher learning. At the time we. 
received the graut, we did have a doctoral program, and so did the. 
University of Maryland. None of the other institutions had, and we. 
were pI,'oviding a subtle form of leadership to the other institutions 
that were part of the consortium, and some of them have established 
gradua.te education, but not all of them have established a doctoral 
program. Therefore we are engaged in research under the existing· 
grant. 

Northeastern University, which is also part of the consortium, has. 
a doctoral program in forensic science, and is one of the institutions. 
that achieved the objective that the grant established. . 

Mr. GEK4S. Has it been-the question of political influence and the. 
changing priorities of the research administration like the N ationaU 
Institute is a disturbiitg one. 

And this may be out of context. But it occurs that like perhaps the. 
head of the General Accounting Office, and I think there are others, 
I think maybe we ought to appoint the head of the National Institute 
or some similar organization on a 10-year basis, at least 10 years, 
would be his tenure. 

Mr. BRANDsTATTER. I must really, in all candor, say that I do not. 
know aoout political influence or its impact upon the Institute. I 
am not ~owledgeable; and I cannot speak to that issue. I assume that, 
some people who do know about that can discuss it, knowing that it. 
does exist, but I do not-again, I am not concerned, as an academic" 
with pOlitical influence. I realize this occurs in the real world; and I am 
very appreciative of that, having been in the real world myself. 

Mr. GEICAS. Maybe the way to ask the question..,....,and I wilt 
finish it myself-is to say that reseaI,'ch in criminal justice which it. 
was called here, intractable, is something that really is a long-term 
project. We cannot, you know, it cannot be expected that, whether· 
criminal enforcement or in social science research the answers have a. 
quick fix on a 2- to 3-year basis. 

Mr. BRANDSTA'l'TER. I do not think there is au overnight solution to. 
this issue. I agree it is a long-term project, which will take a generation 
or two to really get at Some of the basic issues and bring about some of.' 
the changes. But I think we ought to identify those issues and problems 
that are bnsic and fundamental to the system, and address those. 
becQ.u:;e it is going to take a long time to bring about t1e chan~es. 

When you qo~slder States like Michigan, WhlC~ have a strong .nome 
.rule ~oncept, J.t IS gOlllg to take a long tIme to brmg about the klll~ ~t 
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regionalizn,tion, restrnctUl'ing either by function or or~anization in our 
;State. However, I think it is going to occur. It is ineVItable. It has got 
to occur. We cannot afford the cost of the fragmentation that exists 
now, plus all of the other problems that develop-the jurisdictional 
.disputes, and the failUl'e to really provide a quality criminal justice 
.system, as a result. Nevertheless, even though I recognize all of the 
problems, we ought to get started, and we ought to be able to provide 
the basic data needed, to develop model plans, and so forth, so that 
·those elected to public office or appointed to public office have some
thin&, to examine, a plan of some kind that addresses the issues, 
developed on the kind of hn,rd dn,ta thn,t is sound and effective and 
supports the plan. And nothing like that exists today. 

Mr. GEKAS. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
Mr. MANN. Now, Mr. Danielson .. 
Mr. DANIELSON. I woulcllike to ask one more item. 
I am in teres ted in how many different ill anners there are in which your 

school would receive aid directly or indirectly from LEAA. Some of 
your students get LEEP grants? 

NIl'. BRANDSTATTER. Yes, sir. 
1\1r. DANIELSON. You have some grants in connection with your 

;research program? 
Mr. BRANDSTATT;ER. Yes; we do. That is under the 406 E funding. 
Mr. DANIELSON. Do you receive any LEAA funds from a different 

chn,nnel than the student grn,nts and the resen,rch? 
NIl'. BRANDSTATTER. We hn,ve received some from the region and 

have developed some in-service training programs for the regional 
office, and then--

Mr. DANIELSON. In.-service training-is that funding directly 
from LEAA to your school? 

Mr. BRANDST.t\.TTER. From the regional office to the school-yes. 
Mr. DANIELSON. The regional offices of what? 
Mr. BRANDSTAT'rER. LEAA region .5. 
Mr. DANIE4S0N. Are there any others? 
Mr. BRANDSTAT'l'ER. The other source of funding is the money 

made n,vailable to the State planning agency in Michigan, and it is 
called the Office of Oriminal Justice Progrn,ms; and we hn,ve received 
some funding from them. 

Mr. DANIELSON. That would be four. Then, those that are chan
neled through the State agencies, those thn,t come from the regional 
office of LEAA, and to your in-service training, the resen,rch grants, 
and then, of COUl'se, indirectly the aid given to students. 

NIl'. BRANDSTATTER. Yes. Those are the sources. 
lVIr. DANIELSON. Are there any other sources? That is five 

chunnels--. 
Mr. BRANDSTATTER. I do not know of any other sources, other 

than the discretiona,ry funds which may' come from the office here 
in W n,shington. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Well; that could be n, sixth chn,nnel. 
NIl'. BRANDSTATTElt, Yes; it could be. 
Mr. MANN. Docto. l', we very mueh n,ppreciate your bein_g here. 
Mr. BRANDS'rt'..'l.'TER. It was a pleasure to be here. Good luck. 
Mr. MANN. Tho' meeting stands n,djourned. 
[Whereupon, at 1 :15 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject 

bo the call of tho Ohtlil'.] 



LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADIUINISTRATION 

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 1976 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOM1\UTTEE ON CRIME OF THE 

COM?lIITTEE ON THE .JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D.O. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m. in room 
2141, Rayburn House Office Building, Han. John Conyers, Jr. [chair
.man of the subcommittee} presiding. 

Present: Representatives Conyers and McClory. 
Also present: NIaurice A. Barboza, counsel; Leslio Freed, assistn,nt 

counsel; and Constantine J. Gekn,s, associate counsel. 
1\11'. CONYERS. The subcommittee will come to order. Our first 

witness will be Representative Paul Rosenbaum. Please come forward, 
sir. We will not swear you in. Welcome to the House Judiciary Sub
committee on Crime as we continue hearings on the Reauthorization 
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

We note that our first witness today is a member of the Michigan 
,Legislature and chairman of its Judiciary Committee, representing 
Battle Creek; he is a practicing attorney, and is quite knowledgeable 
in the subject matter that brings him to this subcommittee. We 
appreciate your prepared statement. It will be entered into the 
record at this time. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Paul A. Rosenbaum follows:} 

STATEMENT OF RI~PRESENTATIVE PAUL A. ROSENBAUM, CHAIRMAN, MICHIGAN 
HOUSE JUDICIARY C01[MITTlmi ApPEARING ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL 
CONImRENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES 

I would first like to express my gratitude to Congressman Conyers and the dis
tingui~hed members of the Subcommittee on Crime for the opportunity to be here 
today. I am speaking on behalf of the National Conference of State Legislatures, 
an organization made up. of 7,600 State Legislators and 13taff Il\emoers fro;m all 
iifty states. 

As a member of that organization and as Chairman of Michigan's Honse Judici
ary Committee, I wO\lld Uke to offer for your consideration the reasons for which I 
mn supporting the .continuatlon and improvement of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administrution (LEAA). These reasons fall basically into two cate
gories, the first being the potential role thifj· program can play in fighting and pre
venting criminal activity, both in Michigan and other states; and the dramatic 
fiscal impact the discontinuation of the LEAA would have upon the states thUlt 
make up this great nation. 

In addition, I would Hlce- to outHlle the reasons for which I am in. favor of 
amending the Crime Control Act in order to mab this program an even more 
effective tool for state;,! tlnd local unHs. 
~ There are severnl important rettsons why the LEAA pl'Ogram shol!lId be con
timwd. It has been t1, valuable tool for the eBtablishn~ent of communi.ty centers tOl" 
thp treatment of \/ictims" und the devcloJ'lment of progrmnSI thrt)1!tg11;· which' w.e 
contact ilnd open lines of conm~uJJic:Jltion with our 11Uti0111!S- Y(\)lll~hg. 
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Wayne Oounty, the major metropolitan area of my home state, exemplifies the
value of this program within Michigan. With funds made available through the
LEAA, the Detroit Police Department established a Sexual Assault Orisis Center' 
within the Detroit General Hospital. This center has been in full operation for' 
less than 3 months and has, to date, provided treatment, counseling and assistance 
to 131 rape victims. This center also provides followup assistance in the form of 
group discussions, self-defense techniques and an information program which in
cludes public speakers. Under this program, no application for agsistance is denied. 

LEAA funds have also been used by the Detroit Police Department to pur
chase textbooks and hire teachers for a criminal justice program within area high 
schools. Within Wayne Oounty alone, this program has provided valuable informa-
tion and insight to hundreds of students who previously had little or no access to· 
the career opportunities available to them within the area of criminal justice. 

During the first 6 months of 1975, the Detroit Police Department used LEAA 
funds to establish a pilot ministation within the fifth precinct. This pilot station 
was used to evaluate the effectiveness of such a project on a larger scale. During 
that time, the fifth precinct experienced the least increase in crime rate of any 
other Detroit precinct. Using LEAA funds, 20 such ministations have been estab
lished throughout Detroit, and they are aiming at the establishment of an addi-
tional 15-20 stations. 

This concept of the ministations was only one phase of Project Decentraliza
tion. The ultimate goals of which are to (1) reduce crime and the fear of crime;. 
(2) increase efficiency; and (3) improve community relations. Among other things, 
this program has enabled the development of sophisticated crime analysis and 
prevention programs. 

Also as a result of LEAA, Wayne Oounty has been able to implement a la,v 
enforcement education program. This program has provided incentive to police
officers to improve their educations, resulting in a consequent improvement in the
caliber of police administration. Education upgrading has enabled departments. 
to make the educational requirements for promotion more stringent. In 1966, 75· 
percent of all police officers in Wayne Oounty had never attended college. At t,his 
time, 33 percent of all police officers have at lenst a full year of college education, 
and over 20 percent of all command officers have a 4-year degree. By ] 9S0, if this 
program iSl.ontinued, it will be mandatory for all officers from the level of inspector
on up to have a bachelor's degree. Besides improving the quality of police adminis
trators, this program broadens officers' perspectives and community outlook. There
is no qUestion that it has had a direct impact on the efficiency, professionalism, and 
morale of the department. . 

Obviously, the impact of the LEAA upon Wayne Oounty has been enormous. 
In addition to tho programs already mcntioned, LEAA funds have provided a 
grant for legal advisors to keep police officers abreast of recent changes in the law, 
and made possible the 9-1-1 emergency telephone number system in Detroit 
wbich processes about l.S million calls annually. 

This is only the beginning of what LEA A funds haye accomplished. Outside of 
police departments, this money has gone toward improved adjudication pro
cedures, correction facilities and juvenile programs. Within these categories, we
have established prison. health care units, research centers, community based 
tret\tment facilities, halfway houses, diagnosis and treatment programs, training: 
programs, improved prosecutorial and defense programs, and much more. 

Let me point out, however, that I have chosen Wayne Oounty as only one 
example of what has. been accomplished within my home State. Similar programs 
have been implemented throughout Michigan and every other State in this Nation. 
It would be difficult, if not impossible, to overestimate the importan<;:e of the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration as a tool by which to improve law 
enforcement and related programs throughout the country. 

While I want to stress the tremendous value of this program to every State in the 
Nation, I also want to underline the fact that there is room for substantial im
provement. Improvement which, by the way, carries no fiscal impact but which. 
could coordinate and mesh the LEAA program with State expenditures in crimi
nal justice program~. 

At this time, LEAA block grant funds are received by ench State's State plan
ning agency. These funds are allocated among the several Statc, city and county 
criminal justice agencies by the State planning agency. 

There is minimal legislative input into the dech;ionmaking process whereby 
these funds are allocated. 

The lack of control by State legislatures regarding the allocation of IJEAA block 
grants cause;; problems of program duplication ane! raises the question of who 
picks up the price tag for programs which have been implemented when and if 
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LEAA funds are no longer available. Furthermore, the way the program is now 
:set up, it circumvents legislative decisionmaking andenCOUl'/lges a dispropor
tionately high expenditure' of 'LEAA funds by police departmeilts on communica
i;ions equipment and oth,er law enforcement hardware. Many of these funds could 
be more effectively used by concentrating on crinie prevention and community 
'center facilities. 

In my op~nion, more appropriate attention would be given to these alternatives 
if the allocation of funds were subject to legislative approval. By definition, it is 
the State legisltJ;tu':es whir.h are in the best position to obtain, retain and act upon 
Iml)\vledge of the statewide system as a whole. 

It is both my personal opinion, and a policy of the National Conference of State 
Legislatures that, if this is to be a State and local program, then the needs of States 
should be largely determined by their elected policymakers. 

The problem is not confined to block grants. Discretionary grants made by the 
LEAA are sent frem Washington directly to local units or State departments, and 
are subject to no legislative input whatsoever. Once again, it is unclear who is 
to be responsible for picking up the expense for programs implemented under 
discretionary grants if LEAA funds are discontinued. I have heard the argument 
that programs instituted through discretionary funds are considered pilot or 
experimental projects. They are not, so to speak, considered permanent wards of 
,discretionary funding. 

Supposing, however, a project funded and implemented through the use of 
discretionary funds proved to be highly successful. Suppose filso that discretionary 
funds for that project are no longer available. Who, then, is responsible for pick
jng up that expense? Is it the State, the county or the local unit of Government? 
If it is none of these, and if the program, however successful, were to be dropped, 
then of what possible use was its original implementation? But if one of these 
,governmental units is to pick up the cost, then which one? 

If it is the State who is to assume this financial responsibility, then it stands to 
reason that State legislatures should receive D, proportionate share of the decision
making authority regarding the allocation of these funds. 

Clearly, the answers to these questions need to be spelled out, both for dis
,cretionary and for block grant funds. In my opinion, to extract the greatest possible 
value and efficiency from the funds made available to States through the LEAA, it 
is necessary to increase legislative input. 

By providing State legislatures with a statutory option to approve the alloca
tion of LEAA funds, we increase the involvement of each State as a whole. State 
legislatures would be able to more closely oversee the ways in which programs are 
.adminiiltered. This, in turn, WOll1d mal~e the LEAA program more accotjntable 
for the ways in which funds are spent. As it stands now, there is little or no 
contact between the legislature and recipients of LEAA funds, and I share the 
'concern of many of my legislative colleagues that local police departments and 
correction facilities are continuing to engage in hiring practices which discriminate 
.against Blacks and women. 

Whether or not you agree with my opinion that State legislatures need greater 
'control over LEAA funds, the fact remains that such input is legally impossible 
under the current language of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. 

Legal opinions have been issued which outlin(;l the fact that State legislation 
used to change priorities and the comprehensiveness of State plans would be 
'Considered inconsistent with the act. 

I urge you to give serious consideration to amending the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 in order to clear up the problemd I have 
delineated, Suggested language for an amendment to Section 203 of that Act; has 
been prepared by the National Conference of State Legislatures and reads as 
follows: 

The second se;ntence of Section 203 (a) of the Omnibus Crime Control 'and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 is amended to read as follows: "Such agency shall be created 
under state law and subject to the jurisdiction of the chief executive officer of the 
sta,te,1I 

Section 203 (b) (3) is amended by inserting aHer the first sentence the follo,ving 
language: HAt the request of the state legislaturlr or a body it designates the com
prehensive statewide plan shall be submitted to the legislature for its approvnl, 
umendment, or disapproval of the goals, priorities and standards which comprise 
the basis of that plan, prior to its submission to ,the Federal Government. The 
state legislature shall be notified of substantial modifications to the goals, prioritiesl ahd standards. At the legislature's request, these modifications shall be submittea 
to the legislatUre for approval, amendment,or disapproval, If the legislature 
(while in cession) or an interim body designated by the legislature while not in 
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session) has not approved, amended, or disapproved the goals, priorities, and 
standards of the plan within 45 days after receipt of such plans, or within 30 days 
after receipt of substantial modifications, such plan or modifications shall then 
be deemed approved." 

It is my hope that I have communicated to you the serious nature of the prob-
. lems posed to State Legislatures by their virtual omission from the decision making 
processes regarding allocation of LEAA funds. In no way, however, can these 
problems be considered any greater than the dramatic implications that would 
result if the LEAA program were discontinued altogether. 

As of January, 1976, our nation was faced with a seasonally adjusted unem
ployment rate of 7.8 percent. Due to economic factors unique in our state, 
Michigan was faced with an unemployment rate of 12.5 percent. Everyone here 
today, I am sure, is aware of tho tremendous economic problems now facing our 
country. 

These economic problems are common to every state, and are exaggerated in 
Michigan. Our projected incoming revenue from state and federal sources for 
this fiScal year does not begin to match our expenditures. 'IVe are now faced 
with a budget deficit of at ]<'ast $200 million, and that figure could well go as 
high as $500 million. I can assure all of you here today that the fiscal crisis in 
Michigan is very real and very frightening. Equally as frightening would bc the 
possible removal of $17 million in federal LEAA funds. Courts would suffer, 
police departments would suffer correction facilities would suffer, and most 
important, people would suffer. 6nly criminals would prosper, and God knows 
they're getting along too well as it is. 

Faced, as we are, with an enormous and increasing budget deficit, where conld 
we turn to obtain the re'.mue necessary to snpport the programs which h:1\'e 
been implemented with LEAA funds? I urge all of you present to take into COll
sideration the fact that the deficit we are now experiencing in Michigan is not 
the result of fiscal carelessness. It is largely thc upshot of national economic 
policies and conditions which arc beyond our control. Inflation has skyrocketed, 
we arc beset with shortages of cvery type, unemployment has increased, and our 
welfare rolls have expanded to the point that Michigan taxpayers are litprtllly 
groaning under the financial burden imposed by a combination of state-supported 
services and inflationary cost increases. Michigan is now collecting more tux 
dollars per capita, than any other state in the nation. In spite of this, we are now 
confronted with the imminent possibility of reducing state services, luying off 
state employees, or both. 

In the fnce of this grim alternative, we now must con~ider the possible discon
tinuntion of Ll~AA funds. 'rhe increased burden that would result from that 
discontinuation is not one which could be bornc gracefully or with any s<:mblance 
of dignity. I respectfully submit to you that we, in Michigan, simply could not 
withstand the increased financial burdon. Some programs, now funded through 
LEA A, would be dropped. Others would bc drnsticnlly reduced. We would be 
f!teed with the financial burden of leftover employees, rented buildings and 
operational costs which would bc beyond our capncity to shouldcr. 

A side effect of :Michigall's high unemployment rote has bcen nn increase in 
the mte of str<:et crime. Partially in response to that, the Michigan Legislature has 
leaned toward and implemented bills which establish mandatory sentencing 
provisions. 

'l'hese bills, recently signed into law, will certainly increase the burden on our 
correction facilities. \Vc can, then, expect a. comlCqucnt increased impact on our 
state's budget. 

Discontinuation of thc LEAA program would literally pull an already well
worn rug out from under our feet il11d give a magic carpet to criminal offenders. 
Such a. proposal cannot be any more offensive to me than to any of you, for similar 
situations must exist in your states, also. 

Only recently, we were faced with the presidellthLl veto of federal legislation 
which would have poured millions of dolla.rs nud thousands of jobs into overy 
stltte in this naj;ion. We caJlnot withstand a continuation of federal policy which 
does not recognize our needs. 

An example of the breakdown in communicationbetw<:en Rtatc and fed(\\"al 
levels of government is exemplified by pending federal legislation which would 
earmark a portion of Blocle and Discretionary funds for the use of courts. It is 
the goal of the bill's sponsor to improve court systems within st!Lt~~ and I sub
scribe to his intent. However, it is my belief that courts within lVliohigall und 
other states Ilre already Buffering from It lack of coordination und oversight. To 
put more money into It system which is already suffering from disorganization 
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is to ep:;:tge in misappropriation. I propose first that we talk in terms of'statewlde' 
financing and consequent coordination of our court systems. 'When and if we can 
accomplish that objective, then, and only then, will we be prepared to earmark. 
funds for court use. 

It is possible, though, that my concern over earmarked Discretionary and Block 
Grant funds is premature. The question still remains whether or not there will be
enough funds. 

If there are not, do you think Michigan, or any other financially-beleaguered 
state, will be able to continue operating Sexual Assault Crisis Centers? Or LEAA 
funded Half-Way Houses? Or High School Career Programs? Would we be able' 
to continue funding for Community Centers, 01' the L!LW Enforcement Education 
Program? Would we be able to keep pace with rising crime? In Michigan: simply 
and plainly, no. We could not. We need Law Enforcement Assistance Administl'!L~ 
tion funds for all of this and more. 

The discontinuation of this program certainly carries a greater price tag than 
its extension. It is a price tag th!Lt would ultimately be picked up by the people. 
It is a burden th!Lt is measured not in dollars, but in the crime rate. It is my opinion f 
and I hope it is yours, that the price is too deal' and the risk too great. 

TESTIMONY OF PAUL ROSENBAUM, ON BEHALF OF THE COMMITTEE· 
ON THE JUDICIARY, l,uOHIGAN STATE LEGISLATURE, REPRE~ 
SENTING THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES;: 
ACCOMPANIED BY JEFFERY L. ESSER, SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR· 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND CONSUMER AFFAIRS, NCSL 

l\t{l'. ROSENBAUM. Thank yon, Congressman Conyers and distin
guished members of the subcommittee. You have my prepared 
testimony. I don't particularly like to read things. I feel fairly strong 
on this issue to begin with. Wayne County, the major metropolitan 
area of my home State exemplifies the value of the program in my 
hometown. . 

We hnve LEAA funds used. by the police department to purchase' 
textbooks and hire teachers for the criminal justice program within 
our high schools. During the first 6 months of 1975 the Detroit Police 
Department used IJEAA funds to establish a ministation within the' 
fifth precinct. 'rhese were only one phase of decentralization, the 
ultimate goals of which are to reduce crime and the fear of crime and 
to improve community relations. 

We also have been able to implement a law enforcement education 
program. In 1966, 75 percent of all police officers in Wayne County' 
had never attended college. At this time 33 percent of all police' 
officers have at least a fun year of college education. Over 20 percent· 
of all command officers have a 4-year degree. By 1980 if the program 
~s continued, it will be mandatory for all officers from the level of 
Inspector on up to have a bachelor's degree. The more education our' 
police departments get, I think the better off we will all be on that ill 
terms of dealing with the general public. 

We have a 911 emergency te1ephone number system that serves-
1.S million calls annually. 'l'hat situation has a compillint recol'cl--' 

Mr. CONYERS. It is horrible. I use it. 
Mi'. ROSENBAUM. It breaks down not because of the system. It 

bl'eaks down because once the system is operative, they don't get 
there on time. The complaints record is point 002. 

Mr. CONYERS. I want you to ta1k to some police officers with the 
Detroit Police Force that have to beg the operators to send p01ico' 
cal'S to back up their (Lction on the streets. 
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Mr. ROSENBAUM. I agree with you on that. What I am saying is 
that the program is good in terms of the call. After the call is made, 
that is where the problem starts. I don't think we are in too much 
disagreement on that aspect. 

I bl'iefiy talked about the value of the program to eV"ery State in 
the Nation, particularly to my State, there is room, however, for 
substantial improvement in this LEAA program, improvement which 
'carries no fiscal impact but which could coordinate and measure the 
LEAA program. At this time the LEAA block funds are received by 
-each State's planning agency. 

These funds are allocated among the several States, city and 
-county criminal justice agencies by the State planning agency. Alloca
tions are made according to requests submitted by regional planning 
·councils, the State planning agencies and are subject to Federal 
approval. 

'rhe problem is, the lack of control regarding the allocation of LEA A 
block grants, and that causes problems to me as a State legislator. It 
is ironic that I am here today. Mr. Chairman, last week as chairman 
·of the House Judiciary Committee, I looked into the request by the 
Supreme Oourt Administrator's office for 13 new circuit court judges 
in the State of Michigan. 

While we were hearing testimony from various county boards of 
-commissioners and from the courts on the new judgeships, the one 
recurring theme was, "Representative Rosenbaum, it is great that 
you want circuit court judges and that you have the power to do so. 
Why don't you involve us in it because you make the decision and we 
have to pay the bills for the thing." 

I said, well, that is true. You have very little decisionmaking 
process on this other than the fact to come here and tell us yes, you 
-can afford it, and whether you have the space requirement for it. 

We make the decision and give it to the county board of com
missioners and they say it is great, but where are they going to get 
tll(' funding? Why don't you involve us in the decisionmaking process? 

WC' have a Presidential primary coming up in the State of Michigan 
and the Michigan Legislature in its wisdom decided to hold that pri
mary and nllocatod a $2 million price tag to the local governments. 
-ThC',r turned around and said we can't pay for it flO who is? 

It is ironic for me to say you make the decisions but why don't 
you include the State governments as well. I have that on a day-to-clay 
basi:; in Lansing and now I am saying it to you. It is boLh my personal 
-opinion and the opinion of tho National Oonfe1'ence of State Legisla
turcs that the needs of States should be determincd by their elected 
polieymalrol's. 

The problem is not confined to block grants or discretionary grants 
made by the LEAA sent f['Om Washington directly to locn1 units and 
arc subject to no legifllative input. It is unclear who is responsible for 
picking up expenses for programs uncleI' discretionary grantfl if these 
funds are discontinued. 

I have heard the argument that thm;e programs are cOllfliderecl pilot 
projects. 'rhey are llOt considered permanent wards of discretionary 
funds. Suppose 11 project implemented through these funds proved to 
be highly successful? 

Suppose also that discl'etionary funds ftom the project are no longer 
t\.vuiluble? 
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Wllo .then is responsible for picking; up .that eX'Pense? If it is the 
State or-is it the county or the local units of government? If it is 
none of these ,and the program, however successful, were to be dropped, 
what possible use was its original implflmentatiou? 

I am ,an e~ officio member of a commission that decides how to use 
that money. At the same time, the legislatur,e has no statutory author
ity to look at it. As chairman of the Bouse Judiciary Committee, I 
have an awful lot of things to do. If you don't tell me that I have a 
Statutol'y authority or an obligation to look at that program fund, 
I am not going to do it, 

There are too many things to do in 1 day. If you tell me I have an 
obli~ation to look at the requirements, then I am going to do it. 
I thmk that holds true for you people here as well as people in the 
State legislatures across the country. One of the things that I have to 
stress very strongly is that I want to be able to have statutory authority 
to review the goals and priorities of the LEAA fundings. I don't under 
any circumstance want to get involved in the nitty-gritty decision
making process. 

I am not interested in specific pieces of legislation. I am not in
terested in specific details because if the legislature had to approve 
specific details of a program, then you are talldng about legislation. 
Then you are talking about personalities and you are talking about 
1 or 2 or 3 people that can hold up $17 million of funds in the State 
of Michigan or $12 million of funds in some other State. 

All I want to have in terms of my interest in tlus is to at least from 
a statutory point of view have some degree of authority to review 
the standards, goals and priorities but not to have veto' power over 
it and not to get into specific details that would bog down the whole 
system. 

I think there should be some amendatory language to allow us to 
have a statutory option to review the major goals and priorities. 
I can't stress that stl'onglyenough. 

Legal opinions havo been issued which outline the fact that State 
legislation used to change priorities and the comprehensiveness of 
State plans would be considered inconsistent with the act. 

I urge you to give serious consideration to amending the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 in order to clear up the 
problems I have delineated. 

It is my hope that I have communicated to you the serious nature 
of the problems posed to State legislatures by their virtual omission 
from the decision making processes regarding allocation of LEAA 
Funds. 

In no way, however, can these problems be considered any greater 
than the dramatic implications that would result if the LEAA program 
were discontinued alto~ether. 

We have a $200 millIon deficit in the State of Michigan as of today. 
This figure can go as high as $500 million. At the end of this proposed 
year-and I think Congressman Conyers will get a kick out of this 
one-we are going to go to a 15-month fiscal year basis as of this 
time. At the end of a 15-month fiscal year basis, the proposed budget 
in the State of Michigan is $100,000 surplus. 

That is about 22 minutes of operation of our State government. 
If, indeed, there were serious cuts in LEAA fllndi~g for the State of 
Michigan, we would indeed be in serious trouble. Weare somewhere 
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-between $200 million and $300 million in the hole right now. We 
have a serious fiscal crisis. 

Depending on what kind of LEAA funds come into the State of 
Michigan it is important for this reason: As chairman of the House 
Judiciary Oommittee, we passed a 2-year mandatory gun bill; 2-year 
mandatory sentence for illegal use 9f a handgun during the course of 
B felony, 5 on the second, and 10 on the third. There was sentiment 
in. Michigan to start dealing on mandatory sentencing provisions. 

What I have told everybody is that if you want to pass a mandatory 
sentencing bill, you have got to be prepared-that means the general 
public-prepared to foot the bill for it. 

One does not come without the other. If you start passing mandatory 
sentencing bills, the Department of Corrections budgets in every 
State and the Federal Government is going to have to be increased 
tenfold in order to pay that bill. 

If you want to put people away for life, you have to be committed to 
paying for it. The LEAA funding becomes that much more critical 
in the whole pl'Ocess. If you start cutting the price tag to the States 
and especially to the State of l\'fichigan in light of the type of bills 
that we are passing, we only become that much more in the hole. 

One other thing I woulcllike to mention is the Kennedy concept. 
In my personal experience, I think this would be the most disastrous 
thing that this Oongress could do. The courts across this country 
are mixed up enough as it is right now. 

There is very little consistency with thorn. We have a bill in con
ferenee right now that will givo you a classic example. The fees to take 
exnmination, the bat· examination in the State of Michigan is set by 
statute. Six months after the Miehigan Supreme Conrt raisod the 
fees, they came to me and said by the way we did this 6 months ago. 
Would yon ploase onaet a statute and comply with our reqnest? 

I said I wiH do it this time bllt never again. The Senate now says 
let the courts operate on that thing anyway. By Michigan court rules, 
the courts al'e more and more infringing upon th(\ legislative l'esponsi
bilitios. I think you are going to reach u, point in time where they have 
already stat·ted making legislative decisions rather thl1n juclicil1l 
decisions. If you start putting that type of money into the COlll'ts 
wit.hout u, totall'eorganization of the courts-we havCl in the State of 
Michigan a bill preparcd by me floaling with statewide finallcing of the 
courts. 

If you want to put discretionary and block funds into the courts, 
first hl1vc a reorganization of the courts. We have no money to do it 
right now. After reorganization I think a program like the Kennedy 
plan would be more feasible than it is now. 

The other thing which I want to stress very much is that in my 
dealings, at least in the State of Michigan, the key to the criminal 
justice systcm in that State or in any other State across this country is 
local county prosecu tors. 

When you have situations where the local county prosecutor has 
staff that basically does not know where the bathl'oom is for 2U years 
after they come in there and where you have people, hardened crim
inals in the system tho,t call give them 0, lesson in the operation of law 
10 times better than anyone of those local prosecutors, you are going 
to have n brClakdown in the system. 
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The plea bargaining in this country is predicated on the inability of 
local prosecutors to know what they are doing. 

You may have one g~!y who is a local prosecutor w'ho has been 
,elected by the people. He has not practiced law in 10 years. The 
'People who come in are right out of law school and they stay for a 
year and a half and by the time they find out what it is all about, they 
:go in private practice. 

The people who are being tried in the system are more knowledge
able of the system than the prosecutors and the assistant prosecutors 
:are. It is a joke, an absolll to joke. 

JVIr. CONYERS. You say the defendants. are. more knowledgeable 
'about the system than the prosecutin&, attorneys. 

:Mr. ROSENDAUl\[. There is no question in my mind they are. I am a 
practicing attorney. I have dealt in the courts. I have gotten exposure 
to it. You have guys coming out of law school and they basically do 
not know what they are doing. They are being paid $13,000 a year 
'01' $14,000 a year. 

The janitor in the county building is making more than the assistant 
1)l'0.'lccntor is. The assistant sheriff and the captain in the department 
'are making ut least $3,000 more than they arc. If this country is not 
,committed to upgrading that 10cftl prosecutor's office, you are going 
to have a run around. 

:\'11'. CONYERS. What law school do the defendants attend? 
1\'11'. ROSENBAU;U. Basically if they are repeaters they are in jail. 

Yon would be umazed what 'kind of a legal system they have. I was 
on the American Bar Association Prison Reform Committee which I 
llad sOme strong feelings on, and I spent some time visiting at :McN cal 
Island and I have been all over this country, seeing corrections 
'facilities. 

We have programs where you have got guys in prison today that 
arc very knowledgeable with the legal tools they have-it is amazing. 
'Bome of the Iltw books are 10 yeurs out of date and they are still good 
.attorneys. 

What do they bave time to do with themselves but to look at their 
-own appeal::;? 

:\11'. CONYERS. Are there some prisons that have better law courses 
tlutn. other pl-il30ns? 

lVIl'. ROSENDAU:\I. I hope I never have a chance to find that out. I 
.cannot answer that for you. 

I guess my point is that if you are involved in the system, and a lot 
·of people are repeaters, they are more knowledgeable as to procedures 
lI~ed than most of your attorneys right out of law school. That is 
.my point. 

If you ,'mnt to gi.ve some serious consideration, especially, I believe 
it should be on part B funds. Yon could do that. Give some serious 
<consideration to upgrading the local county prosecutors across this 
.country, because it is a joke. I really think it is a joke. 

Mr. OONYERS. 'l'hank you, Representative Rosenbaum. I think it 
should be added that you (tl'e also appearing in behalf of the National 
-Conference of State Legislatures. 

:Mr. Rosenbaum, Mr. Jeffrey ES::;I'l' is at your left. He is an executive 
with the Association, the conferenr 

Mr. ESSEH. Yes, 1 a.m. 
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Mr. CONYERS. You say there is no planning within the States for 
the LEAA funds, and there ought to be? 

Mr. ROSENBAUM. That is right. 
Mr. CONYERS. What do you t.hink would happen to the state ot the 

criminal justice system in Michigan if there were unfortunately no 
more LEAA funding? 

Mr. ROSENBAmr. Well, I t.hink I alluded to that point previously, 
Congressman Conyers. We are somewhere between $200 million and 
$300 million in the hole right now. We have no latitude to deal with 
some of the programs we have dealt with in the past. By the use of 
LEAA funds, the sexual assault crisis center for the Detroit General 
Hospital would be closed down within half an hour. It is a people's 
program as opposed to an equipment program. 

The upgrading of the police department for the city of Detroit, I 
was particularly pleased with that. I think the more education the 
police officer has, the better off we all are, and the police prejUdices 
are shown by the police people-and they do show prejudice to all 
segments of society. 

My point is that at the period of time when we start dealing with 
this, if they ask us to take $17 million, the State of :Michigan, that is 
what we are allocating and they sell the legislature and you approve 
that 5 percent. It does not ask us "'hat is in there. Don't tell us. 
Either you approve that 5 percent 01' you don't get it. When I come 
back and say-let me read something to you. 'rhis is the National 
Conference of State Criminal Justice Plannin~ Administrators. This 
is the position they took. The conference beheves that the cost for 
operation of supported programs be assumed after reasonable period 
of Federal assistance. 

After a reasonable period of Federal assistance. We agree that 
Congress should affirm that the definition of reasonable tinle should 
be determined by each State with no change in statutory language. 

That is beautiful, but what are they saying about the legislatures? 
If they are saying that we should assume it, I am saying to you, at 
least give us the rosponsibility of what the goals and priorities are. I 
don't want to get involved in specific detaik 

You know better than we do, ,ye will fight very, very hard for 
specific details. You get philosophY, different areas of the State, dif
ferent concepts, some conservatives, liberals, everything in the book. 
You get involved in specific details, you can throw that program away. 

You get involved in goals and priorities, and you have the statutory 
option to say yes or no-tlus $17 million may not be a lot to you, but 
it is to us, and if we have to give carte blanche approval to that without 
knowing what is in it, that gets me aggravated. 

'rhey say Rosenbaum, you are an ex officio member of the commis
sion, and I come buck and I soy that is great. But if they don't give 
me that statutor:y option to do it, I have 16,000 other things to do and 
I won't put the tIme into that that it deserves. I want to be mandated 
by you to give me the statutory right to take a look I1t the program--

Mr. CONYERS. The problem that I am having is that I woulcllike 
to sec the legislators share more in this but I don't know how you can 
help decide ~oals I1ncl priorities without determining what the pro
grams are gomg to be. It seems to me that you are going to have to be 
involved in both. 
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1\11'. ROSENBAUM. Even the programs are fme as long as you don't 
get into specific details. 

Mr. OONYERS. How can you avoid it? 
Mr. ROSENBAU1VI. I think you can get to the point of at least being 

knowledgeable of the type of money being allocated to your State. 
The details to be broken do'wn by it is something I don't want to
the legislature to get involved in. At least, we should he.ve some 
degree of knowledge of what is going on because we are going to have 
to take over those programs. . 

If we are responsible for taking them over. We ought to have a 
commitment as to the general broad outlines of those programs. Then 
when it comes back to us, the details will be in there and we will be 
more receptive to it at that point in time. 

It is difficult to come back to yott, Representative Oonyers and say 
OK. How do you get involved in the goals and priorities without 
specific details? It is better off to lmow what is going on, than not to 
have any say on the project at nll and on the back end of it; get hit 
by it and then have a responsibility that you have'no commitment to. 

That is philosophic, but it is I think an important concept. 
Mr. OONYERS. How much money does Michigan get annually from 

LEAA? 
Mr. ROSENBAU1I. $17 million, I believe. Jeff, am I right on that 

fiO'ure? . 
°Mr. ESSER. Yesi that is right. 
Mr. ROSENBAUM. $17 million annually. 
JY:[r.OOi\TYERS. Let's make sure we are talking about the same thing. 

This is a two part question. How much money is allocated for the 
criminal justice system by the State of Michi~an and how much 
money is received from LEAA by the State of MlChigan? 

Mr. ROSENBAUM. I got to ask you a question. Are you talking about 
the department of correctiohs in the' Michigl1n State· budget? . 

Mr. CONYERS. Total. The overall gross. 
Mr. ROSElNDAUl\I. In terms of our budget in the State of Michigan? 

I think it is around $120 million for the department of corrections 
but I don't know if that gets to what you were asking, Oongressman 
Oonyers. I can submit that in writing. I am not quite sure what you 
arc askin 0'. 

Mr. O;NYERS. Let me ask you this. In your view as chairman of 
the committee and as a representative of the National Oonference of 
State Legislatures, What do you view the objective of the Law En~ 
forcement Assistance Administration ought to be? 

Mr. ROSENBAUM. In my personal view, the objective so far has 
been one of utilization of equipment. My personl1l view is theutili~ 
zation of equipment, most of your agencies that take advantage of 
LEAA funds say well, it is going to be on a short term basis. . 

Let's turn over a project. Let's modernize some' computer system. 
It will be al!ll'ge first year coston it and then we consume it within 
our depal'tmentul budgets aftcl.· ,that. Basically it is a hardware 
system at this time. " . 

I hope that on the extension of this program, the harclwal'e system 
will he replaced by a people system. If you can ~etinto utilization 
of LEAA funds nQt on the hardware system basis put on pl'oO'rnms
again) I will como back to the rape crisis center for the city of Detroit. 
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You can take all the equipment in the world but what you are 
forcing people to do is buy the guidelines that you have set up right 
now, you have an awfully lot of duplication of pI OgI urns between the 
States and the LEAA funds. 

We give 5 percent. If we have a chance to look at what the broad, 
general outlines are, we probably could save a couple of dollars also. 
The way that you set this thing up now, you are mandating, especially 
police deI?artments, to spend their money on hardware. 

'1'here IS no other way. They are scared stiff. '1'hey say we better 
find a program that we can utilize to the extent that if it is going to 
cut off next year,let's get it in next year, and after that we can assume. 
it within the course of the budget anyway. 

Whatever we can't assume, we will get those guys up in Lansing 
to take care of it after that. I object to'that also. . 

It is sort of ironic that I am here toda)T because I am going to have 
more patience with the county board of commissioners and the local 
government officials who come to me every day and say to one: 
"what are you people doing that for?" 

You are making these things but you don't understand how it 
comes back to the local level. Give us some decisionmaking power 
in the process. It is impossible on a day to day basis but when you are 
talking about $17 million which is a substantial amount to us, I want 
to have some control over it. It is different from allocation of $12,000 
for a new circuit court judge that the county board of commissioners 
don't like. 

You are talking about a substantial progrum and I assume that you 
are going to reinstitute the program for 5 years. But the assumption 
in my opinion rests on what kind of guidelines you are goillg to set 
up to make it more efficient. 

You have the first 5 years in operation was a trial bo,sis. Now that 
you have some experience on it, whether or not that is going to have 
an impact on this country is going to depend upon what you do for the 
next 5 years on it. Mistakes have been made in the last 5 years. 

Now we can analyze the mistakes and come back, A'W legh;lator, 
wh(jther State or national, who says that his program vI.' his bill 01' 
his concept will work is wrong, because the only way anybody knows 
whether a piece of legislation is going to work is after you have had 
a chance to put it into effect. 

I don't believe the mandatory sentence bill is going to work until 
3 years down the road. Now you have had 5 yet1l'S' expel'ience in this. 
field. Now you have to come to the point of asking whether or not it 
is working .. If it is'not ,yorking, like hardware as opposed to people, 
then you have to chan~e it. 

If it is not working III the State and State legislatures o,nd feel 
strongly that we should have some degree of eontrol, then I say to· 
you that it is time to at least give us some consideration. 

That is what I am here for this morning. 
Mr. OONYERS. I recognize and yield to the minority member of' 

the subcommittee, Mr. McOlory of Illinois. 
Mr. MCOLORY. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
I commend you, Mr. Rosenbaum, on the statement that you pre-. 

senteel here todo.y. I am very pleased to note your support of the 
extensio;t;l.of th,eLEAA and your recognitioI). of the utility of this. 
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program an9. citing as you have Wayne Oounty, Mich., and enumerat-. 
ing variolls categories of improvements 'within that area which are, in 
my judgment, comparable to those that, have been experienced in. 
various other parts of the country. 

In my comparable area of Illinois, I have.sort of made an analysis 
as to how the LE.A.A. funds have been used, both those that are man-· 
dated as well as the discretionary funds. We have seen a substantial 
improvement along the same lines that you have delineated in your' 
statement. 

Your suggestion for revising the law to give greater-I would say 
greater administrative input as far as the State legislatures are 
concerned, concerns me somewhat. 

I am wondering if it is not better to have the administrative end 
of the job handled by the executive branch and if you wish to empower 
01' to spell out in your Btate legislature, the various State legislatures" 
the type of executive and administrative control that you want to 
see implemented, that you just handle it on a State basis and not. 
have the Federal Government sort of mandate all the legislatures to 
get involved in what I would regard as administrn,tion of the IJEAA. 
grant program. 

'Mr. ROSENBAUM. Congressman, I think the key word here is. 
administration. I am not advocating that the legislature, any legis-. 
lature, should get involved in administration of these programs. When 
you talk about administration of a program, you are talking about 
specific details. 

When you talk about specific details, the last place you want to, 
get involved is any legislature, whether Oongress or a State legisla
ture because then what you have in front of you is a particular piece 
of legislation. Section 203 (b) (3) should be changed as the National 
Oonference of State Legislatures is recommending, and I highly 
support a change by inserting the following language, "At the request. 
of the State legislature, the comprehensive statewide plan shall be, 
submitted to the. legislature"-this is not administration-II shall 
be submitted to the legislature for its approval, amendment or dis-. 
approval of the goals, priorities and standards which comprise the 
basis of that plan prior to the submission to the :Wederal Government. 

"The State legislature will be notified of the substantial modifica
tion of the standards, goals and priorities. This shall be submitted 
to the legislature for approval, amendment or disapproval"- and 
so on. I am not interested in administration of those details. 

That is left 1,1p to the individual phmning body. I am interested in 
the goals and priorities. I think, we cail at. least have an ove.rview of 
those projects without getting into specific details: 

MI'. MCOLORY. Well, you could have a veto power of projects and 
the projects could involve the areas where the concentration of funds 
is going to be. You get very close to the administrative end, it seems 
to me. It is something that is occurring here in Washington as wen 
where we want to cloak the executive branch with authority bub we 
wlmt to have the right to approve what they are doing. 

It is sort of a shared responsibility which does not seem to me to 
work very well and to l:esul t in good administrl1,tion. . 

Mr. ROSlDNBAUM. With all clne respect, there is a vast c1iffei'ence 
between the COllC~,et of the.Congl'qss and thl;l, :mxecp.~iy;~ 0$.96 and 
the concept of the Federa. Congress find the Stu.te legIslature. 
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What you are asking for us is to give a carte blanche approval on a 
5-percent basis which is an awfully lot of money to us. But then, with 
the understanding-even the State planning agencies have the under
standing that somewhere along the line, that you are going to come 
back to the State legislature for approval of continued projects. 

The vast difference is, why should we give approval of something 
on a carte blanche basis when those programs are going to come back 
to us for pickup? If they are going to come back to us for decision
making processes and we are going to become involved in it and if you 
can tell me somewhere along the line that we are not going to become 
involved in it, isn't it better to get initial approval of a project so that 
when the project does come back to us, we will have some sentiments 
to deal with it? 

Later on, in terms of our budget today any program that you stop 
funding is going to be awfully hard put to look at us and say here we 
are, now we need your help. You are assuming at the beginning you 
want our Help and yet you don't want us to become involved. 

Mr. MCOLORY. I think it is far better to repose responsibility on the 
executive and tell him how you want him to handle the office. If he 
does not handle it appropriately, the electors can decide what they 
want to do about it, about the administration. 

Mr. RosENBAmr. That is fine if we have an input but under the 
present system, we don't have that input. If you want to give us that 
input, I will buy that, too. 

Mr. MCOLORY. I guess we have a disagreement on that phase. The 
question was asked by the chairman with regard to the increase in the 
rate of crime and I guess the quantity of crime. It is your opinion, I 
am sure, that if we had not had LEAA for the last 7 years, the number 
of crimes and the rate of crime and overall criminal activity would 
have been increasing at a far greater rate and we would be facing a 
greater dilemma than at the present time. 

1\11'. ROSENBAU;Vr. I can't agree. I think the LEAA funds are totally 
valuable but I think in some areas it increased the use of helicopters 
01' additional communication equipment but it has not made. any 
impact on the crime problem in this country. 

It is an important thing. But I am not ready to agree with you that 
the bafle of LEAA funds, that that has held clown the crime rate in this 
country. I don't see that there iR a direct relations·hip between the two. 

Mr. 'MCO:LORY. Why do you want us to continue a program that 
has not had any effect? 

Mr. RosENBAmr. I think it has had an effect .• 
Mr. MCOLORY. I asked if crime won't have increased more if we 

had not had LEAA and I understand you to say no. 
},IIr. ROSENBAUM. There is no direct relationship between the two. 
:Mr. MCOLORY. I nm just asldng for your opinion or your jUdgment. 
}dr. ROSENBAUM. The sexual assault crisis center for the Detrpit 

General Hospital is a vitally needed thing but you don't think that 
held down crime because that is after the fact. 

But those ai'e important funds' for the people in the state. '1'he 
increase in the educatiollal oppoi.'tuFrities for law enforcement people 
have not held down -crime in the State of Michigan but it is awfully 
importnnt to the State of :Michigan in upgrading the system. 

'1'he law enforcement education program is tremendously impor
tant to the 'high schools in the State bu t that has not held dowll.crimes .. 



In terms of the actual implication of crime in the State of Michigan, 
the LEAA funds are totally invaluable to us in terms of people proj~ 
ects that are necessary and that you have to have. 

If you are telling me that the LEAA funds have a direct relationship 
to holding down crime in this country, I can't agree with you. 

Mr. OO}'TYERS. Isn't that what it was for? 
Mr. ROSENBAUM. Partly, but some of the programs you developed 

over the 5 years, you don't lmow what it is for until you have some 
time to experiment with it. Now you have to come back and utilize 
those funds to the greatest degree. 

Mr. MCOLORY. A very high percentage of the crimes are committed 
by criminal repeaters. Would YOll not regard that the half-way 
houses and the treatment programs and the health care programs 
for those who are confined in our penal institutions are helpful in 
reducing recidivi'3m? 

Mr. ROSENBAUM. Yes, I think it is an important area. But YOll 
asked me the specific question, whether LEAA funds--

Mr. MCOLORY. I am asking you the overall subject. I am not ask~ 
ing whether or not-although you mentioned a training program in 
the schools. I would imagine that enlightening the school population 
would have some effect on preventing crime. 

That is a way of reducing crime in America. 
Mr. ROSENBAUM. I certainly hope they do but there are no figures 

or facts that I can tell you about that confirm this contention. 
Mr. MCOLORY. I did not really ask about lowering the crime rate. 

The total amount of crime has gone up. But in order to justify our 
extension of LEAA, we had better be very certain that LEAA has 
had some effect on preventing a further increase. I am convinced of 
it but if you are not, you are giving testimony against this legislation 
as far as I am concerned. 

Mr. ROSENBAUM. Absolutely not. I am convinced that the program 
iB needed. Depending upon what you learned from your experiences 
in the States over the first 5 years of this program will depend upon 
how valuable this program will be the next 5 years. 

I am not going to ar~ue with you. I certainly hope that the extension 
of this program will mdeed culminate in the reduction of crime in 
this country, but I also think that you could put a police officer on 
every street in this country and you are not going to reduce crime in 
this country to a great extent either . 

. You are dealing with an issue that you have 5 years experience 
with hOw. The critical point now is what are you going to do with $60 
million in part B funds, $300 to $400 million in part 0 funds? From 
my understanding, rather than 1.3 bHlion, it is going to he $700 million. 

N ow you are going to have to cut some of the programs. After 5 
years' experience, what you people' come up with in terms of how yon 
are going to help other people in this couhtry, it does not have to be 
directly related to the reduction of crime, it has to be related to how 
yon are going to help people. 

I think there is a difference between those two concepts. That 
sexual assault crisis center is not going to reduce crime, but that helps 
people. . 

Mr. MCOLORY. If the committee would not see fit to clothe our 
State legislators with this addition!!:l authority, would you be opposed 
tot'tho exteilsion of the bill? . 

60-5S7--76--pt. 1----11 
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Mr. RosENBAmL Well-let me put it this way. I would have a 
lot less confidence in this bill and would be a lot less disposed to sup
porting it if you at least didn't give us a statutory option of becoming 
involved. You don't have to mandate each State. 

Give each State an option and I think you will get a lot more 
support. Somewhere along the line, if the Federal Government runs 
out of money, and it is possible, if we have anything left in our coffers, 
then it is up to us t.o determine those goals and priorities. 

I would rather be included in the beginning rather than after the 
fact-I like to have the decisionmaking process at the beginning and 
not the end . 

. Mr. MCOLORY. How does the Governor feel about this? 
Mr. ROSENBAUM. I learned a long time ago that I can't talk for 

the Governor of Michigan. We are not just different parties but he has 
a criminal justice commission. I imagine that the State planning 
agencies will have their opportunities to appear before your distin
guished body and probably give 180 percent different opinion than 
I have. I hope you have a little bit more confidence in my opinion 
than in their opinion. 

1'11'. :tvIcOLORY. Thank you. 
YIr. OONYERS. I recognize staff counsel, 111'. Gekas. 
Mr. GEKAS. Thank you, Mr. Oh~lirman. 
Is it my understanding that the National Conference of State 

I.<;:>gislatures teHtified in the Senate eoncel'ning the question of ,,-hether 
or not the Cong1'CHS should require the State planning agency to be a 
creature of State legislative action? 

lVI1'. ROSENBAU:\f. Ml'. Ledbetter, from the conference, testified. 
There ,,'01'e various considerations. One was whether or not it should 
come under the attorney general's office, whether it should become a 
legislative eoshul'ing with the executive department. 

There were val'ioHs con"ideratiolls. 
Mr. ESSER. Repre"entative Ledbetter, from Al'kanSaR, did testify. 

He indicated that he felt thp LEAA program at the State level should 
be a joint partnel'Hhip role bet,,'een the executive branch and the 
legiHlutive branch. I believe he \ntH asked whether the attorney general 
Rhould have the responsibilities the State planning agencies currently 
have. He indicated at that time and it is our organization's position 
that the attorney general should be involved as should other com
ponents of the criminal justice sYHtem. 

Mr. GEKAS. I understand there are a number of States in which 
the State legislatures have created the State planning agencies as a 
matter of state statute. Is that correct? 

Mr. ESSER. Twenty-five, to twent.y-nine States have already done 
that. 

Mr. GEKAS. Of those 25 or 29, two State planlling agencies have been 
given complete authority over the planning for the disblU'seDlent of 
LEAA Federal funds and the moneys that come out of the State 
coffers. Is that correct? 

MI'. ESSER.. I believe that if; probably d!?]::. 
Mr. GEKAS. I wondered what.your feelIng i~ abont Lhllt approach, 

1v1r. Rosenbaum? 
It seelllS to me that the problem of the separation of the State 

planning a~encies and legislativeauthol'ity has been stated by some 
of the statIstics as foHow·s. rrhat the State planning agendes are a 
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superior structure that is responsive pl'imm'i1y to t,he demands of the 
LEAA and disburses LEAA f~mdt:l and thinks about LEAA funds 
whereas the State legislatures are concerned with the problems they 
have and the moneys they have. 

You have two trains going down parallel tracks. One of the ·ways 
to solve that would be for the State legislatures to give the State plan
ning agencies t:lay so overall the State moneys. 

There are probably a lot of political problems \yith that. 
:evIl'. RosENllAmr. We recognize that fact. 
Mr. GEKAS. In two States, they have done it. '£here has been general 

applause throughout the criminal justice cODlilluoity. What are your 
thoughts about that, first of all? 

Mr. ROS]jJNBAUl\L If you got down to the point of having that 
direct working relationship I would certainly not be in opposition to 
that concept. We have a situation \vith part time probate judges in 
Michigan. The constitution says you can restrict them but they have 
to _give a,pproval by vote of the people. 

We have 2,000 people in one county and 26,000 in the other. There 
is no one-no way the two of them are going to get together. It is a 
}}articularly serious problem ~o me as chairman of the House Judiciary 
Oommittee. If you give the ttllthority to have that control, I would be 
fnvorably disposed toward it. 

I don't know whether OJ: not it is feasibly possible to do so. 
Mr. GEKAS. It seems to me that the theory is to get aJI the com

ponents of the criminal justice system top:rther to do planning
colu'~s, police, State Hnd lucal officin,h-;, Stahl legi~ltltors, local legisla
tors. 'rliar.. is the problem with giving the State legislature too much 
control. They are not representative. They don't have a vote, 1, or 2, 
or 3 votes. ' 

It gives them some power in saying how the money is to be disbursed. 
Mr. ROSEN13AUlIf. What I am asking you to do is to make a distinc

tion between what type of degree of control the legislature should be
come involved in. If you in your infinite wisdom can write a bill that 
allows us to have that overview on that 5-percent matching ot' what
ever percentage but not give us any specific control over the specific 
projects that is what I am asking for. 

It is difficult to write something along those lines. I know that as 
well as you do. But at least at this point keep in mind the fact that you 
have 50 separate legislative bodies and a couple of others too. 

Give them an opdon to become involved on an overall plan without 
getting involved in details of it. Now that can be worked out. 

Mr. OONYERS. Oounsel? 
Ms. FREED. You mentinned in your written statement about the 

police ministations. You also mentioned the 1'I1pe crit:lis center. Have 
either of those projects been duplicated elsewhere in Michigan 01' in 
other States? 

Mr. ROSENBAUM. To the best of my knowledge, no, but it is under 
consideration in at least three different counties aA far as the sexual 
assault crisis centers. The ministations, no. But again, these type of 
programs Vlrillnot significantly affect the 1'I1te of crime in this GOuntly 
or in, the State of Michigan but they are awfully: valuable. 

i If we did not have the LEAA funds, we wourcl not have that type.' 
of pl'ognnn. 



Ms. FREED. I understand that, but LEAA funds comprise only 5 
percent of the funds your State uses for criminal justice. It has been 
bothering the members, I think, that your programs are not repli
cated elsewhere. Isn't there some need for you to bring to the atten
tion of the LEAA the sexual assault cri;.;is center? 

:Mr. ROSENBAUM. Of course, but the way State legislatures become 
involved in these programs is through the back door anyway. I 
think we ought to be involved in the front, door, rather than the back 
door. 

Ms. FREED. What are you doing right now to try to get involved? 
DoeR your Judiciary Committee do anything? 

Mr. ROSENBAUM. Let me explain, right now I have got a proposed 
probate code in the State of Michigan that we have put in 300 hours 
on. We have a reviRed juvenile code. We have got the mandatory 
sentencing bill for the large heroin dealers. We have all these bills. 

I don't have time on a day-to-day basis to get involved in anyone 
of the programs. That is the function of the departments. '1'he problem 
is that I can't handle anything more than I am obligated to handle. 

r woulcllike to get involved in that. 
But under the situation as an ex officio member of the Committee 

on Crime, they give us all the priorities and they say here it is. r am 
not mandated to go t1u'ou~h that. 

]\l1s. FREED. Do you thmk a mandate would carry along with it 
more Federal fund~'? 

MI'. ROSENBAUM. No, but a hi~her nbligation on my part to get 
involved in it. I would like to get mvolved with it. I am being blunt 
with you. 1£ you are not mandated to do something, you are not going 
to do it. 

Ms. FREED. r think your constituents with their fear of crime may 
provide that mandate for you. . 

Let me go on. Ms. Sarah Carey spoke to our subcommIttee yester
day that the LEAA program is nothing more than a fiscal relief 
program. r have read the last six pages of your statement and your 
pI6(\, is lor the need for those funds. 

It seems you would agree with her statement, would you not? 
:Mr. ROSENBAuM. To a certain extent I would, yes. 
Ms. FREED. The only other subject area I wanted to deal with 

was how this works with the State taking over projects after LEAA 
has ceased funding? Is there some process where States pick up a 
gradual section of the match? 

:Mr. ROSENBAU!\I. To the be8t of my kuowledge, no. 
Ms. FREED. All programs operl1teon 90 percent Federal funds? 
Mr. ROSENBAlJM. Sometimes they are implemented 100 percent 

to nothing. 
Ms. FREED. Which projects get' picked up more often, the block 

grant 01' discretionary projects? 
Mr~ ROSEI'l"BAUM. I would think the discretionl1ry funds programs. 
Mr. ESSER. We can check on that and get written response baok 

to you. 
Mr. GEKAS. What woulel you say if this subcommittee were to 

consider an appal'atlls withi.n LEAA that \vould allow them to say 
to the Stl1te govel'nmentfl if you are going' to put together a sexllal 
assault crisis program, you hn.ve got to do it this way and mandate' 



standards and minimums by which that sped-fic program has to adhere' 
to. 

Did I make it clear? 
Mr. ROSENBAUM. Just the fu'st part of it. 
M:t·. GJllKAS. LEll would say it to each of the States. 
Mr. ROSENBAUM. How does that solve our problem in terms of 

becoming involved in the decisionmaking process? 
Mr. GEKAS. The question has been raised throughout the hearing, 

the qttestion of replication of things that work. You find a program 
in Boston that works and you go out to Detroit and you find they are 
doing the snme thing but the wrong way. 

The idea is to set up a mechanism of national standards. 
You say if you want any more Federal money, do it this way or 

you don't get the money. I stated it harshly, maybe overly harshly. 
You hav.e got to understand where I am coming from. When you 
start talking in terms of the Upper Peninsula in the same breath as 
the city of Los Angeles or Montana or Idaho or anyplace else without 
ta}cing mto consideration the particular needs of the certain areas, 
I am going to say no: 

By the same token if that is the way it has to be done and if you 
learned from yOUI' experiences that that is the way it should be done, 
I can close my eyes to that situation. I don't see how that will help 
.our situation in terms of decisionmaking processes. 

Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
~IIr. OONYERS. I think your testimony here has given us a clue of 

what many in the legislatures, not only in NIichigan but across the 
country are thinking. To that extent, your testimony has been very 
helpful. Over and above it, your own personal views I think have 
added an appreciation of what is goiD;; on right at the grassroots 
level. 

I would hope that our committo& ond you and the representatives 
.of your conference would work as closely together as we can many 
times through our staff, of course, so that we can have a greater 
oversight on what has to be done here at the Federal level. 

It is clear to me that what we have been doing isn't working and the 
question of where we ~o from here is still a very, very open one. 

Thank you for commg, Representative Rosenbaum, and you! too, 
Mr. Esser. 

Mr. ROSENBAUM. Thank you, Oongressman Oonyers. In closing 
allow me to expt'ess one more time that if you can take some considera
tion for the upgra.ding of the local county prosecutors of this country 
and that type of program, I would particularly appreciate that fact. 

I thank you for allowing me the opportunity to appear here today, 
Mr.Ohairman. 

Mr. OONYERS. Thank you very much. 
Our next witness is the executive director of the .American Oorrec

tional .Association, MI' . .Anthony 'l'ravisono. We have not only his 
statement but also one from the .American OOl'rectional .Association 
Boat'd of Directors, agreed to only last week in St. Louis, Mo. 

Without objection both statements will be incorporated into the 
;record at this point. Welcome before the subcommittee, gentlemen. 
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[The documents referred to follow:] 

S'l'AT1<;MENT Wl'l'H RI"FERENCE TO LEAA AUTHOnIZATION BY ANTHONY P. 
TUA VISONO, EXECUTIV]" DmEC'l'OR, AMERICAN CORRECTIONAL ASSOCIATION 

Chairman Conyers, lvIembers of the IIouse of Representatives' Subcommittee 
1)n Cl'ime, ladies and gentlemen: 

It is my honor and privilege to have this opportunity to appear before you 
today, and to present, on behalf of the American Correctional Association, 
testimony regarding the efforts and continuation of the Law Enforcement Assist
·~nce Administration. I hope this testimony will assist you in your deliberations. 

The American Correctional Association represents approximately 10,000 cor
rectional professionn,ls throughout the United States and Canada, and 38 affiliate 
professional and geographic organizations. The sole function of ACA iR the 
lmprovC'ment of correctional policy, pl'ogrml1R, and practice:;. 

For buth the protectiol1 uf the public and the re..;tortttiOl1 of the offend!'r to 
the community as a productive and law-abiding citizen, modern-day correct: 'nal 
experts advocate the development of a balanced correctional (tpproach, consbting 
of both institutional and community programming. Because of the complexity of 
human beh(tvior, (tnd the often dccp-seated and long-term nature of individual 
criminal patterns, these goals are fm' more easily stated than achieved. 

The American Correctional Association advocates the confinement for those 
individuals who commit violent crimes and who, in the interest of public safety, 
must be separated from the gcneral public. Propcrty-crime and other non-violent 
offrndel's can lllost often be diverted frolll costly confinement through the use of 
cOllllllunity-basrd progl'ltlllS, Probation, parole, hn,ifway housrs, and other super
visE'd community pl'ograms, stich as work-relea'lo, group homes, crisis centers, 
'Und self-help programs arE' /lOlh cost-effective and demonstrably more helpful 
than confinement in the l'e-direction of criminal careers to productive employ
ment and law-abiding careers. 

In order to attain this type of halance within and throughout the correctional 
systems of the Country, every elemont of the broader criminal justice system 
must be carefully coordinated and orchestrated. Standards for joint planning, 
coordination of ncr.ivitietl, and evaluation of rrsults must he encouraged and 
impl!'lllented at eVE'ry level of the criminal justice SYi:ltC'lll. Continuous research 
llnd demonstration programs me equally important as a ha:-;is for future and more 
effective policy and practice, All of this l'equire:1 lcadership on a national beflis. 
And the Lt'tw Enforcement Assistance Administration has been providing this 
leadership in an increasingly effective manner. 

The battles in the "war on crime" are being fought and will be won, They will 
he won through the resolve and hard work of locu1 governments, and with the 
continuution of Rtrong und efl'cctive support, cncollragement, and assistance 
from the Law I'}nforcement Assistance Administration. 

LEANs 1975 aunllnl budge~ of 888 million dollam represents more than a 
SUbstantial growth in financial SUpp01't fl'Om the 10liO budget of 63 million dollars. 
During this snme period of time, seriollf; crime in the United 8tates has not only 
increas('(l suh~tantially-it hus increased in spite of our efforts, and at an entirely 
unacceptnble pace, This contradiction between the growth of crime and the 
l'CSOlll'ces thnt have bcen made I'wailnble to combat it must be considered in light 
of the following 

(1) One has to wonder what kind of cdme rate this Country woulel now have 
if, over the pn,;;t fi\'e years, we had not cOlIlmitted majot· reHources to the police, 
to the coutts, lUld, in a less significant manner, to the correctional systems at 
each Il'vel of government. 

(2) It is comlllOIl knowledge that more than half of our sprions crime is cauRed 
by relatively young people-most often in the 15-34 year old age group. This 
popuhttion "bulge" has produced, undeniablY, a major strain on our criminal 
justice system. It is expected that this age group-ns it proportion of our totnl 
popu1!tUon-wiU begin to decline at the (·nd of this decade. LEAA has had llO 
more coutrol ovor this phonomenon thnn it has over tho gradual, but nonethell'ss 
incC'::ll:!I.Ult decline of the American family, the American neighborhood, and, of 
ooursc, the decreasing capacity of governmental units to lllu.nage their criminal 
justice systems. 

(3) It is intorosting to note, too, thu,t we have had real difficulty in this Countl'Y~ 
in l'opo1,ting crime accumbely. Recent studies, in many instanccs supported by 
LEAA, have shown that in some communities as much as 50% of the actual 
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crime experienced has not heen reported accurately (or in some cases, at all) to 
law enforcement agencies. LEANs studies of unreported crime and the victims 
of crime have, of course, led to both more and more accurate reporting of crime. 
Thus, in a sense, LEANs work has led directly to a major criticism of its 
activities. 

(4) Finally,one must remember that efforts to solve social problems typically 
resu1t in knowledge that the problem was worse than we thought, and that the 
solutions ure more difficult than we ever imagined. 

TUrning now to the correctional agencies of the United States and the needs 
within the broader criminal justice sY::ltem, it is clear that wc have learned "the 
hard wuy" that the support of corrections is as vital to the reduction of crime M 
the support of law enforcement and the co ~I ts. 'rhe first Crime Control and Safe 
Strcets Aot (1968) guve little thought to oorrections. Since that time, an awareness 
has grown that effeotive crime control will come about through the modernizution. 
of all aspeots of the criminal justice system-and, of oourse, at every level 6f 
government. 

In 1911, Part E funds, earmarked for correotional progrums, were addE'd to the 
LEAA authorization by the Congress. And, sinoe that time, over one billion 
dollars in blook, disoretionary, and teohnical assistance support have been al
located to both juvenile and adult correotions. One billion dollars is a great deal 
of money. Over this same time period, federal, state, and local corrections through
out the Country, have spent approximately 12 & Y2 billion dollars. Thus, LEANs 
investment hus been less than 10% of a total amount of money required to operate 
the national correctional apparatus. And if we mean what we say about mod
ernizing corrections as a tool to reduce orime, significantly more resources ure 
going to be required from both LEAA and local governments. 

Although Purt E addresses the whole area of correotional needs, it does so in a 
rather fuzzy manner; it should be olarified and sharpened. Provision is made for 
the development of regional planning agencies in communities of over 250,000 
which meet the requirements of being metropolitan areas and/or being of inter
state concern. 

Yet this is not the only place where the crying need exists. Cities, counties and 
local government frequently don't have the pbuning capacity to do [1, good job. 
Some jurisdiotions-and they are most frequently those in ruml or sparsely popu
lated areas-have no planners at all, and certainly no grantsmen who could help 
them obtain the funding for planners. Their needs are none-the-less as real, and 
their problems as urgent as those of the more metropolitan areas. Even when 
planners exiflt, under the present system they often find themselves with multiple 
assignments working simultaneously for justice courts, councils of government, 
county commissioners, and many other sepurate and disorete ugenoies and units. 
Any consideration of Title I ohanges flhollid make possible relief to these problems. 

The basic conceptualization of n single federal authOrity, providing assistanoe 
both in funding and in technological advioe to [1, single centrul planning authority 
in each state, in turn providing services to all state and local components of 
criminal justice, seems to be working admirably. Reports from many state ad
ministrators indicate basic satil'fnction with and support of the arrangement. The 
formal position of the Nationul Governors' Conference with regard to Crime 
Reduotion and Publio Safety strongly supports continuance of the arrangement; 
the Association of State Correotional Administmtors, an uffiliate of the ACA, 
genemlly supports the National Governors' Conference in its position. 'L EAA 
and its officials I111ve been doing, and are contiuuing to do a tremendous job in 
giving help and cooperation to those of us who labor in the correotions field. 

In any consideration of LEAA itself, or of the statutory base upon which it is 
founded, there is a long list of specific and general considerations which must 
receive account. One of these is the relative merit of blook grants vs. disoretionary 
funding. It is the essential stand of ACA, thut block grants should be continued. 
We should shy uway from any move to have the federal government deal directly 
with non-state jurisdictions or individual agencies, on programs and plans. Such 
a move would very quickly prove to be defeating of the very purposes whioh the 
Congress through J~EAA, set out to address. The concept of blook grants to single 
State Planning Agencies has been richly demonstrated to be a successful one. It 
has helped in assuring development of state-wide comprehensive, integrated 
planning, and in fostering eooperLttive, bl'oadspan program efforts. Negotiating 
directly with individual agencies wonid promptly destroy this teamwork approaoh. 
Spending would become n fiscal and program game of catch-as-catoh-oan; indi
vidualized, solf-secking uncoordinated local efforts would supplant urea-wide, 
systemwide, planned approaches to issues and concerns. 



162 

Several developmental areas in corrections have been aided significantly by 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The National Clearinghouse 
for Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture, serving the entire field of criminal 
justice, has already played an extremely important role in master planning in 
the correctional field. 

LEAA has also supported the American Correctional Association in the Asso
ciation's efforts to implement an accreditation program for all agencies in the 
correctional continuum. The Commission on Accreditation for Corrections, im
plemented in 1974, will develop and apply national standards throughout the 
field in an accreditation program designed to increase public protection and to 
improve the quality of care and rehabilitation of the criminal offender. For the 
very first time, correctional agencies throughout the Country will be able to 
measure their performance against nationally accepted standards which are both 
realistic and progressive. Without LEAA leadership, this major national effort 
would still be on the Association's drawing boards. 

Grants not only to our Association, but also to the National Council on Crime 
and Delinquency, University of Georgia, the American Justice Institute, and the 
National In~titute of Corrections, hold great promise ill the search for better 
solutions to a most difficult problem. 

Following are a few of these additional major efforts: 
1. An assessment of the overall effectiveness of juvenile corrections; 
2. An examination and revitalization of prison industries; 
3. A study of total manpower needs; 
4. The establishment of Iltttional standards anc;:l goals; 
5. The further development of medical services for both jails and institu-

tional medical programs for largC:'r institutionR; 
6. A survey of needs in correctional education and training; 
7. Development of seminars on legal services within corrections; and 
8. Conduction of surveys and studies in the areas of correctional economics. 

The Law Enforcement Education Program (LEEP) also holds tremendous 
promise for the development of new leadership throughout corrections. These 
funds have, for the first time, implemented long-held beliefs that corrections 
must develop nC:'w and strong leadership through participation by the nation's 
colleges and universities. Corrections has not yet felt the impact of LEEP fundij
but soon will. In addition, over the past year, approximately 77% of these funds 
were allocated to law enforcement. Corrcctions, in this instance, needs more, 
not less, such support. At the present time, most corrections ageneiC:'s have good 
in-service training programs, but completely luck the pre-service training pre
vionsly supported through LEEP funds. 

LEAA support of community programs in corrections has been clearly com
mendable. Some 80% of LEAA support of corrections last year was devoted to 
this aspect of the correctional continuum. Commnnity programs are, of COlll'Re, 
most effective in providing to non-dangerous and non-violent offenders real 
opportunities to stay out of trouble, and to progress as individuals within com
munity settings. Again, providing that Ritch programs arc properly funded and 
snpervised, the tax-payor benefits through greatly reduced costs and, of course, 
the avoidance of debilitating eff(>cts of confinrment. 

All of us would like to believe thttt most offenders can be supervised in com
munity programs. Unfortunately, there are many o!fenders who are simply too 
dangerous find too violent to be supervised and assisted in the communi tv. 'These 
individuals present us with no alternative to confinement and, thus, 'LEAA's 
continued support of efforts to makC:' our institutions more humane and more 
effective must be encouraged-not discouraged. 

As indicated earlier in this testimony, there nre no simple solutions to the most 
difficult anJ exasperating problem of criminal behavior. We must provide protec
tion to the community. ,",Ve must do 0\11' best to assist the criminal offrndel'. Both 
institutional and community progmms require continued fillancio1 support, and 
are both resolved to develop the kind~ of policies, procedures, and practices thn,t 
will maximize our performance. At the present time, our jails, tl'[tining schools, 
penitentiuries, ami prisons are bulging at the sides. On the community side, 
probation cascloads of 100 offenders repl'esent no pl'obntion Itt !lll. It ill going to be 
through only continued financiltl support nt all levels of gOVCl'lHllflllt that; uny 
hopr l'esid('s to effectively "turn th£' corner" in COl'J'c'ctions, and to give the field a 
l'C:'llsonable opportunity to combat the prohlem. To fnil to do this wOllld un
doubtedly promote lncl'eaRed priAon violence, increased street villlenco,,(and an 
inevitably losing battle !tgnillst crime. 
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The La,w Enforcement Assistance Administration nas been striving to bring 
about some semblance of coordination and effeotiveness to what has otherwise 
been a disjointed, ineffective, and inefficient criminal justice system. The LEAA 
has aL.,o tried to educate and enlighten an apathetic society as to its long-term 
interest in effective rehabilitation and crime control, as opposed to the totally 
simplistic notion that punishment alone is a solution to the problem. Many citizens 
now know that apprOximately 96% of all offenders confined todaY.will, within a 
short period of 1'0uRhly four years, be back on our streets. The kinds of questions 
we must ask are: t What kinds of people are they going to be?" "Will they have 
emerged from confinement with real alternatives to street crime?" "Or, will they 
have merely passed through an overcrowded, ineffective, and inefficient revolving 
door?" 

, Following are some recommendations for your consiqeration: 
1. The LEAA must be continued and strengthened. 
2. LEAA must be given the highest priority available with reference to 

budget and overall resources. 
3. Part E funds, those monies specifically dcsignated for corrections, must 

be increased. 
4. The current provision that 10% of LEAA support must be provided in 

"cash match" should be eliminated. Localities Hre hard pressed as it is to fund 
correctional programs, and because of the cash match requirements are 
often precluded from obtaining LEAA support. 

The heart of the LEAA program nationally is, of course, a stimulation of ap
propriate planning, action, and researoh throughout the criminal justice system. 
And the LEAA has made great strides in building an organized plan of attack on 
crime throughout the Country. In addition, the agency's inoreased emphasis on 
research, monitoring and assessing the impact of its funds are both necessary 
and commendable. Yet, in the face of this growing capacity and understanding 
within LEAA to grapple with the crime problem, LEAA's own administrative 
budget has been reduced substantially. It is unfortunate. Hopefully, this can be 
corrected immediately. ' 

It is the fond hope of the Association and its membership that the Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration will continue to receive strong support and 
encouragement from the Congress. The agency is new. The agency is in the 
midst of a journey, the end of which is not olearly in sight. But if our Cotmtry'g 
history oontains any lessons truly learned, one such lesson is that resolve, per
severance, and dedioation to the t!l.~k at hand are both uncompromising and 
unequivocal demands in the solution of national problems. 

Mr. Ohairman, Members of the House of Representatives' Suboommittee 
on Crime, ladies and gentlemen, the American Correctional Assooiation respeot
fully reoommends the continuance and strengthening of the Law EnforoemeI\t 
Assistanoe Administration, and concurs in the passage of the 1976 authorization 
as contained in House Bill H.R. 9236. 

Thank you. 

The American Correctional Association Board of Direotors, at its mid-winter 
meeting on February 20, 1976, in St. LOllis, Missouri, passed the following resolu
tions which should be of interest to the Subcommittee on Crime: 

The Use of Prisoners and Detainees as Subjects of HUlllan Experimentation. 
Sentencing for Crime. 
Parole. 
The Role and Funotion of Correctional Programs. 
Correctional Systems. 

(Position Statements-The Amerioan Correctional Association) 

THE USE OF PRISONERS AND DNT.HNEES AS SUDJEC''vS OF HUMAN 
EXPERIMENTATION 

The American Corrcctional Assooiation has long viewed with ooncern the use • 
of prisoners as subjeots of medical, pharmaoholv-gh:lttl-e~~riodmolltation. This 
concern is Ahared by many-the courts, legislatures, administrators, professional 
bodies, and the community at htrge. The Assooiation is aware that many state 
correotional systems have tl.lreudy adopted policies prec!\lding, or sharply limiting, 
sllch experimentation. It now urgcs thnt efforts to ellmiuate snoh praotices be 
undertnken by responsible bodies at the Federal, State, and locnllevels. 
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(1) While it is recognized that such experimentation can make a contribution 
to the health and well-being of all people and contribute to the achievement of 
legitimate objectives and goals of correctional systems, and 

(2) Although it can be argued that the elimination of human experimentation 
from correctional institutions may deny the offender a measure of freedom of 
choice in determining the extent to which he may offer himself for experimental 
purposes; 

(3) We have concluded that: 
(a) A person confined in a correctional institution is incapable of volunteer

ing as a human subject without hope of reward; 
(b) It is very doubtful that prisoners who volunteer can be said to do so on 

the basis of fully informed consent; 
(c) The assessment of risks attached to human experiments is ordinarily 

beyond the competence of those who bear the ultimate responsibility for 
approving human research projects. 

(d) No fully effective protection against injury or death can be provided to 
prisoner volunteers in human e:ll:perimentation programs. 

(e) Nor can there be assured the necessary guarantee of adequate thera
peutic or remedial services to prisoner volunteers who, as the consequence of 
participation, may require long-term medical assistance. 

In the light of the foregoing, it appears that the authority which authorizes or 
permits prisoners to become subjects of human experimentation ignores his his
toric obligation as a custodian i;o protect and safely keep those for whom he 
assumes a legal responsibility. 

(Officially adopted-Board of Directors, American Correctional Association, 
St. Louis, Mo., February 20, 1976.) 

SENTENCING FOR CRIME 

Issues related to sentencing for crime have been of concern to the American 
Correctional Assopiation throughout its history. The need for developing more 
rational approaches to the application of penal sanctions has engaged the interest 
of other organizations and groups including The American Bar Association, The 
American Law Institute, The National Council on Crime and Delinquency, and 
The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 
While these groups have adopted somewhat differing approaches to the effort to 
develop a more uniform philosophy of sentencing as a basis for the establishment 
of public policy, they have been consistent in their recognition of the need to dis
tinguish between offenders who pose serious dangers to the society and those who 
present lesser risks. 

The Association therefore recommends that the legislatures of the states, if 
they 111.we not already done so, give prompt and serious consideration to the pro
posals advanced by the Commission and other bodies and urges that consideration 
be given to the incorporation into state penal codes the provisions consistent with 
the standards wbich the Commission has advanced, in harmony with the needs of 
the State. 

The adoption of such an approach is, in the opinion of the Association, a rational 
alternative to the wide-spread and piecemeal adoption of additional mandatory 
penalties and the adoption of longer prison terms on a fragmented basis. The 
legislatures arc also strongly encouraged to con~ider the implications for the 
adoption of new sanctions which are urged upon them from many quarters. The 
bistory of the enactment of mandatory penalties in this country clearly SUggCf'lts 
that they have been counter-productive. They have led to lower rates of conviction 
(in part because of the reluctance of courts and juries to use them). They have 
contributed to heightened levels of plea bargaining, and they have in many 
instances afforded the community a reduced level of protection. 

Further, the indiscriminate increasing of penal sanctioni'l, without regard to 
the danger which offenders pose for the community, contributes in no small 
measure to population preflsures within institutions and requires the State to 
provide additional facilities at great expense to the tax-paying public and without 
providing, in the long run, a higher level of public protection. 

The Assooiation is, of oourse, fully aware of the need to provide adequately for 
the control of persons who threaten the lives and safety of other citizens but 
urges that alternatives to imprisonment be provided for those offenders who are 
nondangerous and who do not require long-term institutional oonfmement. 

(Officially adoEted-Board of Direotors, American Correctional Associtttlon, 
St. Louis, Mo., February 20, 1076.) 
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PAROLE 

For more than one hundred years, the American Correctional Association has 
recognized parole as an important method of protecting the public safety as well 
as one through which the successful re-entry of the offender to society is best 
assured. We continue to be of the opinion that parole, properly administered and 
operated with proper regard to the constitutional rights of the parole candidnte 
and the parolee, affords the community a measure of protection which should 
not be a,bandoned. 

This position does not ignore the fact thnt pnroling authorities must be account
able, that pnrole decisions must be reached fairly nnd objectively. Nor does it 
overlook the need to implement pnrole decisions through the provision of resources 
adequate to maintnin the necessary level of supervision nnd supportive assistance 
to the offender who is returned to the community. 

There is no evidence to support the view that the abolition of parole will reduce 
crime or that the operntion of a parole system cannot be conducted at a level of 
fairness and equity comparable with thnt expected of the courts. 

The Association therefore urges thnt the States and the Federal Government 
address their efforts to strengthening systems of pnrole in the interest both of 
meeting the individual needs of the offender nnd of society at large. 

(Officially adopted-Board of Directors, American Correctional Association,. 
St. Louis, Mo., February 20, 1976.) 

THE ROLE AND FUNCTION 0]' CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS 

In the current climate of debate about the effectiveness of corrcctionnl systems,. 
both institutional nnd community relnted, it is approprinte for the Americnn 
Oorrectionnl Association to speak to the role nnd functions of interventive pro
grams designed to ennble offenders better to respond to societnl expectations. 
'lYe recognize that there is a clear danger, given the expressions of concern nbout 
nnd frustl'l1tions with the capncity of correctional systems to protect society, 
that there is a growing tendenc)r to regard correctionnl institutions as appropriate 
only for the execution of punitive sanctions. 

We are nlso cognizant of the fact thLtt there is limited objective dnta which 
support the view that specific interventive programs contribute to the offender's
ability to respond to the normative expectations of the community. The nbsence 
of such data is due in no small part to the lack of essential baReline information 
systems which provide the foundations for the assessment of program elfectivt'ness. 

The Association, since its earliest beginnings, has also recognized that changes 
in or modifications of the offender's bt'havior or attitudes cannot bt' imposed upon 
him. History has taught us that achievC'ment of such changes are the personal rmd 
individual responsibility of the offcnder. 

We are, nonetheless, committed to the view that society cannot be protectcd if 
the sole function of the correctional system is perceived as incnpacitating the 
offender confined in institutions or surrounding him with rigorous surveillance in 
the community. 

It is the responsibility of the correctional system to make available to the of
fender, either in the institution 01' in the community, the opportunities to develop 
the knowledge and acquire the skills which will enable him to respond to the 
normntive standards of society. 

It is the further responsibility of the sYRtem to facili.tate the offlO'nder's op-
portunity to apply the knowledge and skills which he acquires within the system 
in solving his problems of social reintegration. 

The limitations of our current knowledge regarding the effectiveness of co1'1'ec
tiona! modalities underline the importance of continuing study and asscssment 
of correctional interventive programs better to assure a higher level of costr 
benefits from society's investment in such programs. 

(Officially adopted-Board of Directors, American Correctionnl Association" 
St. Louis, Mo., February 20, 1976.) 

CORRECTIONAL SYSTEMS 

The gross overcrowding of correctional institutions in many jurisdictions of the' 
United States poses problems of critical importance to American society. The 
situation, in some states, has pl'ompted the Courts to intol'vene and to impose 
constraints upon the acceptl1nce of new commitments. 'fhe courts have aL~o man
du.ted the improvoment of correctional facilities, as well u.s measures to strengthen 
their staffing and progmms. Many jurisdictions, in tho face of cUl'l'ent fmancial 
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exigencies, lack the budgetary resources required to resolve the problems which 
they face. The matter is further aggravated by the imposition of moratoria on 
institutional construction by some jurisdictions. 

To some degree, the problems which exist are the result of the long-standing 
failure of the community to support administrators' requests for the funds re
quired to maintain prisoners under conditions which afford the maintenance of 
minimum standards of health and decency. Nor has adequate support been given 
to the replacement of obsolete facilities or to the physical up-keep of those which 
might otherwise continue to serve a useful function. 

In recent years, the situation has been seriously compounded by legislative 
enactments which have increased the numbers of mandatory criminal penalties 
and longer sentences for serious crime. 1'he8e have contributed to and will serve, 
over the years immediately ahead, to add further to the crowding of overtaxed 
correctional institutions. 

While it has long been recognized that the correctional institutions of the 
United States continue to house large numbers of prisont'rs who present no serious 
threat to the safety of the community, adequate resources have not been provided 
to support alternatives to imprisonment. Nor have the recommendations of 
national study commissions and other responsible organizations, regarding the 
dt'velopment of balanced and integrated programs of correctional services and 
the revision of criminal codes to provide courts with broader dispositional altern a
tivt's, been given adequate attention. 

In the face of these considerations, the American Oorrectional Association urges 
that the following measures be taken: 

(1) All moratoria on institutional construction be liftr,d. 
(2) The Association calls upon all levels of government in the United States to 

reassess the funding policies of the government with a view to providing financial 
resources for (a) the support of alternatives to institutionalization, (b) the replace
ment of I)bsolete institutions, (c) the up-grading of state and local institutions, 
where appropriate, and (d) the building of new institutional resources which are 
essential to the protection of constitutional guarantees against cruel and unusual 
punishment. 

(3) The Association fUrther urges that all levels of government establish 
reasonable criteria for determining that state and local jurisdictions have devel
oped plans and programs for the deinstitutionalization of corrections to an extent 
conilistent with the public safety and that the meeting of such criteria be a pre
requisite for funding of capital outlay for capital improvements to existing plants 
and new im;titutional construction. 

(4) Where necessary, provision be made for long-term and substantial funding 
of the programs required to provide adequate levels of professional and para
professional staffing of all correctional programs. 

(5) The Association also calls upon the governments of States to reassess 
current policies and practices with respect to the utilizu,tion of institutions with 
a view to employing legislative and administrative mea:mres which would result 
in the reduction of institutional populations in ways which are consistent with 
public safety. 

(6) The Association, through its program of tt'chnical assistance, offers to 
States and local communities resources by which organized and systematic 
approaches to the resolution of problems rC'lated to the over-crowding of institu
tions may be undertaken and alternative programs up-graded and expanded. 

(Officially adopted-Board of Directors, American Oorrectional Associr,tion, 
St. Louis, Mo., February 20, 1976.) 

TESTIMONY OF ANTHONY P. TRAVISONO, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN CORRECTIONAL ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY 
RAYMOND S. OLSEN, ASSOCIATE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AND 
DR. ROBERT FOSEN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, COMMISSION ON AC· 
CREDITATION FOR CORRECTIONS 

Mr. TUAVISONO. I have Raymond Olsen, associate executive direc
tor and to my left, Dr. Robert Fosen, project director of the accredita
tion project, one of the LEAA projects awarded to the American 001'
l'cctional Association to pursue and initiate standards for the entire 
field of cOl'l'ections. 
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We are' proud pf this particular grant aWfl.rded to our association 
from LEAA. Mr. Chairman, I will not attempt to read my testimony 
line by line but I would like to be able to overview it for you. 

The American Correctional Association represents approximately 
10,000 correctional professionals. throughout the U~ted St~tes. and 

. Canada, and 38 affihate professIOnal and geographIC orgamzahol1s. 
The sole function of ACA is the improvement of correctional policy, 

. programs, and practices. 
For both the protection of the public and the restoration of the 

offender to the commlmity as a productive anel law-abiding citizen, 
modern-day correctional experts advocate the development of a bal
anced correctional approach, consisting of both institutional and. 
community programing. 

Because of the comple).ity of human behavior, and often deep
seatecl and long-term nature of individual criminal patterns,· these 
goals are far more easily stated than achieved. 

This has deep-seated roots in the communities in which ,ve live and 
for corrections or for any other element of the criminal justice system 
to solve these problems within a very short period of time to Federal 
involvement is asking a great deal. 

The American Correctiontll Association advocates the confinement 
of those individuals who eommit violent crimes and who, in the 
interest of public safety, mu:-;t be separated from the general public. 
Property crime and other nonviolent offenders can most often be 
cliver ted from costly confinement through the use of community based 
programs. 

Probation, parole, halfway houses, and other supervised community 
programs, such as work release, group homes, crisis nenters, and self
help programs are both cost effective and demonstrably more helpful 
than confinement in the redirection ofcl'iminal careers to productive 
employment and law abicling coreers. 

LEAA has been the only progrum provided to us by Congress giving 
information and resources to corrections and police and the courts. 
Standards for joint planning, coordination of activities, and evaluation 
of the results must be encouJ'Ilged and implemented at every level of the 

. criminal justice system. Continuous research and demonstration 
progrnms are equally important fl.::; a basis for future and more effective 
policy and practice. All of this requires leadership on a national basis. 
And the Law Enforcement Administration has been providing this 
leadcrship in an increasingly effective mamler. 

I-c has been halting and disjointed at times. But LEAA has been 
.pl'Ovicling . this· leadership in an increasingly effective manner. 

'rhe battles now in the war on crime are being fought and "\vill be 
-won. 

Mr. CONYERS. You are the first. one to predict a victory in this 
battle. I woulcllike the l'eeol'd to show tlul,t. 

Mr. TRAYlSONO. I think it will be won, :Mr. Chairman. Through 
this resolve and coordimtted planning and hard work of loet.l go v

. vel'nments, and with the cont,inuation of strong and effective i:lUp
port, enconragement, and as!-lh5t::mce from the Law Eniorcement. 

, AsshlPance Administration. 
LEANs annual budget of $888 million dollars repreRents more than 

a substantial growth in fi.nancitll support from the 1969 budget of $63 
million. During this 3ame period of time serious crime in the United 
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States has not only increased substantially-it has increased in spite of 
>our efforts and at an entirelY unacceptable pace. 

This contradiction between the growth of crime and the resources 
that have been made available to combat it must be considered in 
light of the following: 

1. One ~as to wonder what kind of crime rate this country would 
now have If over the pa.qt 5 years we had not committed maj or re
sources to the police, to the courts, and in a less signincant manner, 
to the C?ITectional systems at each level of government . 

. 2. ~t IS common ~lOwledge that more than half of our serious 
cnmelS caused byrelatlVelyyoun~people-mostoftenin the 15-to 34-
year-old age group. This populatIOn bulge has produced, undeniably, 
a major strain on our criminal justice system. 

It is eA-pected that this age group, as a proportion of our total 
popuhttion, will begin to decline at the end of this decade. We used 
to have the bulges in the incarcerl1tes in our institutions. But it 

:appears through research that we have done thl'Ou~h some of our 
.people that the recent rise in the number of people bemg incarcerated 
18 not a cyclical problem. It is going to be with us for some time. It 
can be demonstrated that it is perhaps related to several factors, one 
of which is u. feeling of the public on crime and the courts' reaction 
to the increase in crime. Also the pl'ofessionalization of our neld, the 
criminal justice neld, in that there is more emphasis being placed on 
it and therefore we are doing more and we are finding out more crime. 

Our probation caseloads are high and institution caseloads are high 
and parole cases are high and half-way house populations are full, even 
though we don't have enough of those. It does not appear at this 
particular time that we can say tomorrow it will go away. 

3. It is interesting to note, too, that we have had real difficulty in 
this country in reporting crime accurately. 

Recent studies, in many instances supported by LEAA, have shown 
that in some communities as much as 50 percent of the actual crime 
experienced has not been reported. 

Turning now to the correctional agencies of the United States and 
the needs within the broader criminal justice system, it is clear that 
we have learned the hard way that the support of conections is as 
vital to the reduction of crime as the support of law enforcement 
and the courts. 

The nrst Crime Control and Safe Streets Act (1968) gave little 
thought to correction. Since that time an awareness has grown that 
effective crime control will come about through the modernization of 
all aspects of the criminal justice system-and, of course, at every 
level of government. 

In 1971, part E funds, earmarked for correctional programs, were 
added to the LEAA authorization by the Congress. And since that 
time over $1 billion in block, discretionary, and technical assistance 
support have been allocated to both juvenile and adult corrections; 
$1 billion is a great deal of money. 

Over this same period of time, Federal, State and local corrections 
throughout the country, have spent apprm.:imately $12~ billion. 
'l'hus LEAA's investment has been less than 10 percent of a total 
.amount of money required to operate the national correctional ap
paratus. And if we mean what we say about modernizing corrections 
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as a tool to reduce crime, significantly more resources are going to be 
required from both LEAA and 10c'11 governments. 

Mr. OONYERS. Why should we? Recidivism is still going on. What 
for? 

Mr. TRAVISONO. To make an effort. 
Mr. OONYERS. We have been making an effort for these many 

year;:; . 
. Mr. TRAVISONO. Five years is not a long time to make an effort 

on a complex problem. 
Nfl'. OONYERS. The witnesses before you were correctional personnel 

and two-thirds of the people that are going to jail are ones that have 
been in jail all·eady. Isn't there some relationship between that fact 
and the increasing incidence of crime? 

What are we going to do about it? 
Mr. TRAVISONO. Mr. Ohairman, I would have great difficulty be

lieving anyone who would tell me that research has shown recidivisJ)l 
does increase the crime rate in your community. 

This is a concept that many people have, that many people put 
forward. I think it is very cli:fficult to prove, just as much as I would I 
have difficulty in proving to you that prison is good to someone. I 
don't think I would aspire that it is good in all of its implications. 

I don't think that the prison should take the rap for community 
problemR. If a man comeR out of prison with the intent of being a 
law-abiding citizen and he is not able to get a job for whatever reason, 
I think immediately he is a candidate for being a recidivist. 

I don't think that is the prison's rap to take. 
:Mr. OONYERS. We just had a witness who said that the law schools 

in the prisons are better than the law schools outside. I suppose that 
is one positive result of being incarcerated. He said the lawyers were 
clearly inadequate to the defendants in many cases, especially if they 
were inexperienced attorneys up against a veteran defendant who has 
been able to study legal precedents and prepare their own case for a 
much longer period of time. 

Mr. TRAVISONO. I think with the increase in concern about crime 
in the middle class and the increasing commitment of attorneys to 
prison, I think it would be kind to say that those attorneys in prison 
are helping other people understand law. 

Mr. OONYERS. Is there any consideration for granting degrees or 
having credit courses in this important area of legal education? 

Mr. TRAVISONO. I don't believe there is one institution in the 
United States that has a program. They may allow a person to attend 
a junior college or a college and they may allow a person to go to 
graduate school also. 

Mr. OONYERS. But law school, no. 
lvIr. TRAVISONO. I am not aware of a single program. 
The basic conceptualization of a single Federal authority, providing 

assistance both in funding and in technological advice to a single 
central planning authority in each State, in turn providing services to 
all State and local components of criminal justice, seems to be working 
admirably. 

Reports from many State administrators indicate basic satisfaction 
with and support of the arrangement. The formal J)osition of the 
National Governors' Oonference with regard to Orime Reduction and 



170 

Public Safety strongly supports continuance of the arrangement; the 
Association of State Oorrectional administrators, an affiliate of the 
AOA, generally supports the National Governors' Oonference in its 
position. 

LEAA and its officials have been doing, and are continuing to do a 
tremendous job in giving help and cooperation to those of us who 
labor in the corrections field. 

In any consideration of LEAA itself, or of the statutory base upon 
which it is founded, there is a long list of specific anel general con
siderations which must receive account. One of these is the relative 
merit of block grants versus discretionary funding. 

It is the essential stand of AOA, that block grants should be con
tinued. We should shy away from any move to have the Federal 
Government deal directly with non-State jurisdictions or individual 
agencies, on programs and plans. Such a move would very quickly 
prove to be defeating of the very purpose which the Oongress through 
LEAA, set out to address. 

The concept of block grants to single State planning agencies has 
been richly demonstrated to he a successful one. It has helped in 
assuring development of a statewide comprehensive, integrated 
planning, and in fostering cooperative, broadspan program efforts. 

Negotiating diredly with individual agencies would promptly 
destroy this teamwork approach. Spending would become a fiscal and 
program game of catch as catch can, and individualized, self-seeking 
uncoordinated local efforts would supplant areawide, systemwide, 
planned approaches to issues and concerns. 

Several developmental areas in corrections have been aided signifi
cantly by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The Na
tional Olearinghouse for Oriminal Justice Planning and Architecture, 
serving the entire field of criminal justice, has already played an 
extremely important role in master planning in the correctional field. 

LEM has abo supported the American Oorrectional Association 
in the association's efforts to implement an accreditation program for 
all agencies in the correctional continuum. The Oommission on 
Accreditation for Oorrections, implemented in 1974, will develop and 
apply national standards throughout the field in accreditation pro
grams designed to increase public protection and to improve the 
quality of care andl'ehabilitation of the criminal offender. 

For the very first time correctional agencies throughout the country 
lvill be ab18 to :m.,easure their performance ngainst nationally accepted 
standards which are both realistic and progressive. Without LEAA 
leadership, this major national effort would still be on the association's 
drawing board. 

Mr. OONYERS. If you will conclude, we will begin with the 
questioning. 

MI'. MCCLORY. Thank you, 1:[1'. Chairman. I join your position in 
being 0,11. optimist that we firc going to solve the problem of crin1e in 
America. I think that th(:\ correctional aspect of the whole crime 
problem is perlwps as significant 01' a basic l~cy to the overuIl solutions 
as any other aspect of crime. 

As you have indicated, w<' should not blame LEA or its deficiencies 
for what has happened as far as the deterioration of fnmily life in 
America p,ncl the breakdown: iYJ. sOlne of the neighborhoods and the 
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community atmosphere that prevailed during the periods of lower 
crune rates ~n this country. . 

Also I would like to observe that many of the programs which have 
been initiated and in which we have experienced innovations as it, 
result of the LEAA support have shown effective results. My recollec
tion is that during the Ohristmas recess in Washington, D.O., the 
eA,])erience was 100 percent. 

Those who were released from the city j ail to return to their families 
for a holiday reunion all returned without any report of any misdeeds 
during the time of their release. I have had experience in Illinois with 
respect tD the study release prDgrams initiated"by a fDrmer directDr 
.of correct.ions, the new administrator .of revenue enfDrcement ad
ministratiDn, Mr. Peter Benzinger, that these study release programs 
were very effective. As a matter .of fact, they are carried out in part; 
at the cDmmunity college which is in my congressiDnal district. 

You appear tD be sUPPDrting extemion of the program generally. 
I am wondering if YDU have given any thDught to the significance .of 
the national institute .on lawenfDrcement and criminal jnstice as 
being a clearinghouse for research carried 01lt thrDughout the country, 
as being a ce;'lter for evaluation the effectiveness of various law en
forcement and criminal justice programs, including correctional prD
grams and if that role might nDt be enhanced as a sort of a Federal 
input as far as guidelines and directions and assistance to the Sta t . 
in evaluating the effectiveness .of cDrrectiDnal measures? 

Mr. TRAVISCNC. Mr. McOlory, I think we wculd concur with you 
although we did not address .ourselves to that specifically. Research 
and evaluation is desperately needed at all levels. I speak f.o1' not the 
Federal side .of it but" mDst of our constitutents are operatDrs .of State 
and lQcal prDgrams. 

We have great difficulty in understanding how we can research the 
efficacy of the use of prQgrams when only part .of our program is 
related tD corrections and the rest of it is related tD the country as a 
whole, particularly the question Mr. Oonyers raised by recidivism. 

I thinlr it would he in the best interest if this were given mDre u.tten
tion and consideration. 

Mr; MCOLCIW. 'rhank YOll. I appreciate your testimony here this 
morIllIlO'. 

. Mr. aONYERS. Thank you. 
Oounsel Gekas? . 
:Mr. GEKAS. Many :Members of the Congress and this subcommittee 

are concerned with the deplorable state of prisons andjaib throughout 
the CO\lIltry. I guess the exacerbating question would be, How is it 
possible that we spent $1 billion in corrections in 5 years and every 
6 Qr '1 mDnths the cOllrt system will declare it prison s:p;tem tD be 
uninhabitable? What is the problem? It seems t() me that the first kind 
.of planning that ought to be going .on .out the~e, or the first thDUght 
that ou~ht to be put in by corroctional officers is how to make places 
habitable. 

Mr. TRAVISONC. This is not an easy task. LEAA when it first 
. evolved intD correctiDlutl progru.ll1ing was talking about innovative 
pl'ogl'u.ming [mel treatment programing llnd did 'Tery little from the 
discl'etionru'y point of view tD increase the humaneness of the 
ins t;itu tiDns. 

00-5S7-70..-pt. 1-12 
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This was because of the billions of dollars involved. We find that 
many prisons throughout the country, jails, training schools, places 
where people are incarcerated began using their funds for some im
provements within the institutions but the total amount was just 
unbearable. I come from the small State of Rhode Island and I was 
the director of the department for LEAA contributions for the entire 
State which was $2 million plus. 

Our share for corrections was less than a half a million dollars. We 
bought staff with most of that money and allowed the citizens of that 
State to ask fOl' a bond issue to improve the physical facilities which 
was in effect to tear it down. 

That was in 1972. The citizens are still not decided on what they 
want to do with that institution. It is 100 years old and it is a major 
problem. 

Mr. GEKAS. The problem is there is not a sufficient commitment 
by society. 

Mr. TRAVISONO. That is correct. We are on the bottom of the pile 
for renovation. We are below au'po~·ts and sewage disposal pl ants. 

~.faryland has double the populatIOn that should be there in many 
of its institutions. The same is true of Delaware. 

Mr. GEKAS. GAO is about to issue a report that recommends that 
LEAA and the States get together on standards for local jails. Ap
parently they have gone around the country and Rurveyed and fonnd 
that LEAA funding has made no difference in the conditions in the 
local jails. 

They are going to recommend gettulg together to provide some 
standards that a jail would have to meet before it would get Federal 
funds. 

'fhat is one way to go about it, don't you think? 
~rfr. TRAVISONO. Maybe down the road, yes. Our accreditation 

process for corrections is a beginning. Whether Congress wishes to tie 
anything to it and whether LEAA is willing to pick up our standards 
as standards for the field which includes jails is a POUlt of issue. I 
think it has relative merit. I still think we are goinf;7 to have great 
difficulty getting resources necessary to make all of our programs 
humane, whether we put people in jail or not. 

'fhat is not the problem of corrections. It is the problem of society, 
Mr. CONYERS. Society does not legislate. We do. Society does not 

administer. You do. So let's not blame society for this. 
Mr, TRAVISONO. May I say this, Mr. Congressman-
Mr. COI-l"YERS. You can't blame all the citizenry. 
M1'. TRAVISONO. There was a moratorium placed on building 

institutions. Most of us who have the responsibility fought diligently 
to replace archaic institutions. Some whom I am sure you will hear 
from today will recommend that we should not have any institutions 
at 0,11 except for the most violent. 

Mr. CONYERS. There are members of your association that share 
that point of view, from the American Correctional Association. 

Mr. TRAVIsoNo. Surely. But this moratorium has hurt-the ques
tion which your counsel asked, why we have not been able to do any
thing is answered because of this moratorium. 

MI'. MOCLORY. In my congressional district, we have had two very 
beautiful, and I think, very useful correctional centers developed with 
the assistance of LEAA funds. Also we utilize a halfway house concept 
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plus the work release program and all of these have shown tangible 
results toward improving the situation as far as the correctional aspect 
'is concerned. 

I think we just have to continue to cover the whole gamut of the 
whole problem of crime in the country and corrections is just one aspect 
of it but an important part. 

NIl'. CONYERS. I share my colleague's view. I would like to ask your 
helpfulness in two areas that you mentioned that time does not per
mit us to go extensively into today. One is the whole question of parole. 
I notice the association has made a statement; on it. 

But I would like to receive for the suhcommittee additional dis
cussion and analyses of this question especially in view of the fact that 
the Attorney General has urged the abolition of parole. 

This is almost an incredible state of affairs. I would like to see 
where your association comes down on this question. 

'In addition, on the entire subject of mandatory sentences which 
could keep us here for 2 hours without interruption, I would like to 
receive more information about the position that I understand the 
American Correctional Association is taking in that regard. 

:Mr. TRAVISONO. We will be happy to provide those two. 
Mr. CONYERS. On that note, I thank you and your assoniates very 

much fot joining us today. Your testimony has been extremely helpful. 
Mr. 'rRAVISONO. 'Thank you. 
Mr. OONYERS. Our next and final witness is the former correctional 

commissioner of the State of Massachusetts, Mr. John Boone. We wel
come you here. He is a gentleman whom I know personally, 

We are delighted to have his prepared statement which will be 
without objection incorporated into the reco:rd at this point. 

That will free you to make your comments before the committee in 
any fashion which you choose, sir. 

Mr. BOONE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The document referred to follows:1 

STATEMENT OF JOHN 0, BOONE, URBAN AFFAms DmECTOR, WNAC-TV, BOSTON, 
FORMER COMMISSIONER OF CORRlW'I'IONS FOR 1VIASSACHUSETTS 

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear before the Sub-committee. I appreciate 
this opportunity to testify at this time when criminal justice processcs are in a 
state of confusion, turbulence and change. A strong groundswell of interest in 
criminal justice policy, particularly issues surrounding the effectiveness and 
credibility of Law Enforcement and Penal Practices, has developed in the after
math of the Watergate affairs and the related circumstances of crime and im
morality that appeared before and after the Watergate rovelations. The general 
pub1ic is becoming increasingly aware of the very high cost-social and financial
of the nation's incredible criminal justice processes. Prior to Watergate Il,nd other 
situations of high crime and immorality, pub1ic ignorance and indifference made 
criminal justice agencies, particularly law enforcement, and the penal process 
a tool of corruption, political intrigue, and human oxploitation. Criminal justice 
agencies are still badl.}r mismanaged, ineffective and unreliable as instruments 
of justice and social control. But, now, because the public is more aware of thc 
system's vicissitudes, there is hope for the future. The time for transformation 
is lLt hand. . 

It is timely for the LEAA to be up for authorization. '1'he Administration 
is part and parcel Of the whole problem. It was established as an agency for 
planning [tnd polic~r development. It provides fin influential flow of revenue and 
as a direct result of miscellaneous grant making. At the present, its effect seems 
to be positive, negative tlnd reinforcing of the status-quo fill in one breath. 

I have scanned the bills proposed to amend the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968 which encompass the LEAA. These bills to amend do 
not go far enough. My statement is developed to support this observation. 
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The LEAA has grown substantially since its establishment in 1968. Its budget 
has been increased sharply from the initial appropriation of $63 million to $809 
million in 1976. The impact of the agency was expected to reduce crime and 
delinquency by channeling federal finuncial aid to state and local governments, 
to conduct research in methods of improving law enforcement and criminal 
justice, to upgrade the educational level of law enforcement personnel, to develop 
applications of statistical research und applied systems analysis in law enforcemcnt, 
and to develop broad policy guidelines for both the short and long-range improve
ment of the nation's criminal justice system as a whole. (LEAA Third Annual 
Report of Fi'lcal Year 1971, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1972, p. ii.) But crime continues to rage in America. Violence is rampant, somewhat 
routine phenomenon. The crime control bureaucracies are still corrupted by 
institutional racism, and devastating oppression that continues to plague poor 
White pcople, Blacks, Chicano~, Puerto Ricans and other minorities who are 
selected in large numbers by criminul justice agencies, literally as commodities 
in one of the biggest businesses in the country. The LEAA is now threatened hy 
the same disease that damaged criminal justice agencies it was established to 
assist. The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration has become the fastco;t 
growing arm of government, and is presently an attractive plum in the arena of 
politics and information peddling. 

Mr. Chairman, the Alice in Wonderland practices of this crime fighting Agency 
contradicts its mandate for comprehensive planning and innovative approaches 
to crime prevention and safer streets. 

The hodge-podge assignment of programs and projects are flagrant and even if 
the tendency to rely on technocratic solutions to social problems were sound, 
and the belief that progreRR can occur th~'ough enlightening managers and policy 
makers were correct the LEAA would bc doomed to failure by virtue of a weuk 
base of planning and management of the resources based upon the purposeful 
direction of a plan. 

Furthermore, the loud hue and cry for the dumping of rehabilitation corning 
from some surprising forces, mu"t be taken into consideration in this pertinent 
forum. Mr. Chairman, there has been a one Hided push for use of prison as punish
ll1pnt for offenders of the seven so called "index crimes", namely robbery, willful 
homicide, forcible rape, aggravated assunlt, burglary, theft of fifty dollars or 
over, and motor vehicle theft. Unfortunatdy, us a rule, these crimes are associated 
with Black offenders who already congest jails and pri~ons. I was of the opinion. 
tha t the LEAA represented a "Magna Carta of prison reform" plaCing considerable 
importance on preparing the offender for assimilation into society. In 1971 
Attorney Gen('ral Mitchdl announced at 0. m('eting of the National Conference 
of Corrections, new fed('ral initiatives to a~8ist state and local corrections programs 
to bring "genuine reform" to prisonR ancl corrections. It should be humiliating to 
LEAA if this call for initiatives were serioUR because in spite of thi8 great malldate 
there is plonty of talk about the failure of rchubilitation (A myth that nev('r 
existed) which is part and purcel of corrections as it is conceived today. Some of 
those who cull for u dumping of rehabilitation did reseurch under the aUflpicc~ of 
LEAA. Because of an environment of both diflhoneEt decisions and rhetoric 
many believe that the call for a practical lise of prisons is a strategy with an 
objective of saving one of the nation's biggest businesses-the multimillion dollar 
priRon bUsiness. 

The one sid('d dialogue about rehabilitation'i' failurc attests to LEAA's short
comings in developing policY guidelines for change that nrc elear und acceptable t'o 
the policymakers that depend on the agencies for Rupport. As one example, the 
r(~commendntiollS of the Nationnl Commission on Sentence Reform!;, fund('d in 
part by LEAA, calls for the kind of sentence reform that would impact both the 
judicial procesH and reduce the hcuvy use of jailing and imprisonment. Yet the 
LEAA stands idlely by whilc thc strange fttirly influential voices of rCllctionarieH, 
huve crented an arcna wlwrein the strategy of mandatory use of prison solel.v for 
punishment is not only dCbuted, hut given un Hum of crt'dihility b.v a ronvergcllcc 
of planning (notabl~r, tht' Kennedv hill calling for mandatory prison Rentence~)J 
und promotion by both libcrulR nnd cOllflervatives. Neither the forc(' of the LEAA, 
nor the prcstige of the Commission hns been invoked to cOllnt('rnct even the rhet
oric of plltns of the politiCians and self-~t,vled thinktanket'R who :'\('om to he grabbing 
at strllws-(jncRtionahle research, It pr!'H~ that seelllfl to thrive on boosting 11(,\'\' 
rp:tctionnrv lin('s--to promote more of the RHUle old criminnl jUfltice proccs:-I(';':. 
Moreover; the Hilence give's et'cdencc to the feeling of ordinary people that the 
LEAA is It modern phase of the legn\ order in the Unit!'d Stnte~ chnruetc·J;ized b~r 
greater centm1iztl,tion of crime control and a much more organized and effective
form of legnl represflion. Although the misuse of criminul jllRtice system in tHe 
south us a means of controlling Blacks was flagrant and the constant necessity for' 
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push by Blacks for the government to assure equal protection in the localities are 
evidetlce that the system can be turned against the disadvantaged of all classes 
and races, the remedy is not to be found in a national police state. 

The loud hue and cry of Black people for equal protection of the law was for the 
force of national g~vernment to cut out the cancer of injustice in the localities. 
This has beeli done to a degree in the field of education. 

The coUrts hnve functioned to initiate eqnnl nccess to educntional resources 
without establishing n National Program to Manage Education. But, whereas 
crime control was formerly in the hands of looal police and other local criminal 
justice forces, crime control in the' 60's and '70's became a primary concern of the 
federal government. This ,,'as not done as a result of unjust practices in local com
munities, on the contrary, while lynchings and lnwlessness raged in the South 
neither the congress, nor the feeble rhetoric of liberal ndministrations, could 
muster enough strength to pass anti-lynching legislntion. This trend developed in 
the wake of the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Snfe Streets Act of 1968, which established the LEAA, was passed 
hilStily as the incidents of revolt were hitting lnrge cities. So mnny people believe 
the silence regnrding the creation of the agencies by those forces that were seeking 
to establish substantinl social change means consent or capitulation to stronger 
control nnd contninment. People believe thnt plnnning, such ns it is, is moving in 
the direction of crime control to maintnin domestic order. Although funds for this 
objeotive are allocnted to states nnd local governments, the ovemll system is de
signed and dictated by the federal government. An example of the tendency of 
federal bureaucracies to be used in processes of political intrigue happened right 
here in the District of Columbia during the time my tenure as Superintendent of 
the Lorton Correctional Complex when the federal administrntion called for 
stronger crime control. Associatfl Deputy Attorney General Donald Santarelli 
(later appointed Administrator of LEAA) by defining the problem as one of insuffi
cient laws and inadequate lnw enforcement carved out aotions thnt were in essence 
the government's response to the riots, assassinations, and i'crimes in the streets" 
by police control and military action. 

1<'01' example, in July of 1970, Nixon signed into law the District of Columbia 
crime bill. Crime in the District of Columbia had become a symbolic i::lsue for 
Nixon and the Congress, deserving nn exemplary crime control program. Among 
the features of the bill, in addition to new lnws of regulation, are the following 
repressive measures: 

Authorization for "no-knock" searches, under which a policeman with a 
warrant could force his way into a building without announcing his presence 
or identifying himself if there was reason to believe evidence inside would 
otherwise be destroyed. 

Preventive, or prctrial, detention, under which u, defendant could be jniled 
without bail for up to 60 du,ys if n hCllring established that he might commit 
further crimes if he were released. 

Establishment of a mandatory five-year sentence upon a second conviction 
for a crime of violence in which the defendant was carrying a gun. 

Authorization for wiretaps by the police with court approval, but restricting 
their use when the communication involved was between physician and 
patienti attorney and client; clergyman nnd parishionerj or husbnnd nnd wife. 

The bill not only regulates crime in the District of Columbia, but serves, as 
Attorney General Mitchell suggested, ns a model for aU states of the nation.1 

When the police of the District of Columbia kicked in the wrong door their 
actions almost caused a riot at the central prison of the Correctional Complex. 

When I WltS ennbled, by the support of the Director of Corrections for the 
District of Columbia, to make use of the Rehabilitation Act of 1965 in response to 
some of the social diseases that influence criminal behnvior the White House, 
through spokespersons in District police, judicial nnd political ciroles, influenced 
the Director to re',r'i'tt from 11 policy of rehabilitation, at the same time that the 
law enforcement I1gii~'lCY received a boost of 1,000 police to put down crime tmd 
protest relu,ted to the Anti-Vietnam protests, and ten new judges, while at the 
snme time blocking corrcctional programs nnd reinforcing a containment phi
losophy that is 11 proven crime producing instrument. 

Ironiclllly, the Criminal Justice Planning Committee, under the direction of 
Blair Ewing led the attttck on the Rehabilitation Programs thnt never had an 
honest trial. I had lnunched educational, training and employment programs in 
the prison community extending into the free community-mllking use of legiti
mate community resources of educntion (Federal City College & Washington 

l.Sr\l Rlchnrc1 Quinney, a"lt/quo oj LogaZ O"ITer (Boston: Uttlc, Brown & Compnny 1074, 
11173), p. 103. 
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Technical Institute) training motivation and hygiene. Individual, group and com
munity vices of the prison community and prejudices were disappearing. Morale 
was increased among both the Keepers and the Kept. Internal security was 
enhanced and we were developing a capability for monitoring the community 
oriented programs to assure a high level of responsibility by staff and prisoners 
alike. But, media manipulating forces, and an inappropriate use of data that was 
promoted as an accurate assessment of the newborn programs was able to stop 
our thrust, and I understand that continuing interference, the latest by former 
Attorney General Saxbe, and the president himself was dubious about the effec
tiveness of community corrections that has not been fully tried, including proba
tion. The Administration's objectives were boldly presented then, and aims are 
clear now, as reflected in the statement by former Attorney General John Mitchell 
that what happens in the District of Columbia serves as a model for all of the 
states. 

Mr. Chairman, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration has not t,ried 
to say what crime is and has a narrow concept of the function of the criminal justice 
process, particularly relating to the roles of the police, responsible agents in the 
judicial process, and corrections undergirds its grants and assistance policieti and 
practices. I must say a word or two about wht,t crime hi, what H means in core 
cities, for your information as you ponder reauthorization for the LEAA. 

This is not an effort to impoHc Simplistic deflnitions upon the committee, nor 
to imply we hold some twisted notions about right and wrong-that we uncritically 
view those people ripping off citizl'ns on the l'ltl'eet us modprn Robin Hoods, or as 
individuals attempting to survive in the sense of a miserable Jean Valjpan. I want 
to say something about crime that could be taken into consideration as you pro
pose to reauthorize a program that hardly ever responded to this phenomenon in 
terms of the whole relations of society. In analyzing street crimcg we need to huve 
assessments that correspond more clearly to the actual conditions of ppople's 
oxit,tence. 

Moro thun 7f5C;;; of the crime that people are afraid of includcH so called "street 
crime", and is made up of ('rime against property. When people worry alJout 
crime they refer to the total spectrunl of crime and thoy believe thnt ali uf it can 
be characterized by those kinds of crimes symbolized by the fOllr llUlldr.:o lItOre 
or lesB men and WOmen who face capital punishlllpnt. It is acknowledged that the 
dangers of first degree situations, considering of course their guilt without doubt 
at nIl, are the Idnds of behavior that must be prevented and contained in institu
tions. The facb of the matter is that more than two thirds of the nation's erinllllals 
selected for service in the criminal justiee system committed crimes agninst 
property. Crimp is the misinterpretation of the material conditions for those 
young minds daily a8flaultod by the brutal conditions of the <lstreet." It iii impera
tive that we provide nn interpretation of those material conditions for l;hose ;-"Olmg 
mindA-let's tell the truth about the exploitlttion, the ntrj,nl1, the sexism, and the 
imperialism upon which the country was built. Perhaps then there will be hope 
for tomorrow as they begin to help us straighten out the mess. 

Ll1lAA OPlmATIONS 

In nddressing the opprations of thp LBAA over the past few years, I have been 
forcrd to restrict the scope of my inquiry. For the purpoHes of this testiulOny I 
will limit myself to commenting on the general operl,tion of the ugency; examining 
aspects of the discretionary funding progTUlll, focusing particularly on correct.ions 
progrllmH; and making It brirf comment regarding the block grant progrnlll. I will 
then offer my geneml und I:lpeeiflc re('ommendations for the agency. 

LEAA WM created with the passage in 19fi8 of the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act to serve as a pllrtner with the states and loctllities in strengthening 
and improving Ittw enforcement at every levp1. In retrospect, an analysiS of the 
social and politionl cvpnts of the day, coupled with lin understanding of the 
philosophy and intentioUt'l of thp fedprulndministratiol1 in power at the tinlC', lead 
one to luwc grave cone('rnti regn.rding the purpose und inflpirntion behind the birth 
of the Agency. Ghetto rebellions agaim;t the poverty of life for minority ]Jf'ople in 
the cities of this country, campus protest against n. war in whieh people' rightly 
saw no purpo~e, and other pressures for civil rights and social justice had renr.:hed 
a peak. Justifled social UJlI'O;;t was occurring in proportions unheard of for decades. 
PrC'Rs und television accountR ,vere full of sensationalized incidents of violence, and 
dilFcult social struggles which W()re characterized ull too often a,q unnecesRary and 
illegnl blows against the elltnbUshcd order. In this setting the LEAA was crpnted 
to improve Ollr national vehicles for law enforcement, nn extension of the federal 
IIwnr on crime." 

My own analysis of that period require:) me to believe that the LEAA was 
oreated, thnt the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act was passed, as a 
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reaction to the legitimate efforts of citizens of this country to correct the social 
and· economic injustices which b,ad festered for So long, and to change the cou5:se 
of a Federal Government which had become· unresponsive to the needs and 
desires of the people. Those aotions were characterized as crime, along with the 
everyday ocourrence of violence and theft whioh unfortunately spawned naturally 
in the oppressive and decaying communities in which many of our citizens, 
particularly minority citizens, were and are forced to live. Since this "crime" 
could not be reduced without drastically altering our social and economic proc
esSes, the modernization and improvement of law enforcement was the only 
alternative available to the Federal administration. And so, the LEAA began 
its task of improving the nation's ability t,o reduce "crime." 

DISCRETIONARY FUNDING 

The discretionary funding program authorizes the direct expenditure of Federal 
funds under'the administra-hion of the LEAA, through its regional offices. Recent 
testimony before the Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and Procedures of the 
U.S. Senate JUdiciary Committee by Mr. Milton Rector, Director of the National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency, an old and established private sector criminal 
justice agency, describes the difficulty of obtaining oomprehensive information 
on disoretionary grants made by the agency, which was confirmed by my limited 
investigation. Only partial information on the~e grants is available for funds 
spent through 1972. And whil" expenditures for 1973 were reasonably complete, 
only.sketchy information is now available for 1974 and 1975. I concur with 
Mr. -Rector's concern over this lack of information, but would like to comment on 
the nature of discretionary awards for which I have obtained information. 

As the attaohed NCCD-prepared analysis indicates, police and adult corrections 
programs funded by 1973 discretionary grants received by far the largest portion 
of the total funds disbursed; 21% to the police, 28% to adult corrections. I am 
part~cularly concerned by what I have learned regarding the nature of many 
discretionary grants made to support police programs over the years. These 
grants show an alarming tendency towttrd bolstering police technology and 
weaponry, and I am fearful that this is being done with little or no regard for the 
consequences such development has on the exercise of the freedoms and liberties 
of the American public. I do not share the agency's contention that these programs 
are cif real value in reducing real crime, but believe instead that they have been 
used to suppress legitimate dissent. Social unrest has too often been labelled crime 
as a justification for otherwise unjustifiable police action. LEAA discretionary 
funds have been used for example: To purchase a tank for the Louisiana State 
Police, a tank used in storming Black Panther Party headquarters in 1970; to 
equip police in Baton Reuge with M-16's and sub machine guns, equipment 
even-tunlly used to break up a Blnck Muslim rally in that city; to organize and 
equip teal' gas and sniper. squads in New Jersey; find to provide helicopters for a 
number of forces. 

TAB~E l.-LEAA DISCRETIONARY FUND EXPENDITURES, FY 1973 BY PROGRAM CATEGORY 

Discretionary funds spent 
by all states 

Total Percent 

~~~~1}ii~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-·-!t!~t~~!--------··-~~:-! 
Adult: 

Correctlons ••• _ ••••• _ ••••••••••• _ ••••••••••••••••• _ ••••••••• '_'." •••••• _ •• _ 37,326,733 28.2 
Research/evaluation._ •••••• _._ •• _ •••• __ ••••.•••••• ___ ._ ••••••••••• _ ••• _..... 20,544,124 15.6 
Data systems ••••••• __ •• _ "' __ ' •••••••• _ •••• _ ••• ___ ._._ ••••••••••••• _ ••• _... 11, 407, 430 8.6 
Prevention. _ •••• _. __ """ _. _. _. __ • _ •••••• ____ • __ •• _ ••••• _ •• _ •••••••••••• _ ••• _. _._. _. _ •• __ ••••••••••••• 
Miscellaneous •• _ ••••• _ ••••••• _ ••• _ ••• __ •• _ •• __ ••• _ ••••.•••• __ •• __ • __ ._ ••• _. 3,600, 667 2.7 

Subtotal. ____ • __ ••••••• _ ••••••••••••••••••• _ •• _.......................... 119,479,386 90.7 

Juvenllo: 
Correcllonallnstitullons __ ••••••• _ •• _ •••• _ ••••• __ •• _., •• _ •••••••• ,,_ •• __ •••• _. 680,360 
Communlty·based alternatlves ••••• _ •••• _ ••• _. ____ •• ___ •••• _ •• _._._. ___ ••••• _. 6,249,426 
Prevention._ ••• "' __ "'" ._ ••• __ ._ ._._ •••• __ • __ • __ • __ • __ ._._. _. ___ • _____ ••• 3, 121, 499 
Data system •••••••••••••• _ ••• _ ••••• _._ •• ,._ ••••• __ ••••• ____ ._._ •• _ ••• _. ____ 1, 326, 790 
Research/evaluatloll_ ••• __ • _______ • _ ._ •••• _ ••••• _ ••••••••• ____ ••••• _,_., ._." 585, 428 

.5 
4.7 
2.4 
1.0 
.4 
.2 I\dmlnlstratlon ..................... _ •••• _ ••••• ___ ••• _ •• "'_ ••• _............. 294,880 --..:.....----Sublotal_._ •••• __ •• _._. ___ •••• ______ ..... _ ••• _. _____ • __ ••• _. __ ••• __ •••••• 12,258,383 9.3 

Total._ ....... ____ •• _ ...... __ •••• ___ ••••• _ ... _ .. ___ •• _ •• __ •• _ ••••• ___ • __ • 131,737,769 100.0 

Source: Prepared by National Council on Crime a:ld DollnquDncy. 



178 

Additionally, millions have been poured into programs of clandestine surveil
lance, data gathering and intelligence networks. LEAA sponsored the construction 
of statewide data banks on "actual or potential troublemakers". In Oklahoma, 
an LEAA grant enabled the ~ational Guard to compile dossiers on six thousand 
individuals, only one third of which were Oklahomans. In addition, LEA A has 
sponsored a project aimed at developing a national intelligence network, which 
has grown into a computerized "criminal jnstice information center" now operated 
by the FBI. This system contains information not only from official records, snch 
as an arrest record, (regardless of the dispoClition of the anse) but also information 
from informants, wiretaps, employers, etc. The net result of these costly programs 
to provide police agencies with sophisticated data systems and technical and 
electronic hardware has been to create, for all practical purposes, U lltltional police 
force with an extraordinary capability to respond in force at the first sign of 
unrest. In my view, the value of this' capability for impacting the incidence of 
street crime is extremely minimal. 

Excessive purchases of police technology however is not the only area in which 
LEAA has made a mistake in my view, and I would like to move on to what I 
view as the most significant bureauoratic impediment to the functioning of this 
agency to postively impact the operation of the nation's criminal justice processes. 
To illustrate, I want to di8cuss the National Advisory Oommission on Oriminal 
Justice Standards and goals. This Oommil:lsion was created in 1971 and financed 
by $1.75 million in LEAA funds to develop a blueprint for crime reduction pro
gmms for state and local units of government and the private sector. The standards 
and goals are designed to serve as a model for state and consistent program of 
"dramatic" change, as recommended by the Commission, funds have too fre
quently been spent to maintain the present system; spent to attempt the impossible 
of making the present system work. This is not to say that no valuable programs 
have been funded. There have been some good projects initiated and' maintained 
by LEA A spending, e.g., the community-based program in Des Moines and an 
excellent definition of prisoners rights, rules and regulations produced in Boston 
Come to mind immediately. But the planned implementation and continuation 
of this kind of effort seems to be lacking. Too often the actions of the agency appear 
to be highly subject to the political needs and whims of the day. The pos~ibility 
of LEAA funds being used to reopen the decrepit Tombs prison in New York 
Oity in the haste to funnel federal funds to the city is one example. In some eases 
programs which are funded allo,,, too much rOom for discretion on the part of 
thE' particular administrtttor of the program, resulting in the program's impact 
being subject to the personal philosophy and persuasion of the administrator. 

An LEAA funded corrections program operated by an administrator committed 
to change, committed to getting out of institutions that 80-90% of those men and 
women currently incarcerated who a vast majority of corrections professionals 
would agree require no confinement, will not have the impact of the same, or a 
~imilar program operated hy an administrator who sees the need to go slow. I 
believe that the changes called for by the Advisory Oommission report are quite 
clear and that LEAA discretionary funds should be committed to the substantial 
achievement of these goals. That they are not indicates either that LEAA is rcally 
not committed to achieving the goals outlined by the Oommission or that there 
ii> a seriollfl lack of comprehensive planning on the part of the agency. (It is 
interesting to note that programs set up within the State Planning Agencies to 
oversee the implementation of the standards and goals are rapidly disappearing. 
In Massachusetts for example, the stafl' involved in seeing to this implementation 
has been reduced to a single person.) I concur with those who urge that LEAA 
needs a strong planning capability, assembled to insure the primary and sub
stantial contribntion of those who are intended to be the consumers of the services 
provided by the agency; the people mo;;t directly affected by the operations of the 
police, the' court~ and the prisons. 

In general, I ha"e found other LEAA efforts in the corrections area to be incon
E'istrnt; a collection of programs grounded in philosophies covering the entire 
spectrum of correctional approach, from containment to community-based alter
natives. Too often federal dollars have been 8pent to attempt to deal with the 
myriad of problems that ariHe quite naturally from our predominantly institu
tionally-based corrections systems, rather than striking at the source of the prob
lems tht'mselves, the institutions. We have spent too much money trying to make 
the system work, rather tlum spending to create new alternatives, or to fully fund 
those that already exist. The 'united States incarcerates more people proportionate 
to its population than any other indwitrialized nation in the world, and yet it has 
dono no good. Each year we spend billions in local, state, regional and federal 
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corrections systems, which show little or no return. I am dupious of the value qf 
spending more dollars on corrections studies and evaluations, measurement tech
niques .and even classification studies. These dollu.rs frequently line the pockets of 
traditionalist cOl'l.'ectional agencies, large universities and consultant firms, at the 
.expense of existing community-based programs which are struggling for economic 
survival.and offer a ready altE)rnative for men and women languishing in institu
tions. I am even more dubious of money spent to devise new treatment methods, 
a euphemism for new, largely untested, potentially dangerous and probably un
constit\ltional behavioral modification programs. Behavior modification is tradi
tional corrections' latest attempt to maintain itself and the status quo against the 
.growing movement for l'eal correctional change. It is time we face the re!1lity that 
it is not the behavior of individuals that needs modification, it is the social and 
economic processes of this country which deny jobs, schooling, vocational training, 
decent housing and medical care to millions of people that needs modification. 
Mr. Chairman, these issues may be beyond the scope of the LEAA to effect, but I 
would hope that this agency could, at the very least, not work against the efforts, 
for significant social change by propping up institutions which are part of the 
problem. 

BLOCK GRANTS 

Finally, I want to turn briefly to the Block gr!1nt program, the manner in 
which 85 % of LEA A funds are spent. Again obtl1ining detailed information on 
expenditures is frequently difficult, due largely to t4e fact that the states do not. 
fully report .their expenditures and the LEAA has only a minor capability to 
monitor funds spent by them. From information we have obtained it is clc:11' that 
the st!Ltes have followed the federal expeI)diture pattern in that they have spent 
more on. police related programs than on other parts of the criminal justice system. 
The attached list, also prepared by NCCD, shows that pattern. The dispropor
tionate police funding can be seen in even greater relief when we look at some 
specific states. Arkansas for example ranks 3ard among the states in population, 
but rlJ,nl{s 13th among the states in Block grant disbursements for police, and 9th 
in expenditures for hardware. Louisiana, which ranks 20th in population, ranks 
8th in Block grant police spending. 

TABLE 2. LEAA BLOCK GRANT EXPENDITURES, FY 1975 BY PROGRAM CATEGORY 

Discretionary funds spent 
by all States 

Total Percent: 

102,929,316 
48,145,345 

193.806 
21,713,810 

67,534,715 
19,343,254 
26,478,611 
28,095,943 

28.3 
13.2 

.Os. 
6.0 

18.6 
5.3 
7.3 
7.7 

Subtotal................................................................. 314,434,800 86.5 

Juvenile: 
Correctional institutions...................................................... 5,778,001 
Communlty·based alternatives................................................ 23,437,235 

b[fi~~~!~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::: 19, ~~~: m 
1.6 
6.4 
5.3 
.08 --------

Subtotal •••••.••••••••••••• _.. ••.•••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••.•..••..•• 48,814,117 13.4 

Total.................................................................... 363,248,917 99.9 

Source: Prepared by National Council on Crime and Delinquency. 

What concerns me most in the operation of state Block grant progra.ms is that, 
like on the federal level, consumers and lay citizens arc largely excluded from 
substantial contribution to the planning and policy making functions of these 
agencies. In Massnchusetts, for example, the Committee on Criminal Justice, the 
stnto planning agency, is composed largely of District Attorneys, elected officials, 
beads of state agencies, police officinls and representatives of large universities. 
In many cuses members of the proposnl review oommittee are representatives of 
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agencies applying for, and frequently recciving, block grant disbursements. A 
conflict of interest is obvious, as is the traditional neglect of those who are deemed 
unworthy of participating in the criminal justice process as anything other than 
clients. I am convinced that our criminal justice agencies, particularly correctional 
agencies, will experience no real reform until we begin to involve ex-offenders and 
their families meaningfully in the reform process. I am equally as concerned with 
the lack of Black and other minority participation in the decision-making process 
of the Massachusetts planning agency. Black representation at all decision
making levels is clearly below Black representation as victims in the criminal 
justice system, and is even below Black representation in the state's population. 
This is a circumstance which I would not be surprised to find in most other 
states as well. 

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

I have just a few brief comments and recommendations to make regarding the 
continued operation of the LEAA. In this it is important to remember that this 
agency is charged with responsibility for reducing the incidence of crime; not an 
agency to assist in suppressing dissent, institutionalizing racism, maintaining the 
status quo, or arming the police to the teeth. It is clear to me that the real causes 
of crime are embedded in the inequitable operation of our economic system; a 
system which just as surely as it produces a handful of millionaires, secure in the 
protection of their property, person and privilege because of t.heir money, also 
produces millions of poor people who are unable to find a decent job, adequate 
b'lusing and an equal opportunity because of their poverty. Crime will never 
cease until we have managed to remedy these problems. In the interim however 
we can stop compounding the problems we face. 'Ne have to realize that we 
cannot solve social problems with technological solutions; that we cannot admin
ister justice from the top down as if we were giving medicine to a child; we cannot 
hope to improve institutions with dollars that have failed because of their very 
nature. Mr. Chairman, I believe steps must be taken to achieve the following: 
Increase the substantial contribution to LEAA decision-making on all levels of 
operution of those who experience the effect of the agencies LEAA is designed 
to impact; the police, the courts, and the prisons. Clearly the professionals and 
experts we have relied upon in the past for solutions to the problems inherent in 
these agencies have shown a striking inability to meet thl') needs of the people. 

Direct substantial funding to the depopulation and closing of prisons on all 
jurisdict[onallevels, from the federal system on down. For years we have known 
that prisons do little more than foster crime and return embittered, disillusioned 
people to the street more prepared than ever to commit crime. Our system of 
institutionalized corrections is far too costly in human and financial terms to allow 
it to continue, particularly in light of clearly defined, less costly and potentially 
more successful alternatives. 

R('duce expenditures for police hardware and technology, and avoid the trap of 
feeling thnt more iH better; more police, more cou.rts, more prisons. Instead we must 
begin to find the ways of providing the services people really need. 

TESTIMONY OF JOlIN O. BOONE, FORMER COMMISSIONER OF COR· 
RECTIONS OF TJIE STA'rE OF MASSACJIUSETTS, URBAN AFFAIRS 
DIRECTOR, STATION WNAC-TV, BOSTON, MASS. 

Mr. BOONE. IvIr. Chail'mn.n, I am quite pleased to appear before 
the committee. I am quite handicapped at this time because being 
forced to sit behind two previous perRons making statements, you go 
through a whole lot of changes. 

So I will move quickly, but I will probably need to refer occaRionnlly 
to comments of preceding testimony. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, feel free, Mr. Boone, to comment on any of 
the discussion that you have heard while you have been here in the 
hearing room. We would have no objection to that whatsoever. 

Mr. BOONE. I hope that my testimony will be comprehensive enough 
to touch some of thORO areas. I sense at the present time a great 
ground swell of interest in cl'iminn,l justice policy, particularly issues 

- I 
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sl,u'l'ounding the effectiveness· and credibility of law enforcement and 
penal practices. 

This ground swell has developed, in my opinion, in the aftermath 
of a greater visibility of crime on high levels. The general public is 
becoming increasingly aware of the very high cost, both the social 
cost and the financial cost of the Nation's incredible criminal justice 
processes. 

Prior to Watergate and other situations of high crime and immoral
ity, public ignorance and indifference made criminal justice agencies, 
particularly law enforcement and the penal process a tool of cor
ruption, political intri~ue, and human exploitation. Criminal justice 
agencies are still badlY mismanaged, ineffective and umeliable as 
intitruments of justice and social contl'ol. But now because the public 
is more aware of the system's vicissitudes, there is hope for the future. 
The time for transformation is at hand. 

It is timely for the LEAA to be up for authorization. The adminis
tration is part and parcel of the whole problem. It was established as 
an agency for planning and policy development. It provides an influen
tial flow of revenue and as a direct result of miscellaneous grant 
making, at the present, its effect seems to be positive, negative, and 
reinforcing of the status quo all in one breath. 

I have scanned the bills proposed to amend the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 which encompass the LEA.A.. 
These bills to amend do not go far enough. My statement is developed 
to support this observation. 

The impact of the agency was expected to reduce crime and d.elin
quency by channeling Federal financial aid to State and local govern
ments, to conduct research in methods of improving law enforcement 
and criminal justice, to upgrade the educational level of law enforce
ment and criminal justice, the personnel, to develop applications of 
statistical research and applied system analysis in law enforcement, 
and to develop broad policy guidelines for both the short and long 
range improvements of the Nation's criminal justice system as a whole. 

But crime continues to rage in America. Violence is rampant, some
what routine phenomenon. 'fhe crime control bureaucracies are still 
corrupted by institutional racism, and devastating oppression that 
continues to plague poor white people, blacks, Chlcanos, Puerto 
Ricans and other minorities who are selected in large Il.umber, by 
criminal justice agencies, literally as commodities in one of the biggest 
bUt-linesses in the country. 

The LEAA is now threatened by the same disease that damaged 
criminal justice agencies it was estl1blished to assist. 1'he Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration has become the fastest growing arm 
of Government, and is presently an attractive plum in the arena of 
politics and information peddling. 

Mr .. Chairman, the A.lice in Wonderland practices of this crime 
fighting agency contradicts its mandate for comprehensive planning 
and innovative approaches to crime prevention and safer streets. 

Furthermore, the loud hue and cry for the dumpin~ of rehabilitation 
coming from some surprising sources, must be taken mto consideration 
in this pertinent form. Mr. Ohairman, there has been a one-sided push 
for use of prison as punishmet for offenders of the seven so-called index 
crimes, namely, robbery, willful homicide, forcible rape, aggravated 
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assault, burglary, theft of $50 01' over, and motor vehicle theft. Un
fortunately as a rule, these crimes are associated with black offenders 
who already congest jails and prisons. 

r was of the opiu.l.on that the LEAA represented a l\fagna Carta of 
prison reform placing considerabe importance on preparing the offender 
for assimilation into society. In 1971 Attomey General Mitchell an
nounced at a meeting of the National Conference of Corrections, new 
Federal reforms to prisons and corrections. 

It should be humiliating to LEA..A if this call for initiatives were 
serious because in spite of this great mandate there is plenty of talk 
about the failure of rehabilitation; of COllrse this was a myth that never 
existed but now considered part and parcel of corrections as it is con
ceived today. 

Some of those who call for a dumping of rehabilitation c1idresearch 
under the auspices of LEAA. Because of an environment of both dis
honest decisions and rhetoric many believe that the call for a practical 
use of prisons for punishment is a strategy with an objective of saving 
one of the Nation's biggest businesses-the multimillion dollar prison 
business. 

All prisons are moying backward into the Dark Ages. All pl'i<;ons are
moving backward into the Dark Ages of totalitarianism. This means· 
they won't let the press in, they limit visits, if there are disorders, 
they won't let anyone know the truth about what happened. It luts 
moved way beyond the time when I started as a prison guard at 
Atlanta Federal Prison, and I worked there in various capacities and 
r never experienced a riot and only two persons were killed. N" ow 
people are getting killed every day and there are talks of I'iots every 
day. 

LEAA has not, with all of its lllllovative thrust, been able to get 
administrators to put a sensitivity in the prisons that would cut out 
some of these rebellions. There is a great. inability to deal with people, 
men and women, on a man-to-man, woman-to-woman basis in prison. 

I want to ment.ion briefly that I was privileged to look at all the
prisons in Alabama lts an expert witness recently, and I say thank God 
for the courts, because t.hat was a landmark decision that will hope
fully correct the worst prisons I have seen. All the prisons \vere messed 
up, Thank God the judge ordered the "clog houses" (better known as
hoks) to be torn down. 

There were 10. I opened the door of that dungeon and the tem
pe.rature was 105. In the first cell I saw six young men, avemge age of 
about 20, one black young man and five whites and the next one had 
five black men and one white and the others were stuffed with groaning 
young men. 

The judge had them knocking the bnildings clown the next day. r 
saw only 10 guards on the worst watch you con have, the evening 
watch. 'rhey were at the whim of thc prisoners. No kind of manage
ment capability style at all, no money, no bookkeeping to facilitate 
prisoners to excluLnge for goods and commodities. Real money was 
used. You can take that money ancl buy COl't'upt guards who ean't little 
more than $200 every 2 weeks. This kind of cheap labor is very 
expensive. . 

N oboely was safe in that pl'ison. '}'he guards and the doctor told 
me that his regular procedure on Wednesday was to go sew the men 
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up, some from Ilssault homosexually and some as a result of being cut. 
The judge almost took that prison into receivership. 

TJiat is one of the worst prison systems but there are many others 
that are just like the Alabama system in this country. 

}."Ir. MCOLORY. "Then was that? 
Mr. BOONE. In August] 975. The Time magazine just a few months 

ago published those terribly rea1is6c pictures of the men in the crowded 
cells. Really, that was just one example, but all of them had men piled 
on top of each other in cells. The situation was out of control in the 
State of Alabama. 

As one .examp]e of what can be done about crowded prisons, the 
recommendations of the National Advisory Oommission on Sentence 
Reforms, funded in part by LEAA, calls for the kind of sentence 
reform that would impact both the judicial process and corrections 
and reduce the heavy use of jailing and imprisonment. 

Yet the LEAA stands idly by while the strange alliance of fairly 
influential voices htlye created an arena where in the strategy of 
mandatOTY use of pl'ison solely for punishment is not only debated, 
but given an aura of credibility by a convergence of planning, notably 
the bill by Senator Edward M. Kennedy, calling for mandatory 
prison sentences, and its promotion by both progressives and con
servatives. 

r am afraid of the dangers of centralizat.ion. I want us to move back 
to local control but if the hodgepodge way of LEAA planning con
tinues, we will be in bad shape. 

r would like to mention the notion of the Attorney General for 
mandatory sentences as a way of getting rid of parole. That could 
occur. In my opinion with mandatory sentences agencies of parole 
could be ended. Whether the sentences were 2 years or whether they 
were 10 years, the parole process would disappear. 

You would not need a paroling instrument. That would not be so 
bad. I don't go for malldatory sentences but definite sentences where 
a man knows when he is going to get out, whet'e a man or a woman can 
enter into a deal and say If I work, bring time off my sentence but don't 
take it away from me. 1'hat is the way. 

Let me earn it. We need to get rid of an agency that is outdated, 
I think, to get rid of "indetenninacy". 

Mr. :MCOWRY. If the witness would yield, r think the Attorney 
General's recommendations for parole were along that line. He wants 
to revise the parole system and make it more uniform and not so 
flexible. 

Also, where there is a violation of parole, that the time which the 
parole had been accorded would still be counted as good behavior on 
the parole. 

That is my interpretation. I think it is a little unelear at this point 
precisely what he is recommending. But as you indicate, there is some 
need for revision in parole. 

Mr. B?ONE. I will f!;o fu,rther than that. I have n~t rea~ his bill. 
I say I kind of agree wIth hIm that we must do somethmg WIth abuses 
of parole. I was chief of c1assification and parole at Atlanta Federal 
Prison, and Terre Haute. We have good Federal legislation. 

It has not been used nor misused. I say that with definite sentencing, 
therE:t h; nothing needed more than definiteness in the criminal justice 
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process, where persons would know exactly when they are going to 
get out of what they are into. Then you would not need an impersonal 
situation, somebody who does not know the offender at all to get pnld 
to say when that particulDl' person is to get out. 

My testimony is included in the record in full so I want to move on 
to another point. 

I will not go into detail about excessive purchases of police tech
nology, because this is not the only area in which LEAA has made 
mistakes, in my view, and I would like to move on to what I view as 
the most significant bureaucratic impediment to the functioning of 
this agency, preventing its pORitive impact on the operation of the 
Nation's criminal justice processes. 

To illustrate, I want to discuss the National Advisory Commission 
on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. This Commission was 
created in 1971 and financed by $1.75 million in LEAA. funds to 
develop a blueprint for crime reduction programs for State and local 
units of government and the private sector. 

'rhe standards and goals are designed to serve as a model for State 
and consistent progmm of dramatic change as recommended by the 
Commission, with the hypothesis that funds have too frequently been 
spent to maintain the present system-spent to attempt the im
possible of making the present system work. But the LEAA seems to 
make little use of the plans nor encourage direction. 

I have just a few brief comments and recommendations to make 
regarding the continued operation of the LEAA. In tills it is im
portant to remember that this ageney is chltrged with respol1sibili.ry 
for reducing the incidence of crime, not an agency to assist i.) sup
pressing dissent, institutionalizing racism, maintaining the status quo, 
or arming the police to the teeth. 

It is clear to me that the real causes of crime are embedded in the 
inequitable operation of our economic system, a system which just as 
surely as it produces a handful of millionaires, secure in the protection 
of their property, person and privilege, because of their money, also 
produces millions of pOOl' people who are unable to find a decent job, 
adequate housing and an eqmtl opportunity because of their poverty. 

Crime will never cease until we have managed to remedy these 
problems. In the interim however we can stop compounding the 
problems we face. We have to realize that we cannot solve social 
problems with technological solutions; that we cannot administer 
j~stice from the top dovin. as if we were giving medicine to a child. 
We cannot hope to improve institntion.s with dollan:; that have fuiled 
because of their very n.ature. Mr. Chairman, I believe steps must be 
taken to achieve the following: 

Increase the substantial contribution. to LEAA decisionmaking on 
all levels of operation or those who experience the effect of agencies 
LEAA is designed to impact; the police, the courts, and the prisons. 
Clearly the professionals and experts we have relied upon in the 
past for solutions to the problems inherent in these agencies have 
shown a striking inability to meet the needs of the people,. 

Mr. MCOLOItY. When was it you served n:,; the .Massachusetts 
prisons director'! 

Mr. BOONE. 1972-73. 
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Mr. MCCLORY. I appreciate your statement. I wondered if counsel 
has some questions. I notice in your statement you tend to attribute 
the cause of our breakdown in ethical and lawful conduct to the 
economic system which you judge re~lUlts in impoverishment of large 
segments of the society. You sort of castigate the millionaires that I 
am not too familiar with myself. 

MI'. BOONE. I did not quite castigate them. It is in the context of 
my formal testimony. 'What I said in essence was that-you know, 
the wealthy are secure, and the poor are not. I attended the con
ference right here in Washington in 1965 where all the planning was 
done, the National Commission on Law Enforcement and the Ad
ministration of Justice. 

These were good plans and plans which over a long period of time, 
10 or 15 years, could have resulted in something better for crimina] 
jm;tice. Then there were revolts all across the country in the woke of 
the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, who preached about the 
plight of the poor. Everybody does not want to be millionaires-I 
don't-but everybody should be guaranteed health, decency, and 
secUl;ity as far as possible. 

They just want to make a decent living. For the system to respond 
appropriately, it is going to take timej but with deliberateness. I 
caution the LE.A.A to avoid being a holding agency to sit on a situation. 
We are more intelligent thn,ll that. If you are honest with citizens and 
you look honest in moving toward some corr~ctions that are of the 
systems and mandate the LEAA to make a better criminal justice 
system, as it is supposed to do, we would be better off. 

No doubt about it, bad schools, bad education, bad political 
systems in general are criminal and create crime. 

Mr. MCOLORY. Are you familiar with the meRsage delivered in 
Washington here just 2 weeks ago or just recently by Jessie Jackson 
when he came here and visited Washington? 

He spoke with a large number of primarily black citizens in the 
churches, school'l, and so on. He delivered quite a forceful message 
each time and it seemed to me it w~s very inspiring to us as far as 
particularly the black community was eoncel'ned. 

It is not always too easy for a white to judge what is a good message 
as far as the black community is concerned, but I was very interested 
in reading about those reports as they were reported by a black 
journalist by the name of Raspberry who commented the Jessie 
Jackson message was an important me:-lsage. 

Mr. BOONE. I don't want 1.18 to be scapegoats. There are miUions 
and millions of poor people. Blacks are just so visible. The sy8tem i8 
not responding too well. Unfortunately. Sometimes blacks get in a 
position to be hurt. Concord prison blew up the other clay. 'flus was a 
prison that is in Concord, 1v1a8s., where it all-America's :fight for 
inclepen,dence-startecl, ' 

The prisoners got the electorate,. '1.'hey got a chance to vote and a 
young man ran for the office of selectman of Concord. 'fhe people 
were supporting him. The seeds of unrest, poverty were already 
planted in that community. I had about 70 white prisoners regularly 
go ber:5urk at Concord because the seeds were there. But they were 
looking at "Dog Day Aftemoon" or SOme iufiamm!1.tory movie on the 
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weekend, with booze and bad Rupervision. They did $1.6 million 
worth of damage, 60 men, among 500 prisoners. • 

But the whole prison population is being scapegoated as respon
sible-undeserving. 

So the progress toward the franchise will not move on because they 
have been made viRible and society can come down on them harder, 
document their badness, keep them down. 

1/Ir. MCCLORY. The problem is a very complex one which we have 
to really devote all our energies and our resources to in order to try 
to resolve Cl'eating these sins of the past and the deficiencies and to 
look at the whole crime problem in a very comprehensive way, in
cluding the economic dislocations, the family structure, the religious 
life of the country and all of the educational aspects. 

MI'. BOONE. I believe this is in the process. The people will wait if 
there is honesty. If there iR all deliberate speed in your moving toward 
just political decision, people can wait. But it is not like that now. 
There is publicity about the F'BI, the CIA, and abrasive police forces 
and all. 'l'his causes distl'uRt. 

I hopt the LEAA will become an instrument of honesty in all of 
these agencies and not a tool to be used to let somebody keep jobs. I 
am worried about whether Ot· not the Congress would enable thoRe 
people who would lose jobs aR a l'eRult of cutbacks in New York in 
The 'l'ombs, im;tead of r(,Rettling them in another job, abuse that 
agency and exploit people in prison and jail without doing something 
innovative instead. 

I hope this can become an honest agency that would demand and 
mandate some honesty in all of its processes. 

Mr. MCCLORY. I am glad to hear that statement. 
I t has been important for us to unearth and expose all of the 

deficiencies in our society, including in our government. But those 
exposures have got to come to an end and we have got to restot'e 
creditability and restot'e public confidence and to go forward, as you 
say, with hope and with detel'mination to make for a better and a 
stronger and a more law abiding society. 

Thank you very much, for your statement here this morning. 
Mr. BARBOZA. If you wel'e charged with the responsibility of de

veloping standards and goals for the criminal justice system, where 
would you begin? 

Mr. BOONE. For the criminal justice? I started in both Lorton and 
in Massachusetts with getting a reasonable standard of health and 
decency and honesty in the prisons. In that way rules and regulations 
were provided that they could abide by. 

Mr. BARBOZA. I am referring to the overall criminal justice system. 
How would you approach the issue of reducing crime, finding more 
effective methods of reducing crime? 

Mr. BOONE. We must refer to the people. I heard Congressman 
Conyers say don't scapegoat society. I agree. But we, crimin.al jus
tice officials, take advantage of society's indifference and ignorance 
and we leave them out. 

I attended a meeting here that cost $400,000-Federation of 
Women's Clubs Crime Prevention Conference. 

Mr. BAfiBOZA. You have had a tremendous amount of experience in 
the criminal justice system. I was impressed by the description that 
you gave of the present system in one State, of the deplorable condi-
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tions. You mentioned now that there are now more riots and prisons 
are becoming more and more despotic in leadership. 

But you have dealt with the personalities. You know the people in 
prisons. Why are they there? Are they there because they lack jobs, 
because of personality problems, because society has denied them 
certain basic rights? Why are they there? If we know why they are 
there, is there a way to determine how to keep them out of there? 

Mr. BOONE. They are there for multiple reasons and God knows we 
could talk about this for 3 hours. 

Mr. BARBOZA. Are there any simple answers? 
Mr. BOONE. I started with some simple answers. Prisons contain 

people expediently. They o,re there because of bo,d educations and no 
opportunities. In fact in Lorton I had some success because I could 
train a mo,n and guaro,ntee him a job. 

Mr. BARBOZA. So you have seen some results? 
Mr. BOONE. Sure. We ho,ve had mo,gnificant results. My paper will 

attest to tho,t. In Massachusetts, I let 1,550 men out by using parole. 
I impacted the populo,tion of tho,t prison. We pushed it down and we 
purchased jobs support. Governor Brown thought seriously, working' 
with my o,ssocio,tes about trying to buy $20 million worth of jobs with 
LEAAmoney. 

He said if he could not do it, he wo,s going to send the money bo,ck. 
But he fiUfl,lly decided to go along with the people who wanted to 
build jails. There is a socio,l o,nd economic responsibility tho,t we could 
do more with. 

Mr. BARBOZA. One wo,y of reducing crime would be to implement 
programs to educate prisoners? Get them back into society o,s produc
tive indivitluo,ls. 

Mr. BOONE. Motivo,tion. 
Mr. BARBOZA. Who,t would be next? How do you deo,l with the 

people in society who h,we not yet entered the criminal justice system? 
Mr. BOONE. rrhey are equo,lly oppressed. 
Mr. BARBOZA. I gness some people just like to commit crimes. It is 

easier than getting a full-time job. 
Mr. BOONE. Who,t we see in prison is a tip of the iceberg. There is 

still a lot of crime out there. We are talking about ordinary crime. 
I think tho,t we co,n't deal with it because we can't see it. We catch 
only a little bit of it. When I got 10 extra judges in the District of 
Columbia I caught a lot of people at Lorton. When Chief Wilson got 
1,000 extra police, I co,ught them. 

I did not ho,ve any wo,y out until I had 0, rebellion and I got hit in 
the side with 0, brick. I said there is a rehabilito,tion act of 1965 that 
I am going to implement and I clid. 

As soon as that happened through meclin, manipulation and all, 
some j1.1dges and some police said what he is doing is illegal. They 
closed the prison up and went backward, you see. There o,re thing~ 
you can do with honesty if you can tie it in with opportunity. 

I know I am not getting o,t exactly who,t you wo,nt-I co,n give an 
opinion here, a po,nacp,o" not right now. But I could send you a report 
of some things that I have done, that I tried to do. Unfortunately 
they are moving backward on that in Massachusetts now. They are 
closing community corrections instead of opening them. 

Mr. BARBOZA. The committee is faced with a problem. It man
dated the LEAA pl'ograms to assist in reducing c1'im(l. There have been 

60-587--76--pt 1----18 
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studies made of the criminal justice standards and goals. People Ray 
LEAA has not implemented those goals as they perhaps should or 
could. But everyone is looking for answers, trying to find ways of 
evaluating this program and holding it up to the light. 

I think that people like yourself-the committee should be looking 
to people like you to answer some of my questions. I don't feel YOll 
have answered my questions, really. 

Mr. BOONE. I came to Lorton in the wake of riots. There were 42 
percent guards who were white, 90 percent black population. There 
were no jobs in Washington. The prisoners were the people who 
dr?pped out and went up through the training schools and went into 
prIson. 

I used LEAA funds to develop some programs in the prison to 
relate to programs in the community with a real honest promise. One 
example is that in the high school programs, the men were not moti
vated. There were about 100 that would go through the changes, go 
through the motions of sitting in a high school class. 

Wlien I decided to start a college program and enable the men to 
attend the technical school program providing some technical training 
and actually did it and also got Federal bureaus of the District of 
Oolumbia to give some jobs and use the halfway houses to place them 
out, the whole institution was motivated. 

When I knew that men were drug users there, that we could not
we did not know and they did not know whether they were still 
alcoholics and drug abusers, I opened the doors for those who could 
take responsibility and said when you go out, you must submit to 
urinalysis or blood analysis when you return, they can lieU whether 
you have been using narcotics or using alcohol. So I can introduce yon 
to programs that will help. 

They went out and a lot of them said you don't have to give me a 
urinalysis, I did use drugs. So show me that drug treatment program. 
Furthermore, I did beat my wife. I need family therapy, conflict 
therapy. How in the world can you reduce crime when you are going to 
have a closed environment with all kinds of vices, dope and corruption 
you don't know anything about? 

Mr. BARBOZA. Is LEAA now looking at these programs seriously? 
Are they attempting to implement some of these programs you 
mentioned? 

Mr. BOONE. I am worried that LEAA is being wagged-I started to 
say LEAA is handled by agencies tails that wags the dog. LEAA 
responds to everybody it appears in a hodge-podge fashion. Oouncil 
earlier mentioned that a good program in Boston and the same program 
in Wisconsin could be a bad program, both funded by LEAA. 

This is very, very bad. LEAA will allow administrators to manipu
late to reinforce institutions when they are supposed to be monitoring 
them and encouraging them to impact institutions. 

Mr. BARBOZA. Thank you. 
Mr. MCOLORY. Thank you, Mr. Boone, for your testimony. 
The meeting is adjourned and will reconvene Monday at 10 a.m. 
[Whereupon, at 12 :07 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 

at 10 a.m., Monday, March I, 1976.] 
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MONDAY, MARCH 1, 1976 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOlVIMIT1'EE ON ORIME 

OF THE OOl\Il\lITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D.O. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 :04 a.m., in room 
2237, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John Oonyers, Jr. [chair
man of the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Oonyers, Danielson, Hughes, and Ash
brook. 

Also present: Leslie Freed, assistant counsel, and Oonstantine J. 
Gekas, associate counsel. 

Mr. OONYERS. The subcommittee will come to order. 
This morning, we are pleased to have the Governor of the State of 

New Jersey as a witness, the director of the National Association of 
State Criminal Justice Planning Aclministratonl, Mr. Richard Harris, 
also the supervisor of the Kane Oounty Board of Supervisors, Mr. 
Philip Elfstrom, accompanied by Ms. J arrette Simmons, of Wayne 
Oounty, and Mr. Ernest Allen, of the Louisville Regional Oriminal 
Justice Oommission. 

To open the hearings, I am calling on the distinguished Governor 
o£.the State of New Jersey to be our first witness. ' 

Governor Byrne, we welcome you to this hearing. You are one very 
familiar with the subject matter. We know that your background is 
extensive, as a State attorney general and a cOlmty prosecutor and a 
superior court judge. 

It is, to me, relevant that you are a past president of the National 
Governors' Conference Committee on Crime Reduction and Public 
Soiety:. 

We welcome you here today; and on behalf of the chairman of this 
full committee, the gentleman from New Jersey, Peter Rodino, I have 
been asked to extend to you his personal welcome. and to assure you 
that he is concerned and will follow carefully the views which yon 
express here this morning. 

I would yield to my colleague from Oalifornia, if you would wish to 
welcome him. 

Mr. DANIELSON. I merely say, welcome, and thank you Mr. Ohair-
man, for yielding. I yield back the balance of my time. . 

Mr. OONYERS. Governor, we have your prepared statement. It wIll 
be introduced into the record at this time; and that will free you to 
proceed in the discussion as you choose. 

(189) 
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IThe prepared statement of Governor Byrne follows:J 

STATEMENT OF HON. BRENDAN BYRSE, GOVERNOR, STATE OF N~}w .JERSEY 

INTRODUCTION 

I :1ppreci:1te this oppor~unity to contribute to the review of the performance 
of the L:1w Enforcement Assistance Administration. Although monies admin
istered under the omnibus crime control and safe streets :1ct of 1968 constitute 
about 5 per cent of total State and 10c:11 criminal justice expenditures, their 
monies have had disporportionate impact. After seven years of significant experi
mentation and :1ccomplishment in State and local cdminal justice systems, 
LEAA can benefit from oversight and redirection. 

The administration bill, H.R. 9236 (and the companion, S. 2212), is [tn excellent 
starting point. The proposed five-year extension permits another complete 
review in an appropriate time period. 

The increase in authorized expenditures to $1.3 billion :1 year, particularly if 
accomp:1nicd by actual appropriations in excess of the $800 million a ye:1r they 
have been averaging and the $707.9 million called for in the administration's 
fisc:1l year 1977 budget, will permit the expanded emphasis upon court programs, 
juvenile justice, high impact cities and community crime prevention that h:1s 
rightfully been. incorporated in the legislation. Congress should, however, recog
nize thc impact of ever rising costs, and forego fixed yearly authorizations and 
appropriations covering five-year periods. 

The increased uuthority given the attorney general to oversee LEAA policy 
and the new :1dvisory committee to help administer LEAA's discretionary funds, 
have the potcntial of alleviating the often-:1pparent problem, even in New Jersey, 
of LEAA's administering funds in a "shotgun" manner. . 

The tough decisions needed for pl:1nning a criminal justice system h:1ve too 
often been eschewed in f/wor of small, uncoordinated grants which have been 
widely dispersed. This matter needs to be dealt with in as forthright fashion as 
possible because the proliferation of grants :1nd the ineffective evaluation I refer 
to later are serious handicaps to the effective implementation of the program. 

In reviewing LEAA's performance to date :1nd in commending the AdIninistra
tion on H.R. 9236 it is important to keep in perspective LEAA's place in the fight 
against crime. Soci:1l unrest :1nd economic deprivation, although never excuses 
for crime or crimin:11s, are demonstrn.ted stimulants of increased crime. So long :1S 
the Administmtion permits unemployment to continue at 9 percent nationally and 
13 percent in New Jersey, even:1 utopian criminal justice system will not gU:1rantee 
citizens their right to be secure in their homes :1nd businesses and schools, on the 
streets, or in the parks. If an improved LEAA is to give rise to more than academic 
dissertations eX:1mining various pilot projects, then an improved state of the 
economy must go hand in hand. 

Several c:1utions :1nd issues should be considered, however, before H.R. 9236 is 
enacted. 

RESIST FURTHER CATEGORIZATION OF GRANTS 

LEAA has administrative guidelines which limit state planning agencies and 
states in the use of LEAA funds. Such guidelines are necessary if LEAA is to exert 
any national leadership with regard to crimin:1l justice priorities, :1 function I 
think appropdate, :1lthough as I will discuss below, neglected. 

The Congress should resist the temptation to increase categorization or to ear
mark funds, however. As LEAA funded efforts to implement the comprehensive 
recommendations of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and goals illustrate, eMh State is unique and within certain wide 
parn:meters has its o.wn v:1lid approach toward the :1d?linist!at~on of a .crim'J1n.l 
justIce system, and Its own valId st:1ndard of success III achlevmg cer~aIll goals. 

At this juncture, I would like to point. out that the National Governor's Con
ference last week passed a resolution endorsing the continuation of LEAA. I 
chaired the Committee on Crimo Reduction mld Public Safety which prepared 
that resohltion and I would like to submit it to you on behalf of the Nubional 
Governor's Conference. 

Another m'oa I would like to discuss is court reform. So m:1ny of the issues in
volved in Criminal Justice Planning are related to the area of courh reform that 
it would be unwise, and probably injurious, to remove the courts from a State's 
comprehensive planning process by creating a separate c:1tegory of funding for 
State court systems. 
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Such .categorization v'iould set back state efforts to attain true comprehensive
oriminal justice :2lanning and further isolate and,tcompartmentalize the various 
components of a State criminal justice system. M' 

An example of categorization in the existing Act is the provision that not more
than one-third of part C block grant funds may be utilized to compensate law 
enforcement personnel. This restriction should be eliminated. It ignores the fact· 
that many effective progTums are labor intensive, requiring more than one-third 
personnel costs i and it encourages shopping list "planning." 

RETAIN AUTHORITY AT STATE LEVEL 

Governors retain significant authority over, and exercise considerable policy 
input into, State planning agency activities. 

Under the reauthorization bill, the Governors would and should retain such 
authority. 

I m~\ke this suggestion not because I am a Governor, as opposed to a mayor or 
county executive. I make it because what the criminal justice system needs most is 
comprehensive planning. Individual gTant decisions, with most monies expended 
all the local level in any event, are fragmenting enough as is. Many problems de
mand maximum impact for amelioration. Although crime prevention and contr01 
are handled best on the local level, criminal justiee planning is a regional task. 

Most Governors have significant control over the criminal justice systems in. 
their States. Most state judiciaries administer the county and local courts. 

Such control should not be tmdermined through purse strings. 
Of course thc State legislature should be consulted as part of the planning process: 

because they will be called upon to fund and expand many of the proposals and 
activities contained in a State's plan. However, a State legislature's involvement 
should remain within the context of the traditional relationship between the execu
tive and legislative branch. The Governors oppose any amendment of the Act 
which WQuid authorize State legislatures to reView, amend or reject a State's 
comprehcnsive plan prior to its submission to LEAA. 

In New Jersey, at least, State planning agency funds, except for LEAA discre
tionary funds, are givr.'ll scrutiny within the State's budgetary process. 

The New Jersey legislature and its jOint appropriations committee has the 
benefit of the State's comprehcnsive criminal justice plan when considering re
quests for State matching funds. 

MORE EMPHASIS ON COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING 

All too often in the past, LEAA activities and attendant controversy, and 
state planning agency activities, have focusp.d upon levels of funding or individual 
grant decisions, rather than upon comprehensive criminal justice planning. New 
Jersey is no exception. After 200 years, let alone the seven LEAA has been extant, 
the criminal justice system both within individual states and among the several 
states lacks adequate standards and goals. 

One solution is for LEAA, in tho next five years even more than in the last 
seven, to increase its inducement to States to evaluate and implement the work 
of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 
The mandate of the 1973 amendments along this line has yet to be implemented 
fully. 

A second solution is to hold more frequent conclaves of the governing boards 
of each State planning agency to analyze not individual grant applications, but 
instead broader policy issues such as how can the State's oriminal code be updated, 
how can the State's parole system be made more fair and effective, how can the 
State's standards for selecting and training police be more job related. 

It must always be kept in mind that LEAA is designed to fund pilot projects. 
On the state level we must always step back-even before the three-year cut-off 
"date-to ask what has becm learned, und to utilize that learning throughout the 
State and in making future grant decisions. . 

Similarly, the newly proposed LEAA advisory committee will help LEAA 
nationally, in clarifying its objectives in advance of administering discretionary 
funds. 

Criticism of LEAA to the effect that despite 80,000 pilot projects, crime has 
"been increasing is well taken to the extent that it highlights a lack of assessment 
on LEANS part. The "marketplace" assessment accomplished by a State'lf 
assuming or not assuming a pilot project !I.fter three or four years does not suffice, 
Effective pilots should be implemented widely, not piloted again. Ineffective 
pilots should be abandoned, loc!tlly and nationally. 
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We must aU be more rigorous in defining our criminal justice goals, evaluating 
whether we are achieving them and pruning our failures. The national LEAA 
administrators must be particularly rigorous if they are to exercise leadership 
with regard to crises of national dimension. 

The States are doing their best to determine what works in fighting crime, 
and why; but better communication from LEAA would greatly aid this effort. 
LEAA is in the best position to coordinate and analyze evaluation efforts and 
communicate their feelings to the States. LEAA should expand and intensify 
its exemplary projects program, involving in-depth analysis of particular State 
programs and circulation of resulting information. Similarly, LEAA should 
increase sharing of information concerning evaluation methodologies. 

At the same time, greater efforts must be undertaken to focus 011 the true 
purposes of the uct and to give clearer direction as to what is expected of the 
States in carrying out the purposes of the act. 

Although the Governors strongly support the block grant concept and believe 
the States are in the best position to judge their own criminal Justice neechl, H is 
appropriate that the rationale for the program be stated clearly to give the States 
a clear idea of what Congress expects from this program. Such expect!ttions 
can greatly influence the content and direction of State planning. For example, 
if crime reduction is the paramount aim, a State Citn develop a comprehen;;ive 
plan specifically designed to meet that goal. On the other hand, if systematic 
reform and cooperation are prefened ob:ectives, comprehensive plans can be 
developed to meet these objectives as well. Some confusion and lack of coordi
nation has occurred in many cases because of this uncertainty and lack of clear 
purpose. 

ADMINISTRATION OF LEAA. 

This committee might inquire whether LEAA's administrative structure is 
l.Inw;eldy. Those who deal with L"GAA on a dail~' basi~-.1lld not just in my own 
State-can chronicle examples of indecision between the regional office and the 
Washington office on given i~sues, aR well as examples of varying interpretations 
and directives emanating from the ] 0 regional offices. '.rhe staff of this committee 
Fhould be able to propose streamlining so a~ to reduce the type of delay and 
indirection that frustrates all of us, at one time or another. In New Jersey, for 
example, we have experienced problems resulting f"lm time lags in the processing 
of discretionary grant applications. These lags would appear to stem from im
precise lines of authority l>etween LEAA's central and regional offices and in
adequate sign-off authority at the regional level. 

We lllwe also had difficulties as the result of dela~'s in guideline review and 
diRsemination. Our State planning agenc? has been awarded grants on condition 
that it comply with guidelines not yet promulgated and has experienced delays 
of several months before receiving such guidelines. 

CONCLUSION 

".. In conclusion, H'support I-IR 0236 sUhstantiall? as drafted. I urge this com
mittee to resist pressures to categorize further LEAA grants to Stntes, or to take 
policy setting or grant making authority from the State level. I suggest an in
creased emphasis by LEAA and the State planning agencies upon comprehensive 
planning as opposed to individual grant decisions, and increased leadership by 
LEAA in identifying priorities and evaluating progress in meeting them. 

TESTIMONY OF HON. :BRENDAN :BYRNE, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE 
OF NEW JERSEY 

Governor BYRN.EJ. I wonder if, besides marking my prepared testi
mony, Mr. Chairman, we could mark into evidence, if that is what you 
call it here, the resolution adopted last week by the National Gover
nors' Conference, a resolution which supports the continuation of 
J.JEAA, and which indicates that the Governors' Conference' renews 
its intention to work closely with State legislatures in developing 
comprehensive State plans and to consult appropriate State legislative 
committees, where feasible, to elicit suggestions and ideas concerning 
the content of comprehensive State plans. 
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Mr. CO~YERS. Do you have that resolution? 
Governor BYRNE. I have that. My staff has sufficient copies of it for 

this committee and, the way things go these days, in 5 minutes, could 
make sufficient copies for the whole Congress, I guess. 

But I think that it is significant that the Governors' Conference, 
when they met, with all of the important issues and sometim~s coni 
troversial issues they face were unanimous on this one-unanimous 
in endorsing the concept, and unanimous on both sides of the aisle, 
in endorsing the maximum fle:ll..-ibility to the States in the continuation 
of LEAA.. 

[The material referred to follows:] 

COMMITTEE ON CRIME REDUCTION AND PUBLIC SAFETY 

ADMINISTRATION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND 
SAFE STREETS ACT 

The National Governors' Conference commends the Law Enforcement Assist
ance Administration for its extensive and helpful cooperation with the States in 
implementing the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 as amended 
by the Crime Control Act of 1973. Its actions in fostering the development of 
qualified staff at the state level, providing wide latitude to the States in developing 
plans for improving the entire criminal justice system, promoting a spirit of co
operation between the various criminal justice disciplines, and generally supporting 
the state partnership required in a block grant program set an outstanding example 
that could well be emulated by other federal departments. 

Therefore, the Conference expressly reaffirms its confidence in the LEAA pro
gram and urges Congress to form a partnership with the Governors in working to 
strengthen the LEAA to assure effective intergovernmental action to deal with one 
of the nation's most serious domestic problems. 

The Conference is concerned that proposed reductions in the budget for the 
programs of the LEAA may adversely affect the progress that has been made in 
improving law enforcement and reforming the criminal justice system. Thus, the 
Conference urges restoration of the reductions and appropriation of the full 
amount authorized by Congress in the Crime Control Act of 1973. 
I "The Conference further urges state planning agencies to give greater attention 
to the needs of the courts by providing for greater participation by representatives 
of the judiciary on state supervisory boards, and establishing, where feasible, a 
planning group representing the courts to prepare plans for and make recommen
dations on funding to the state planning agency. 

"The Conference renews its intention to work closely with state legislatures in 
developing comprehensive state plans and to consult appropriate state legislative 
committees, where feasible, to elicit their suggestions and ideas concerning the 
content of comprehensive state plans. 

'.'The Conference urges each State to immediately review its state planning 
agency supervisory board to determine whether certain components of a State's 
criminal justice system are underrepresented and to strive immediately to rectify 
any imbalance that may exist. Governors are urged to put particular emphasis on 
examining representation by local officials, representatives of the state judiciary 
system and the state legislature. 

"The Conference urges State Planning Agencies to emphasize programs to aid 
population centers with high crime rates. The Conference renews its opposition to 
the creation of new categories and reaffirms its support for the presently prescribed 
comprehensive state planning process." 

Governor BYR~E. The seat I sit in here today is unusual for me 
because I am down here basically endorsing an administration 
program. . 

Mr. CONYERS. That is very unusual. 
Governor BYRNE. I have been down any number of times in the 

last several years, criticizing what, the administration is planning 
or doing, or down here hoping to stop them from doing something or 
that you have achieved something despite the administration's 
opposition. 
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I think that the administration has a good idea, that LEAA is 
essential to the States, that the structure of LEAA ought to be. one 
which leaves u. maximum latitude to the States, that the State is the 
ideal agency at the local level with the ma}.imum fie}.ibility, and the 
maximum ability to recognize where the needs are, and how best to 
.meet those needs, in law enforcement. 

And so-although in my prepared statement, I do not say that 
things are perfect in LEAA, I do say that the structure in this bill, 
which gives the Attorney General of the Fnited States a greater 
role in reviewing LEAA policies or sets up an advisory commission 
for LEAA which does propose a 5-year extension for LEAA, and which 
gives the States maximum latitude in making the judgments, is the 
better proposal. 

I would like to talk for a minute about the 5-year extension concept 
because I know that there is some feeling in the Congress that 5 
years .is too long; and I would like to talk u.bout that proposal, in 
light of what the State problems are. 

In a State, and in the budget-making process of a State, if we 
think that an LEAA program is going to be good for a year, then 
we have got to come back and fight in Congress, or worry about 
whether there is going to be a second year for that grant, there is not 
a whole lot we can do. 

The States do not have the ability to adjust to the sudden cutting 
off of a program by the Congress. We are in a great dilemma now 
with the revenue sharing and the uncertainty of revenue sharing; 
and in my budget I am absent the second half of funding for revenue 
sharing. In another Governor's budget, he is putting it in and hoping 
for the best. 

And so there is a chaotic situation when you do not know from 
year to year, and especially when you are dealing with an out-of
phase fiscal year at the State level, what to do about the continuation 
of a program. And I think that law enforcement will be hurt by that 
area of uncertainty which causes different States to go in different 
directions; u.nd some States to go in no direction at all. 

The second, I think, issue which clearly confronts this committee 
and the Congress, is the issue as to how many people at the local 
level are going to have u. say in the expenditure of law enforcement 
funds, and there I submit that the Stu.te overview is important. 

The legislature in our State, and in most States, have a look-in 
on that overview. We have got, in most situations, a lO-percent match 
to provide from the legislature, and so the legis] ature sees the program 
u.nd has an input in the program and has representa,tion on all plan
ning agencies in New Jersey. And that, I think, is typical of most 
States. 

But Jaw enforcement problems are at least statewide and to frag
ment lu.w enforcement policy u.nd to distribute the money on the locu.l 
level meu.ns that there will be continued piecemeal political decisions 
to give a little to this locality u.nd a little to that locality and make 
sure cOlmty A docs not get a disproportionate amount over county B. 

Well, crime does not work thu.t way in States. Orime problems are 
unique. 'rhey are concentrated; it mu.y be that in county A, for 
particular reasons, there is a need to pour more law enforcement 
u.ssistance money into a particular program to get thai; county in 
shape to meet a lu.w enforcement problem. And so, if we have con-
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tinued jockeying among municipalities or among counties for its 
fair share, then'we ought not to cn.ll it law enforcement assistance; 
we ought to call it revenue sharing for general purposes or something 
else. 

Mr. CONYERS. Is it not? 
Governor BYRNE. Is it not just revenue sharing? I do not think so: 
Mr. CONYERS. Is it not just revenue sharing now? The Federal 

service of funding Federal moneys to In.w enforcement n.gencies goes 
to several States. 

Governor BYRNE. Yes, it is a revenue sharing. But it is reyenue 
sharing for law enforcement purposes. And if you are going to dis
tribute it equally, without regard to whn.t the In.w enforcement 
problem is in n. pn.rticular Stn.te, then it really ought not go through 
the Oongress under the guise of n. law enforcement progrn.m. It ought 
to go n.s an addition to n. revenue sharing program, because law 
enforcement problems n.re not equn.lly distributed tlU'oughout the 
goyernmental subdivisions of a State 01' even a c01mty. You and I 
know thn.t. 

I was a prosecutor in the county in New Jersey which hn.d the 
gren.test law enforcement problems; and there was no way really of 
dealing with our law enforcement problems by saying that you hn.ve 
a certain percentage of the population of the area of the State and, 
therefore, you have got a certain percentage of the law enforcement 
problems. 

We had one-third of the trials; we had almost half of the homicides; 
we had 100 percent of the riots. And so we had law enforcement 
concentl'l1tion on problems, and we had things that had to be and 
should have been and were done in Newark; and n.lot of them were 
done because the LEu helped us. 

We were able to do things in organized crime, in targeting high 
incidence crime n.reas in Newark. 

And so, I think thn.t if we said thn.t that money that comes into 
New Jersey ho,s got to be distributed without regn.rd to the problems, 
with regard to either politicn.l muscle or some other objective stn.ndn.rd, 
we n.re clefen.ting our purpose. 

So I come to you today, representing the selfish interest, if you 
will, of one Governor, but n.rguing that the selfish interest of n. 
Governor is a lot less selfish than the individual interests of county 
commissioners. And, incidentn.lly, county government in New Jersey 
is completely different from county goyernment in other States; n.nd 
I do not know that county government could do justice at n.ll in New 
Jersey to n. specific LEAA grunt. 

I think thn.t our selfish interest is a lot less parochial than that of 
other governmental agencies thn.t are interested in n. good law en
forcement progrn.m. 

If the Oongress can work out n. better wn.y of doing it, I would be 
for it. I hl1Ve, n.nd I do not think any Governor has, an interest in 
hn.ving more money to spend n.t the State level or more power con
centrated in a State house. We are having enough problems with the 
power we have now. 

What we are interested in is good law enforcement; good In.w 
enforcement in our State; good In.w enforcement in the subdivisions 
of our Stn.te; because without good In.w enforcement, nothing else 
works in any State. ' 
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And so, I come supporting the administration program; I come 
supporting a latitude; I come supporting the concept of having the 
proper advice and input but avoiding the type of intricate regulations 
and intricate restrictions; and I ask you to remember, in designing 
and redesigning this legislation, that once the Oongress puts a two
word restriction on a program, the bureaucrats can develop 10 volumes 
of administrative regulations to implement those two words. 

I think, with the maximum of flexibility that Law Enforcement 
Assistance Act can work. It can work to attack the crime problem 
and it can work if we know where we are going and we know where we 
are going for a sufficient number of years. 

With that) Mr. Oonyers, I submit my statement. 
Mr. OONYERS. Governor Byrne, I, first of all, would like to express 

my appreciation for your coming here. 
I think it is important that this subcommittee get an opportunity, 

as frequently as it can) to discuss this subject, and the broader one 
that is involved in LEAA reauthorization. 

The broader one of course, what in the devil is going on in terms 
of law enforcement in the United States'? 

We come here under the backdrop of increasing crime costs, in
creasing personnel, people wanting more monE'Y, increasing programs) 
increasing grants, and nothing is working. So it would seem to me 
that we should take the advantage of your visit before this subcom
mittee to examine what we are doing. 

I mean) quite fmnkly, if there were no LEAA, what difference 
would it make in terms of the crime picture in this country? 

Governor BYRNE. Well, I do not know that a law enforcement 
structure, no matter what it is, and no matter how well designed or 
how well thought out, I do not know that a In.w enforcement structure 
is the way to attack and solve the crime problem in the United Stlttes. 

You can hear from 100 prosecutors, and you may, and I look for
ward to visiting with them at their meeting in New Orleans next 
weok. You can talk to 100 of them; and I do not think any of them 
will pretend that, no matter how good their effort in law enforcement 
is, a prosecutor is going to solve the crime problom. 

vVe are going to handle it better. It is going to give people a.greater 
confidence that we are able to root out and detect and pUl1lsh and 
isoln,te, maybe) the offender. But the problem of reducing crime in 
America, I think, is a problem which goes deeper than the LEilA 
program. It goes to an unemployment rate; it goes into making 
available opportunityfol' the youth of our country. It goes to recogniz
in~ that the critical problem in the United States now is the juvenile 
offender, the young offender, how better to deal with that. 

And so, improving a police force 01' improving the hardware avail
able to a police fo1'cO is not going to solve the underlying problem; 
and if the only justificH,tion for extending LEAA is the hope that it 
will wipe out crime, I think that the Oongress would be misdirected 
in looking to that solution. 

On the other hand, to say that because the crime rate has not gone' 
down, that LEAA has served no function, I think, is to misread the 
problem from the other side. 

LEAA has, and I can speak from the experience of one State~ 
allowed us to attack a problem. The organized crime situation in 
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New Jersey is very different todn,y from what it was when Bill Hughes 
and I were prosecutors. It was organized in a different fashion. 
Organized crime has been substantially weakened in New Jersey> 
in other words, the organization. 

We may have a substantial narcotics problem but we have got a dif
ferent narcotics problem, and, I think, an improved narcotics probl~m 
in a lot of ways. And that attack was helped by LEAA funds. 

I saw, when I was a judge more than when I was a prosecutor, 
the effect of our use of LEAA funds to get in'(;o the high crime areas 
of Newark, and to use computers to figure out what the best deploy
ment of a police force in a hi~h crime area was. And I think it worked. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, it (lId not work in terms of the crime rate. 
What do you mean, it worked? 

Governor BYRNE. It worked in Newark by making more arrests 
at critical times, giving the people a greater sense of safety in some 
of the high crime areas in Newark. 

Now, I have seen the statistics, that say, that, if you are concernecl 
with muggers and you concentrate with LEAA money on muggers~ 
you reduce the number of muggings, but the number of rapes increases. 
I am not so sure what we do with statistics on crime. 

I think maybe that when we show an effr.ctive effort in a high 
~rime area that you also get a greater willingness of the people to· 
report crime to the police. And there is a great sense of frustration 
·out. on the street, and there is a growing unwillingness to report crimes 
to the police; they figure they are not going to do anything about it 
anyway. 

And so if there is evidence that something is working in a particular 
area, that the police are able to solve muggings, I think then you get 
'a greater willingness to report mugging, to report other crimes where 
people think perhaps by reporting that crime, the police are going 
to do something about it. 

Mr. CONYERS. Governor, that is not happening. If Newark is the 
safest place in New Jersev, then no one should feave there to come. 
to Detroit. U 

Frankly, we have a horrible situation. A $1.29 million l::tter in New 
.Jersey, Newllrk is just liS crjme ridden as it was the day the first 
Federal dime went into that city. It is not your fault. I do no.t think 
it is mine, ej ther. 

But I think we both share an obligation to begin to look at whether 
LEAA is just a relief pIau for police agencies aCl'OSfi the United 
States; or do we have some obligation to twcomplish something. 
The reason lam asking you, I am sorry to say, is that; the Federu,ll. 
Government does not have many answers. LEAA itself does not 
have many answers. The Justice Department does not have many 
answers; and neitber does the Oongress. 

But it would seem to me it is critical that we examine the reality 
of the situation. Crime is increasing, the fear of crime certainly is not 
dimini~hing';and we are sitting around h!3l'e todfl;y talking about 
extendmg the number of years and keep rollmg mel'l'lly 111ong. 

Well, 1 do Rot buy that. And I do not think this subcommittee does 
either. 

Governor BYRNE. Well, I am less inclined to believe statistics as 
to what is going :on in N eWl1rk than I am inclined to ride through the 
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streets of Newark with police officers who have to deal with the 
problem every day; and I think that I get a more realistic appraisal 
of what is going on in Newark. by asking to be driven around wherever 
I am going in Newark in a police car. And I talk with police officers 
while I am being taken to where I am going. And I talk about crime 
in Newark. 

And I ask them what the situation is and what the problems are; 
and what the improvements could be and where we have been able 
to help. 

Speaking of Detroit, and I do nob know as much about Detroit as I 
used to know. We had our riots at the same time, and I got to know a 
lot about Detroit becauBc Bill Kehanan and I would go around the 
country, testifying, after those riots; but in Newark, I think, the 
situation has improved. I think that law enforcement is a liWe better 
in Newark. I think that the police officers and the prosecutors are in 
a better pOl-lition to more intelligently handle a crime situation in 
Newark today. 

N ow, I do not expect that the action of this Congress, or anything 
else, is going to result in miracles. We are dealing now with youth in 
this country, which is the bn.by boom, and you have got to recognize 
that the crime rate today comes out of the young people, 14 to 16 
years of age. "When you are 25, you are an old man in this business. 
So that we are dealing with a boom. 

We are dealing with efforts to meet that crime boom, if you will, 
:and I think we are meeting it with u. better informed, better equipped, 
more coordinated police force in the United States today than we had 
when I started in law enforcement, almost 20 yettrs ago. 

Mr. CONYERS. I recognize, and yield the floor to the gentleman 
from California, l\,fr. Danielsf"ln. 

Mr. DANIELSON. rrhank you, 1fr. Chairman. 
I will not replow tIllS ground. 
The basic purpose of the LEAA l!lIV, as I understand it, is to fund 

and encourage States to participate in funding plans and programs 
calculated to reduce and control crime. So far as I have been able to 
seo, the greatest impaet of I.JEAA funds has not necessarily been in 
plans and program::; which have reduced the control of crime, but 
probably to provide more hardware fOI·law enforcement agencies, and 
pel'hap::; to increase the compensation of law enforcement people to 
some extent; I know there is a limit there-but to some extent. 

Can you tell me of any plans which have within your experience, 
had (1 material impact on reducing or (Jon trolling crime? 

Governor BYmm. Yes, I think I pointed ont I have tIllS experience. 
I served several years as a judge, after I finisl1l'd as a prosecutor. And 
I have pointed out that, in N eW!1,rk, we used LEAA money to identify 
high-cdme areas and to identify hours when the crime incidence was 
highest. 

Mr. DANIELSO:-r. rrhat enables you to make a.little more intelligent 
deployment of your troop::>. h that correct? 

Governor BYRNE. That is correct. And I think that also gave, as I 
tried to point out, I think that also gave the public a greater sense of 
confidence that the police department was being effectively deployed 
.and they were doing something. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Do you have allY other plan that has helped to 
:r:educe or control Cl'inle? 

I 



Governor BYRNE. Well, again, in the organized crime field, we havE!' 
used LEAA Illoney in N ew Jersey to attack organized crime and strike 
forces and that has worked. I think organized crime is on the run; 
Mr~ DANIELSON. 'Would you explain that a little to me? You say, 

we have strike forces; you mean you have employed more people; or 
. what? 

Governor BYRNE. More people in attacking organized crime is not 
going to do it by itself, because, in attacking organized crime, you have 
got to do it by having people, by having training, by having inter
municipal agreements, by being able to pull people from various areas 

. into an effective strike force. 
And so, for instance, in the area of narcotics control in organized 

crime, and narcotics is an organized crime enterprise in New Jerse;v, 
and, I believe, in virtually any State in which it exists-we were able 
to pull together a working team, a stl'ike force, no~ jus~ dealing with 
each complaint as it came in, but rather a well trained, well put 
together, organized force that attacked the narcotics and other areas 
of organized crime problems. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Would that not have been possible without LEAA? 
Governor BYRNE. Anything is possible, without LEAA. 
Mr. DANIELSON. What I am getting at, Governor, I am not quib

bling with you. And believe me, r am not blaming you for the crime 
problem. I have been involved in criminallav- in one way or another 
myself, for a long time. 

r am tryinO' to find out whether we are doing any good here. We 
are doing good in the sense that we are providing funds which, although 
it might be 10 percent on anybody's salary, you fatten in the payroll 
potential, you might be able to assemble therefore a strike force of 
informed, capable people to go after organized crime. 

But that is really just revenue sharing, is it not? 
Governor BYRNE. No. Well, you can call it revenue sharing-and 

there are analogies you can draw to revenue sharing. But r think it 
achieves a different objective. 

Now, you ask me very incisively whether we could have had an 
organized force without LEAA; and r do not think we could hrwe. I 
tried it in several respects when I was a prosecutor. I tried drawing 
police officers from various units into an overall force; and what would 
happen is those officers would have to be pulled back to the various 
municipalities for certain commitments back there; so we could not 
hold them together. 

Mr. DANIEI.SON. J..Jet me ask you the central question on that then. 
Why could you not do it without LEAA? 

Governor BYRNE. Because we did not have the kind of ovprall com
mitment that LEAA had made possible j and thatfunding is involved in 
that commitment. But I think it is also important for a prosecutor pull
ing together, an attorney general PUlli'lg together that kind of u. 
strike force, to say, he:}', the Oongress has passed a bill, an LEAA bill, 
that sll,Ys that we nre going 10 use this LE.AA money, ar.d we have 
passed it through a State planning agency to make this kind of an 
or~nized attack on a particular crime problem. . 

When we have got that kind of commitment that starts in W itshing
ton, D.C., and come through the State honse anditiR going to be met by 
local police officers, and so everybody in tho country thinks it is im-
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portant that we make this kind of an effort. And I think that has a 
monetary value, because we have got the wherewithal to do it; I think 
it.has a psychological commitment because everybody is told that this is 
something that is important, that it has an objective which has been 
defmed and evaluated at several levels j and I think it works. 

l\1r. DANIELSON. In other words-I do not wish to change your 
words-I want to be sure I am understanding them-what you are 
telling me is that this has generated a greater public support for your 
effort. Is that correct? 

Governor BYRNE. I think it has, especially in an informed com
munity. 

Mr. DANIELSON. And you attribute thnt to the fact that it is part of 
a coordinated effort under LEAA, in which everybody in the country 
is getting behind you. 

Governor BYRNE. I think so. 
Mr. DANIELSON. Well, that is at least something I am pleased to 

heal'. 
I have got two more little points; and then I am going to get off of 

this. 
I 'want to know yOUl' comments, your suggestions, on what role the 

Federal Government can play in improving our law enforcement 
posture. I am going to even help you shorten that, because I have got 
two things in mind. 

We have operated, for many years, the National Police Academy, 
the N ationnl Academy, whatever you want to call it. I lmow that it is 
suffering budgetary problems at the present time. We are caught 
between those who seem to be allergic to the fact that you have to have 
police, you know-those who are arruinst this professional corps of 
police, on the one hand, and those who want to have some professional 
police on the other. 

But being a policeman has never been the most popular occupation; 
and it is today less popular than it wns before. There is opposition to 
the National Academy. Do you think that the National Academy has 
been of any help to lttw enforcement? 

Governor BYRNE. Yes; I think that the N ationttl Academy and any 
organized effort to properly truin police personnel is a great asset. For 
insto,nce, the National District Attol'lley's Association has used 
LEAA money to establish a National College of District Attorneys, 
which h(l,s been tremendously successful. 

Mr. DANIELSON. And how about a clearinghouse of information. Do 
~you think that that is not of value? A olearinghouse of information for 
lo,w enforcement? 

Governor BYRNE. Yes. And, in further answer to a previous ques
tion-what have we done with LEAA money that we could not have 
done? Many years ago, in New Jersey, I advocated that aU criminal 
appeals be centrally handled. It is a good idea. It gives us consistency 
of la,w enforcement policy. It gives us fewer reversals of cases in the 
l111pellate courts, It gives us moro competent handling of tho legal 
issues involved in criminal prosecutions. 

I could never get it done. We could not get it done i and so we did it 
with LEAA money. 

Mr. DANIELSON. But there, you are getting back to money, which, to 
mo, is--
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Governor :BYRNE. That is right. We had everything else before we 
had the LEAA money. We had the idea. We had the commitment. We 
had the understanding that it ·would work; and the only reason it did 
not work is that we could not get it started. 

Now WP, are doing that, with our own money. But we-I do not 
think we would be in that position today, without the LEAA giving 
us the ability to jump over that one hurdle. 

r have never been able to testify before the House Judiciary Oom
mittee in the presence of the chairman of that comn;littee. 

And I have to interrupt to say how honored I am. 
:Mr. DANlELSON. Well, we would be a lot poorer for that reason. We 

are all grateful for LEAA, and r am intimidated to yielding back 
whatever time I may hn;ve. 

IvIr. OONYERS. I would like, at this point, to recognize the chairman 
of the full committee, who, incidentaliy, was the chairman of the sub
committee in 1973 that handled this legislation, and it is out of that 
concern and your presence that he is here today. 

TESTIMONY OF RON. PETER W. RODINO, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE 10TR CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

Chairman RODINO. Thank you very much, Mr. Ohairman. 
:First of ali, I want to apologize for my inability to be here to wel

come the Governor, personally. Unfortunately, I did have a conflict 
in my own scheduling and r diclask the chairman of the subcommittee 
to welcome you, and I know that he did, on my behalf. 

:First of all, r am delighted that my good friend of many years, and 
the Governor of the great State of New Jersey, has shown his concern 
and interest in this vel'yvital problem by coming here himself to testify. 

I know that the Governor has had a wealth of experience in law 
enforcement and criminal justice, having served as a prosecutor for 
many years, and then as a judge. And I know that he has shown a deep 
sensitivity to the problem of law enforcement, not just for purposes of 
strictly enforcing laws but understanding what the system of criminal 
justice is all about. 

Whatever problems there may have been in the State of New Jersey 
with LEAA, whatever expectations might not have been realized, I 
l.""llOW that this committee is aware of the fact that the Governor who is 
presently before us assumed office in 1974, and therefore his term with 
LEAA has been short lived. But r know that, in our various contacts 
with the Governor, he has shown a considerable interest. 

And, Governor, r do know that this committee is deeply anxious to 
get whatever hard facts there are, because its high expectations, which 
were so dramatized and so promising that this was going to be a means 
of reducing crime effectively. Unfortunately that has not been the case. 
I, as chairman of this subcommittee, when I assumed that respon
sibility, directed the focus more in the area of criminal justice. 

Unfortunately in 1973 we did not prevail in many of the legislative 
guidelines that we sought to write. It is helpful that you are here now, 
as many others will be. As Governor of a great State which has seen 
the expenditure of a good deal of :money, some $129 million over a 
period of time since LEAA has come into being, and an iIlcrease in 
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Clime, your testimony is going to be valuable and, your interest and 
your personal initiative in coming here is something that I deeply 
appreciate. 

I am not going to ask you any questions, because I think I will leave 
that to the committee. 

Governor BYRNE. Well the committee has worked me over pretty 
good, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman RODINO. You would expect that from a committee that is 
charged with this responsibility, especially in view of the fact that this 
was a program that is so dramatized as to its expectations. I feel that 
it has great validity, and despite some of its shortcomings, t hope that 
we may be able to lead it in the direction where it will do the most good. 
Weare going to expend funds which are going to be utilized to bring 
about an understanding of what crime is all about; and then produce 
some good results in the reduction of crime. 

I Imow that we will, undoubtedly, never be rid of it. But certainly we 
can help to try to reduce it and understand the reasons for its existence. 

Governor BYRNE. Well, one thing I have asked your subcommittee 
for, Mr. Chairman, is the maximum latitude in the States, as to the 
distribution or use of LEAA money. 

Now, I recall that, when Bill Hughes was prosecutor down in Cape 
May County, he could handle all of the law enforcement problems 
down there by himself. He waS a terror, as a prosecutor. I do not know 
whether you remember those clays. But Cape May is an ideal county in 
which to live in New Jersey, from the law enforcement standpoint. In 
Newark, we have a little more complicated problem. 

Chairman RODINO. Well, I appreciate that, Governor. 
I know that you have expressed that to me personally. And I hope 

that we can consider that. 
We recognize that there are some Governors who are sensitive to the 

problem and lmow what to do and would like to be able to handle 
their States' best interest. 

Unfortunately that has not always been the case. 
Thank you very much. 
Governor BYRNE. Thank you. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Hughes, of New Jersey. 
Mr. HUGHES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And, Governor, I want to join with my colleagues in welcoming you 

to Washington. I want to apologize also. Monday morning is an awfully 
difficult time to try to get into Washington and the District. So I want 
to apologize also for not being here to greet you. 

I thank you for those very kind words. 
I want to say that I have read your statement. And I want to com

mend you for it. 
You were a distinguished pl'osecu tor in the years that I served in the 

prosecutor's office, and went on to distinguish yourself on the bench. I 
believe you add a great deal of weigh t to the arguments for maintaining 
the LEAA program in some form. 

I think I have indicated to you that I disagree with some of my col
leagues who believe that we should scrap the program entirely. 

I do not think that you can look at the statlstics in Newark or any
where else and say, because crime continues to increase, the program 
has not functionecl properly. I think we tend to overstate the case; and 
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,I am concerned about the gun bill that is presently before the full 
Judiciary Oommittee, for the same reason. 

It has a lot of provisions in it that I think are overstated often. They 
may help to combat the crime problem, but they are not targeted and 
can, in no way, in my judgment, elimin!1te crime. 

Unforttmately crime is going to continue to be a problem in the years 
ahead. 

Another reason why, in the gun control legislation, I favor a kind of 
weapon accountability program that would lend itself to the State, and 
have the State develop its own program, is th!1t I do believe that the 
problems differ from State to State, just as they differ from north to 
south. in New Jersey; you have different problems in Newark than we 
have III Oape May. 

And I have seen LEAA do great things. I think it has helped to 
bring some degree of professionalism to police departments. I think it 
has aided us in trying to professionalize law enforcement personnel; 
that in itself, I think, is a worthy basis for support. 

For the same reason, I think the National FBI Academy has done 
the same thing. I think it is unfortunate that our police officers are 
often given a weapon !1nd told to go to it, \vithout adequate police 
training. As you know, we only have Sea Girt in New Jersey and the 
National Academy. Unfortunately, very few police officers are able to 
go to the National Academy. 

And yet, if we really !1re to keep pace with our needs, we have to 
professionalize and better educate our police officers. 

I have seen LEAA do great things in my area. I have also seen funds 
wasted. But I think you have that in any program, and it's our job to 
tighten the program to minimize waste and maximize effectiveness. 

Perhaps the biggest f!1ult lies in the fact that perhaps we have not 
done the kind of oversight that is needed. Perhaps we have not spelled 
out the standards on exactly what we want to target in on. 

Governor BYRNE. I heard an interesting conversation the other day, 
,after the television show on the Hauptman case which was probably 
our most famous New Jersey criminal case. 

The discussion was, well Hauptman could not be convicted if he 
were tried today. And the fact of that is somebody else pointed out 
today the rules of court are different and that maybe some of the 
evidence could not get in. 

On the other hand, we are truining prosecutors better today than 
we did in the thirties, although there will never be another Dave 
Willette, I think, in the courtroom. But somebody else pointed out 
that today Hauptman would have been caught in a week, not a year, 
that law emorcement teclmiques are sophisticated today and superior, 
and communication is better, and the ability to track down and solV'e 
a case are so much better today. 

Now, I do not know that any of that has any validity; but I do think 
that it causes us to think about the fact that we may not have solved 
the crime problem, but we have improved law enforcement tech
niques over the years. And it has got some momentum as a result of 
theLEAA willingness to come in and fund some imaginative projects, 
some hairbrained ones, and some imaginative ones. , 

Mr. HUGHES. You have mentioned one area which I tllink points out 
, where LEAA has been of invaluable assist!1nce-llncl that is in the area 
of combating organized crime. 

GO-58'T-7G-llt. 1-14 
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Another area that n,lways disturbed me, as a prosecutor, was in the 
area of trying to provide the expertise to get into an in-depth investiga
tion on, say, a narcotics case. Unfortunately, our police officers do 
not have that kind of expertise. They are often known, particularly 
in the small communities, and we never had tt reservoir of investiga
tions upon which we could call on to develop the leads that reach the 
people that reaUy traffic in hard chugs. 

We often nip the people at the street level; and they are not the ones 
ordinarily that present the great problems, the people that really 
profit from that type of activity. 

Mr. CONYERS. Will the gentleman yield? 
You mean the Mafia is not operating effectively in New Jersey 

.any more? 
GovmTIor BYRNE. When I was a prosecutor, 11r. Conyers, any law 

·enforcement official could identify the superstructure of organized 
crime. Today, almost nobody can; and they probably do not have the 
kind of superstructure that we were accustomed to. We have eaten 
into it. 

Mr. HUGHES. Let me just say to my colleague, now, I did not 
su!'gest that at alL • 

I am not saying we do not have orgo,nized crime in New Jersey. 
Franldy, what I have said, in essence, is that we have made a big 
{lent, particularly in the last 5 or 6 years; and a lot of that was made 
possible through LEAA. 

I think one of the areas where we have got to direct our efforts in 
the years ahead is trying to redirect our resources. We have limited 
manpower; and we commit a lot of resources to often victimless 
erimes; and a lot of other things less important. And it seems to me 
that we have to get started redirecting those resources so that we are 
:getting at the problems tbat really concern us; in particular, crimes of 
violence. And you do not do that wi.thout some organized effort; and I 
think LEAA hns provided that kind of funding. 

Communications systems in my area has been extremely important . 
.Qur State police patrol, for instance, many areas of my home county 
because the counties, the townships, have not developed rapidly 
enough that they can afford to provide their own police departments. We have limited access to hospito,ls in some of the counties and, 
unfortunately, in the summertime congestion along the seashore is a 
real problem. In the pust we have not always hud good communication 
t-lystems. 

I do not think that, given the present State fiscal problems, that we 
have the resources in New Jersey to lick some of those l)roblems with
out Federal help. 

Now, I am not trying to say that LEAA is a cure-all. As you try to 
carve up the pie of limited resources, you have to try also to address the 
root causes of crime as well-problems in the community such as: The 
lack of opportunity for young men and women; idleness and lack cf 
hope. We can't noglect programs that try to put people back to work 
so that they have a meaningful life. 

But the other side of the coin is that you are going to still have 
people that think they are smf1rter than the next guy; who are going 
to violate the law. And if you are going to try to keep pace with that, 
'you ure going to have to provide police officers with the kind of tools 
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that tJ:.ey need to address the problem. And that is where LEAA 
,comes m. ' 

Well, I have taken more time than I intended to, Mr. Chairman. 
I am not satisfied that the LEAA program in its present form is the 

total answer. I am anxious to hear the testimony. I can only tell you, 
:from my own personal experience, I have to agree 'with our Governor 
for the need for seme type of LEAA program. 

It has assisted us. It is not the cure-all; but it has helped. 
Governor BYRNE. It may be that the attack on the high figures in 

.organized crime does not solve the problem. Maybe disorganized 
,cl'ilne is just as effective as organized crime. As one of the leading 
ligures in crime in New Jersey, name of Moriarity, who is dying at 
this time, it does not mean that there is no organized crime where 
11e left. But I think we have made an attack on it and if that attack 
is only partially successful, we will do something else. ; 

Mr. HUGHES. I might indicate one additional thing before I close. 
We have a range for police officers in Cape May County, that I 

think came about because resources were made available prior to the 
time the arrangements were Cl'e!1ted, a resource to give police officers 
:and temporary patrolmcn--as our population swelled from 10,000 to 
200,000 in the summertime, we take on a lot of college students and 
,others who would just be on for 3 months, and we would give them a 
,vcapon and tell them, go to it. Well, that is asinine. And obviously, 
they need some kind of training and we developed a range and we are 
very proud of the range that we have now in Cape May County, and 
we would not have had the kind of resources that were necessary to 
develop that if we had not had LEAA funds. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
'l'hank you, Governor. 
Mr. CONYERS. The ranking minority member from ll1inois, Mr. 

J\,I('Clol'Y· 
Mr. MCCLORY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Although not from the 8tate of New Jersey, I am sure tha,t Gover

nor Dan Walker of Illinois would want me to join in welcoming you 
here this morning, Governor, and I appreciate your very helpful 
statement. 

We had testimony a,t our last hearing on Friday on ~ehalf of a 
representative of the State legislators who indicated that there should 
be a right on the part of the State legislature to sort of veto and revise 
and amend and pa,l'ticipate in the-wllat I regard as the executive 
department function which, you and the State planning agencies 
exorcise with regard 1.0 the State phms for-pursuant to the LEAA 
ll.uthority in the area of law enforcement and criminal justice. I am in 
the areo. of law enforcement, criminal justice. I nm glad to see your 
statement on page 9, which indicates that while the legislative branch 
should certninly be aware of, and take part in, the entire law enforce
ment, criminal justice process, that you are hopeful, o.nd I am hopeful, 
too, that we do not amend the law so that we ho.ve them participating 
jointly with you and the other Govemol's of the 49 o~hel' States, and 
trying to complicate this business of State plans. 

There is a greo.t tendency these days fOl' legislative bodies to try 
to take over executive department functions. And while I subscribe 
wholehea.rtedly to a.n adequate oversight fUllction, I think we have to 
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respect our prerogatives of executing the laws on the one hand, as 
you do in your office, and legislating those we are charged with doing 
in our office. 

A subjeot that also occurs to me, that is brought up in your state
ment, is with regard to evaluating the various projects that are 
carried out through LEAA support. And a related subject was brought 
up with regard to training of law enforcement and criminal justice 
personnel. 

It seems to me that in hoth these areas, we have an agency or an 
adjunct of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration of which 
we should take better account and we should utilize to a greater extent; 
and that is the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Oriminal 
Justice, which is, in fact, the research and training arm of the Federal 
Government, for purposes of assisting local and State agencies. 

Would you not agree that this business of evaluating, for instance, 
the effica.cy of LEAA projects and research projects, pragmatic 
programs, and other experiences that are carried on, could be done by 
a lfederal agency which then could document and disseminate more 
adequately than we do at the present time the various programs that 
the States and the subordinate agencies of the States cal'l'y on with 
LEAA funds'? 

Governor BYRNE. Yes; but I think it is even more important that 
we recognize a project which I am participating in also, and that is 
the establishment of standards-criminal justice standards !lnd goals. 
You are a lot better in deciding what to do with law enforcement 
money, no matter where it comes from, if you have got some standards 
and goals that have been established and evaluated, and the States 
are doing a good job at getting a maximum input into what their 
standards ought to be. 

And I think if States did adopt criminal justice standards and goals 
in various fields, and then made judgments as to what to do with the 
LEAA money, as well as their own criminal justice money, in view of 
carrying out those standards and goals, we wouldn1t have to look 
back so often and take such hard looks and be open to such criticism 
as to commitments we have made which, looking back, did not 
make very much sense. 

Mr. MCOLORY. And then, after pursuing the standards and goals, 
then supplementing that with an analysis of the--

Governor BYRNE. Then you make your evaluation, certainly. 
Mr. MCOLORY. And then disseminating that around through the 

variolls States so that we can make the maximum use of those success
ful projects which-and which would be applicable to the particular 
area where improvements are sought. 

Governor BYRNE. I would. hope so. 
Mr. MCOLORY. Well, I appreciate your testimony. It has been 

very helpful. And I agree in essence with what you have commu
nicated to the committee here today. 

Mr. OONYERS. Governor, before leaving, we would like to refer you 
to some testimony of several prior wHllesses. First were the staff 
members of the General Accounting Office who raised the question 
of whether after 8 years and $4 billion later, we are any closer to 
knowing what causes crime and how to effectively reduce it. 
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Second, there was another witness that has questioned the validity 
of the SPA's for having the capacity to act as an effective conduit 
for Federal funding, suggesting that they have become responsive 
neither to the State nor the Federal Government; but creating 
Tedtape on th~ir own. 

I would like to continue this discussion, if not in person, certainly 
in an exchange of communications. 

I am reminded that in lesponse to an earlier question, you pointed 
·out that LEAA could not be the sole method of combating crime in 
this country. And I think you are quite correct. You went on to 
point out, that there are larger causes in our society that have to be 
taken into account. 

The reason 1 may raise this now is that I am wondering how many 
·other people in LEAA recognize that and what I am afraid of is that 
the answer is very few. Arid if that is true, then I think that that 
may be one of the larger reasons why it isn't working. And I ask you 
;to join me in continuing a search for some real answers. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Ohairman, may I have a moment or two? 
Mr.OONYERS. Yes. 
Mr. DANIELSON. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
You mentioned, Governor, in your testimony, that because of 

LEAA-and I think it's really because of the funding aspects rather 
than anything unique to LE.A..I\..-you were able to put together a 
system of having criminal appeals handled by one group of attorneys, 
as I assume that was what you had in mind. 

Governor BYRNE. Ai the State level. 
Mr. DANIELSON. Right. 
I do not think that is terribly unique. It !night be new to New 

Jersey, but in Oalifornia, the State attorney general has handled all 
appellate work in the State-violations of the State criminal code
in the State courts, for quite a long time. 

1 am not going to say it is bad; maybe it is very good. But it is a 
fact, and 1 have noticed one thing, and lmowing quite a few attorneys 
there, a lot of people in the district attorney's office felt that they 
·could probably handle an appeal better than the attorney general's 
'office, inasmuch as they tried the case and obviously were more 
intimately familiar with the fact and the law and the various aHeged 
{lrl'ors involved. 

I am sure that our attorney general does cooperate with and enjoy 
the cooperation of the district attorney in his appeals-that there are 
two sides to that coin, which is the only point I am really trying to 
make. 

Governor BYRNE. Ev may have taken one side of the issue when 
he was a district attorney in IJos Angeles and another side of the 
issue now that he is attorney general. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Well, it is not-normally it is not the attorney 
general or the district attorney. It is the troops in the field that do 
the work, speak most freely, along this line, rather than the com
lr':Luding officer. 

Governor BYRNE. Let me just put the example in perspective. 
Mr. DANIELSON. I have not asked Ev whether he does or not, but 

it is an interesting question. 
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Governor BYRNE. Let me just make this observation. Whether it. 
is good for California or nOG is not the critical point of my argument .. 
My argument is we thought it would be good for New Jersey. And 
we could not get it done in New Jersey. 

MI'. DANIELSON. And I do not question your judgment on thut,. 
Governor. As a mutter of fact, this reinforces the position of our' 
chairman, that whut is good in one part of a State or one part of the· 
country mny not be good in another part of the same State 01' in 
another part of the country. There has to be some regional and 10cu1 
direction becuuse the circumsta,nces existing in cli:fferent areas are' 
different and you simpJy have to aCcolmt for them. 

But that-as a point-do you know whether any other States after' 
you adopted this as a uniform appellate procedure-do you know 
whether any other States have duplicated thn,t pattern in their own. 
appellate worle? 

Governor BYRNE. Not offhand, I do not. 
IvIr. DANIELSON. :My last little comment i:,:;: I think that the problem, 

of crime, whieh is very complex, involves all kinds of fa.ctors. But I 
think one serious one today is there does not seem to be much public· 
support for vigorous law enforcement.. People are concerned about 
crime and they complnin about crime a great. deal. But they seem to 
have an unlimited tolerunce for crime. And I do not belieye thab 
the public support of law enforcement is what it will have to be if' 
we are going 10 effectively reduce crime. 

There seems to be too mHch of a wil1ingness to accept crime as· 
being one of the facts of life, one of the warts' on the potato, you know. 
It is there, so what can you do about it? Ancllet us not be beastly 
to people involved in breaking om criminal laws. I am fearful thn,t 
there is some truth in Attorney General Levi's statement to the 
effect tha.t we arc going to have 'crime as long as people are goIng to, 
put up with it. I am fearful thn.t theJ.'e is a. lot of truth in that. 

I thank you. There is no personal criticism in any of my comments. 
You haYe a tough job and I wish you well. 

Governor BYRNE. Thank you, Mr. Danielson. 
1\,11'. CONYERS. Governor, there are fL number of examples thu,t 

have come to the n.ttentioll of this committee, There is an atmosphere· 
among law enforcement ofllcials generally, including LEAA officin.1s, 
that shows that they arc not concerned sufficiently about involving 
citizens in crime. 

I will a.sk you how Cl1n citizens show their concern about crime if' 
the low enforcement agencies are so busy professionalizing and 
becoming so complex. Local funclings through LEAA to citizens has 
become minimal to the point of embarrassment. What is the citizen 
to do? Gl'n.b his nem'es t .45 and hit the streets in his own neighborhood?' 
How on Ea.rth can he show any support for police who are trying to· 
combat the crime problem when the law enforcement structures and 
the very Federal apparatus that should be enco1.l1'l1.ging and facilitating 
this cooperation are in .fact discouraging it. 

Governor BYRNE. Well, I lio not think that the fact that-I may 
not understand your question-but I do not think that the fact tlmb 
the police are becoming more professional is estranging the police· 
from the community. And one of the most inspiring things I do as a. 
Governor is to visit projects which local police have with the youth 



20.9 

of the State. We have one in Sea Gir~ and you have for a week bus
loads of people coming from various parts of the State and for a week 
they are tutored by police officers. 

So if you are talking about programs to give a greater camaraderie, 
if you will, between police and cO:Q1munity, I think that my police 
people in New Jersey can give you 100 examples of how to do i~ and 
how to do it better. 

Mr. OONYERS. I will ask anybody on your staff here to tell me how 
many community groups in the State-not during your administra
tion-have ever been funded? And then I would like to ask them 
how many have tried to get funding. 

Governor BYRNE. From LEAA? 
:NIl'. OONYERS. Yes, sir. 
Governor BYRNE. Well, I think it is a lot easier-I live in West 

Orange. vVe have a PBA basebnJllellgue for kids funded by a coopera
tive agreement with the police officers and citizens. Now I think if 
LEAA came in and funded the little league tha~ the PBA is running 
in West Orange, it would not have half the effectiveness that it has 
now, because that is. something that the citizens want to get into, 
get to some understanding of where the problem is, work with the 
police officers and there is a tremendolls spirit involved in that. 

Mr. CONYERS. We are not trying to knock anybody's funding of 
little league baseball teams. 

N ow here is what I am talking about. The people in a certain 
neighborhood perceive a particular thing that could be done to help 
fight crime. Example: a walkie·talkie radio in the neighborhood 
commlmity association, It would cost a few hundred dollars. MU}Tbe 
they could do it once, but they could not continue the operation. 

There are provisions under LEAA law for grants to be made on 
that kind of basis. Do you know wha~ the l'edtape is and what a com
munity group is up against in trying to fight through the red tape, to 
join the local police precinct to help reduce crime when there are 
people there in the communities that want to do it? It is incredible. 
'l'hey need a starr of lawyers. They need to open up a Washington 
lobby operation. ~Phey have got to contact every Congressman in 
t~leir State. They have got to hit the coordinating operation in the 
CIty and the county. And then, maybe they can get a grant through 
an infinite number of channels. '. 

Govel'llor BYRNE. I am not going to sit here and defend red tape. 
I am here to say do not add any more redtnpe, if you extend LEAA. 

Mr. OONYERS. The point that I am working on is that somehow 
between your offices and ours, we have to facilitate the community 
coming into the law enforcement problem. We have to assist those 
neighborhoods and those individuals that want to help reduce crime, 
that want to show IVIr. Danielson that they are not apathetic or hl
diffel'ent to it. But for God's sakes, what are they supposed to do? 
Grab their guns and hit the streets? How does a citizen in my State 
and yours demonstrate that they want to support the law enforcement 
authority? That seems to me a very valid question thn,t has to be 
investigated in these hearings. And I hope you will give it your atten
tion and stay in touch with us on that. 

Governor BYRNE. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
:NIl'. OONYERS. 'l'hank you very much, Governor. 
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'Jur next witness is the du:ector of the N ationaJ Association of State 
Cri:uinal Justice Planning .A.dmini8trators, Mr. Richard Harris. 

He i~ a director of the Virginia division or Justice and Crime Preven
tion, exewtive director of the Virginia Council on Criminal Justice, 
currently is the chairman of the National Association of State Crim
inal Justice Planning Administrators, fOl'merlyan assistant attorney 
general of Virginia, and we welcome you here, Mr. Harris. 

We note that you are accompanied by Mr. Richard Geltman and 
Miss Jane Roberts. We have your prepared testimony which will be 
incorporl1ted without objection into the record at this point, and that 
will free you to join us in this discussion and you may be b2gin. 

[The prepared statement of Richard N. Harris follows:] 

STATEMENT OF RICHARD N. HARRIS, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF JUSTICE AND CRIME 
PREVEN'rION, COMMONWIMLTH OF VIRGINIA, Al'W CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL 
CONFERENCE OF STATE CRIMINAL J·USTICN PLANNING ADMINISTRATORS 

JYlr. Chairmun, und distinguished members of the committee, my nume is 
Richurd N. Harris. I am director of the Division of Justice and Crime Prevention 
-of the Commonwealth of Virginia, and Chairman of the National Conference of 
State Criminal Justice Planning Administmtors. 

The National Conference and I very much appreciate your invit:J.tion to testify 
today at the hearings on the reauthorization of the Crime Control Act of 1973, 
and related matters. 

The National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators 
represents the directors of the fifty-five (55) State and tenitorial criminal justice 
Planning Agencies (SPAs) created by the States and territories to coordinate 
their programs to improve the administration of .iustice. Under the Crime Control 
Act, the SPAs are the governmental entity responsible for determining how best 
to allocate 85% of the Part C action gr:tIlts !tnd approximately 67% of the total 
appropriations made available to LEAA. under the Act, a sum in Fiscal Year 
1975 of almost $592 million. 

In essence, the States through the SPAs are assigned the central role under 
the Crime Control Act. Now, having seven years of experience under the original 
Act and its extensions, we, the States, are delighted to share our experiences with 
you on the operation of the program to date, and those m~ior recommendations 
we have for statutory changes in the reauthorization legi"lation. The National 
Conference's testimony will focus solcly upon the major policy issues faced by 
your Committee. Our specific recommendo.tions for change are contained in my 
written testimony before the Senate Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and Pro
.cedures which, with your permission, I submit to you and request be made part 
of the record. I also submit for the record and your consideration a copy of an 
address I made to the Mid-Winter Meeting of the National Conference which 
documents the major State programmatic thrusts made possible through this 
Act. 

'.rhe Nationo.l Confcrence fully supports reauthorization of the Crime Control 
Act, and in substantially its current form. The States believe the program is 
fundamentally sound. Testimony from a diverse number of witnesses given before 
the Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and Procedures supports 
this thesis. An indepcndent long-term examination of the crime control program 
by the Advisory Commission 011 Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) has also 
reo.ched this same conclusion. Based on the success of the crime control program, 
the President has seen fit not only to support the renewal of this program but to 
recommend the establishment of four additional block grant programs. 

'.rhe support for the program rests upon two fundamental premises: (n.) Crime t 1, 

is primarily 0. State and local problem best dealt with by the people and their 
local governmental representatives, and (b) ·bhat the federal government can best 
contribute to the resolution of this problem through assisting, but not mandating, 
the Stutes to focus specific activities and resources on direct and indirect actions 
to impo.ct on crime and improve ,justice. After seven years experience under this 
program, the Sto.tes still believe these two premises are sound. and that actions 
bused on those premises will best enable the country in the long run to reduce 
.crime and improve the administration of justice. To date no substantinl questions 



have been rai~ed conc:lrning the first premise. However, implicit in much of the 
criticism of the operation of the crime control program is a questioning of the 
second premise that the federal government should not direct but only assist 
<l.nd guide. It is ironic that many of the same critics calling for rlirect federal 
control have been and continue to be extremely captious not only of LEA A, but 
of the old federal crime control programs such as OLEA, the Ohildren's Bureau 

,and the Youth Development and Delinquency Prevention Administration that 
have exercised strong centralized direct control. The intuitive feeling of these 
critics has been that highly paid, well-qualified federal bureaucrats responsive 
to central control and supervision from Washington can design and administer 
solutions to crime problem::; found in the fifty-five State and territorial jurisdictions, 
despite all the local complexity, uniqueness and idiosyncracy, better than those 
fifty-five lmits of goverJ1J11ent can do themselves. Yet, each time the federal 
government has tried to accomplish this task it has failed. And to the e}.'ient that 
LEAA is trying to direct State activitiy with crime control money it controls, 
it is failing also. The National Oonference believes the answer is for Oongress to 
give LEAA the mandate to assist the States in their efforts rather than Oongress 
telling LEAA to coerce the State to comply with federal directives. To date, 
LEAA has taken a neutral position and failed to either assist the States or man
date State compliance to federally imposed standards. 

The National Oonference believes that the block grant program can work even 
more successfully if LEAA will utilize its research, discretionary, training, educa
tion, evaluation and leadership roles to determine State needs as perceived by the 
States and develop a limited number of high impact, focussed and integrated 
programs to assist States in their effort~. LEAA'~ main efforts to date have been 
to mandate, by way of guidelines, Oongressional interests, and passively to reMt 
to a diverse number of unrelated pressures. 

It is the National Oonference's contention that the least effective way for 
Oongress to induce change and improve crime control efforts is to mandate it. 
The most effective method for Oongress to provide leadership would be to require 
LEAA to provide information, successful models and technical assistance in a 
coordinated manner-reflected in coordination among the disparate subunits of 
LEAA, and responsiveness to the States-so that the States, who can best plan 
for and allocate federal grant money to the locally defined problems, needs and 
priorities, can maximize the chances that federal money will yield success and 
the costs for the programs will be assumed by State and local government. A 
crucial role for Oongl'ess in this regard is frequent oversight to ensure that LEAA 
is serving and responding to Sto.tes and their priorities. Without this oversight, 
the natural tendency is for the federal bureaucracy to operate independently, 
perceiving itself as the source of all wisdom and justification for the program. 

The National Oonference believes that the maior thrust of the program should 
contillUe to be innovation, demonstration and implementation of improved 
approaches, systems, equipment and devices. The Stutes need new techniques, 
but they cannot usually develop them with their own money. It should not matter 
to Oongress whether funded improvements are unique or are only new to the 
State, local jurisdiction or agency so long as improvements are rendered. It is 
important to keep in mind the fact that the p!'ogram goals are crime reduction 
and enhancement of justice; innovation is only a means to those ends. However 
even though only a means, a survey by AOIH. indicates that approximately 59.3% 

. of Orime Control Act funded projects have been innovative, either from a national 
01' State perspective. 

The Orime Oontrol Act program should be reauthorized for five years. The 
National Conference believes the continuity of the program is critical. The States 
have been faced with the original enactment of the Omnibus Orime Oontrol 
and Safe Streets Act in 1968, amendments in 1970, 1973 and again this year. Put 
into conjunction with the passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention Act of 1974, and the changing federal leadership of the program, the 
States have never had a stable program, Sllbstantively and administratively, 
within which to operate. Independent of legislative change, tEAA has, itself, 
constantly changed the ground rules of the State operated p!'ogram by promulgat
ing a multitude of external directives, at last count forty, many of which change 
on a yearly basis for no apparent reason, other than someone in LEAA has a 
Itbetter idea". Each time the States have completed changes required by new 
legislation) regulations or guidelines, a new series of changes have been initiated, 

The situp.tion has not been very different on the nppropriations front. LEAA's 
. approprint.ions have fluctua~ed so rapidly and to such a degree, it has been difficult 
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for the States and localities to undertake long-term planning when these jurisdic
tions cannot be assured of thc amount of resources that will be available to them 
even in the succeeding fiscal year. LEANs appropriations for the FY years 
1969-1976 follow: FY 1969, $63,000,000; FY 1970, $268,119,000; FY 1971, 
$1)29,000,000; FY 1972, $6\)8,919,000; FY 1973, $855,597,000; FY 1974, $870,-
675,000; FY 1975, $895,000,000; and FY 1976, $809,638,000 (12 months). Even 
now, the LEAA FY 1976 budget is not settled because the Administration has a 
pending deferral request of $15 million of FY 1976 appropriations. 

The National Conference has reached the conclusion that Congress must give 
the States and localities a firm and stable program for a minimum of five years 
with estimated yearly appropriations figures that can be relied upon for long-term 
planning. Without this long-term commitment by Congress, the States will con
tinuc to find many local jurisdictions and criminal justice agencies unwilling to 
undertake multi-year experimental and innovative programs, and unwilling to 
l11ake the commitments to assume the costs of programs over time. 'Without 
commitment by the federal government to long-term stable LEAA funding, State 
and local government are unlikely to give a similar commitment. 

Tradition and the Tenth Amendment to the Constitution have left the major 
re"ponsibility for law enforeement and criminal justice to the States and their 
political subdivisions. The States, under our federal system, have developed their 
own unique la\ys and institutions to meet the needs, concerns, moral values and 
priorities of their citizenry. No two Statcs are the same either in population or the 
way they have chosen to reduce crime and administer justice. Our system of 
governm<'llt not only tolert1tes but protests this diversity. With the exception of 
the "pecific protections provided by the Federal Constitution, the States are 
l)('rmitted to develop their own appropriate means to achieve their individually 
stated goals. 

8evc'n years operation under the LEAA program has shown that there is still a 
great deal we must learn before we can say we know how to reduce crime, that 
individual State experimentation is helping us learn what prof!,Tall1s mew be 
appr('priate for which problems and jurisdictions, and that development of success
ful programs is contingent upon States and their political subunits choosing the 
right priorities, and programs and making the necessary political and resource 
commitments. The National Confer~nce believes, as do ACIR and the President, 
the continuation of the block grant approach is warranted based on these findings. 
The Stn,t£.'s aI'£.' constitutiontllly in the appropriate position to coordinate criminal 
ju:-;ticc progl'amming and allocate scarce resources. The block grant approach 
provid('~ Stntes, that ltre closer to and have more knowledge of local problems thl1.n 
the fed('ral governm('ut, with the flexibility to put resources where those local 
prohl('ms, needs nnd priorities are. 

Unfortunately, sont(' of the flexibility which was inherent in the original block 
p;rnn t proposul culminating in the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1 nOR bnfl been IORt lIud ~ubjected to further cnlls for particuinriztttion. Without the 
t'limination or rejection of cnte~orizing language from the reauthorization of the 
Crime Control Act, the Crime Control Act will be n block grant in nnme only, and 
ciifilcult to distinguiBh from other federnl categorical grant-in-aid programs. The 
NationnI Conference r('commends thnt Congress strike from the Crime Control 
Act of 1073, Section 307, Sections 4lil through 455 (known as Part E) and Section 
520(b). It also recommends Congress reject calls for special funding for courts 
OT.R. 8967), urban high crime areas (Section 4(3) of H.R. 9236), or court conges
tion (Il.R. 112Iil). 

The National Conference believes that a system of statewide comprehensive 
planning is compromised and distorted when the programs and priorities generated 
by Ruch a planning R~'stem must conform to predetermined, uniform (national) 
formulas. It makes little sense to urge and support a rational decisionmaking 
process based on the premiRf! that State characteristics, and hence problems, vary, 
und then insist that each State place a certain percentage of funds available in a 
spe('ified program area. 

Congress ought to underRtand that evon without categorization there are two 
operat,ional aspects wbich tend to categorize the program, both bureaucratic. In 
the first instance, Congress through legislation, informational requests and 
criticism places preilsure on LEA A to assert federal control over the progmm. In 
order to demonstmte to Congress and its members that LEAA is meeting their 
concorIls, LEAA promulgates new guidelines. Over a period of time guidelines 
accumulate. Guidelines nre added and supplemented; rarely are guidelines 
expunged or requirem~nts deleted unless they nre to be substituted with others. 
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These guidelines filter all the way through tho system, to local sub grantees and 
your constituents, placing additional constraints on what and how something can 
be done, and imposing greater manpower requirements to get it done. Some of the 
complaints about red tape thut you hear are a result of this phenomenon. In the 
second instance, there is a natural tendency of most federal agencies to want to 
control State and local programs, lmown to all of us as "creeping bureaucracy". 
Even though LEAA has tried harder than mmlt federal agencies to fight against 
this tendency, LEAA has also been guilty of as.,erting its judgment, through 
promulgating guideline requirementtl, over the judgment of State and local 
government. 

The National Conference welcomeR the attention that is being focussed upon the 
courts in the criminal justice 8~'~tem. The National Conference and the fifty-five 
(55) SPAs have been actively seeking the full involvement of the eourts over a 
numher of years, particularly in the last two years. In 11)74 the National Con
ference a~('.isted in all inten~ive study of the partiripation of State courts in the 
crime control program, a :;tud.\' carried out under the auspices of American 
Univer1'ity b~' a team headed b." John F. X. Irving, Dean of the Seton HaH 
University Law School. The National Conference, to the best of my knowledge, 
is the onl~' national organization of criminal justice officials, including the various 
national judicial organizations, to thoroughly review each of the Irving team's 
recommendations, and take lL position on them. 

The National Conference !-ias accepted Heven of the ten Irving report recom
mendations, some with 11l0dificatiom" and hus called for each of the SPAs to take 
appropriate actions to implement them. The National Conference has made itself 
mmilable to assist the l:iPAs wherevt'r asked. The National Confcrence is presently 
working on the program for its next annual meeting to be held this .July, the theme 
()f which will be :::Jtate court improvement. ASl:listance in preparation for this 
meeting to the National Conference is expected from LI'}AA, the National Center 
for State Courts, t.he ABA and the Conferences of State Chief Justices and State 
Court Administrators. 

In a more direct manner each of the SPAs has been working as closely as 
p08~ihlc with its court sy:;tem to gain us much cooperation and coordination as 
pOl';sible. nfost States have encouraged their court s;n;tell1s to develop judicial 
planning committees, und planning stall'R, which are broudly reprcsentative of the 
courts full organizational make-up. Some courts Rystems have done this. The 
nppropriate Rtructure und composition of the:;e planning bodies varies from State 
to ::>tatp. LEAA has mude two ~ignificunt grants to the National Ccnter for State 
Courts and the Nationlll Conference of State Court Administrators to as~ist 
individual State court s.vstCI1lf' egtabJi,;h judicittl planning committees and planning 
stafff'. However, the courts nre slow to accept LEAA money for the purpose of 
appointing court planners to alrelldy extant court administrators' offices or create 
!lew plnnning entities. 

Three principle reusons appear to be: (a) the courts distrust of phtnning and 
plamH'rs, (b) the unwillingll(,Ss to appoint planners during an austerity time 
whrn Htate legislatures are already tlLldng n hard look at sorely presscd Judicial 
budgets. and (c) the unwillingness of courts to go to the State legislatures in thrce 
yeul's time to assume the costs of the programs. The problems that these two 
organizations are facing with the COUl'ts arc similar to thc problems the SPAs 
have been facing over the laHt severnl years despito the SPAs best efforts to fully 
involve the courts. The judges have often shown themselves uninterested in 
planning, management and administmtive matter, even [tfter considerable 
eft'ort and inducements have been offered to them. For too mnny Judges usually 
pcrceive themselves as judicial personnel whose role is to adjudicate, almost 
exclusively, to the detriment of their management responsibilities. Many judges 

.1Lre unwilling to recognize that the court system is pnrt of a larger criminal justice 
s~'st('m which is in dire need of coordinntion of its component parts to work at, 
nll efficiently or effectively. But becausc the judges considcr themselves part of a 
different branch of government, and t\S independent ntld self-sufficient, they do 
not often feel the need or desire to cooperate with other parts of the system. 
Fin ull y, a common finding by SPAs has been that judgeR, who must be inde
pendent in their adjudicntory roje, are unwilling to be publicly accountable for 
their uctions, whether of nn adjudicative or of a manngement nnture. Some 
judges ielLr that acceptance of grant money might result in the generation of 
information which can enable the public to observe judicial activity. 

Thus, eyen if Congrcss does what the courts are requesting, which would lead 
to further categorization and is opposed by the Nation~l Conference, thc problems 
that we have mentionod will still be present, and the courts may still be unwilling 
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or slow to use fedeml money. Instead, the National Conference recommends that 
Congress adopt the language recommended in Section 4(1) of H.R. 9236 so that 
in the few cases where best efforts by the SPAs have not been made, LEAA can 
take appropriate action. In our view this approach is more likely to solve the 
problems we have identified. 

The National Conference finds it ironic that some of the most vocal judicial 
critics of the present program are those judges who have been given the most 
financial assistance. In case after case where SPAs hl1vc asked these critics to 
cite specific examples where irrational, improper 01' insufficient SPA actions have 
been taken, concrete instances have not been forthcoming. The National Conference 
hopes that during the course of these hearings, such specific information is made 
available to you. The National Conference, and I mn sure LEAA, are anxious 
to rectify situations which require remedying. 

A premise which is at the crux of much of the debate concerning the courts is 
whether the courts have received their fair share of LEAA money. It is the 
National Conference's perception through its participation in a present study 
undertaken again under the auspices of American University that the courts are 
receiving a fail' share. The actual amount and percentage of the totol block 
grant appears to vary from State to State, depending on !~ large variehy of factors, 
including judicial need, long-range plans, judicial willingness to participate in 
the program, and other priority programs. However, it nppears thah when the 
final results of the study nre in, courts ns tribunuls will have received more money 
from LEAA sources than the percentage of the courts personnel ns compared to 
totul number of criminnl justice personnel would seem to warrant, and would 
receive approximately the approprinte amount of money ns compared to the 
percentage of court nppropriations from State nnd local government as compnred 
to the totnl appropriations of all criminal justice agencies from State and local 
government. Until the American University study is completed the eX!Lct figures 
will not be known. But even then, the question of whether the courts will be 
considered to have recC'ived n fair share will depend upon the definition one uses 
for courts, of which there are many, and the criteria or standard to be used to 
judge adequacy. However, at this time it is po~sible to say that the court~ may 
be receiving their fnir share. 

EVl~luation, lllonitoring, and standard-setting nrc integral parts of planning 
and a high priority for State Planning Agencies. In 1072 the N!~tional Conference 
adopted minimum standards for monitoring and evaluation. SPAs since that 
time have been working diligently, and for the most purt successfully, to maintain 
those standards. The standards were established by the SPAs early in the pro
gram because they recognized the need for information fOl' thetIlRelves ns grant 
administrators and for agrncy head::; as policy decision-makers. Unfortunately, 
evaluation in any social science field, but pnrticlliarly in the field of cl'iminal 
justiN', is at a ratlu.'r primitivc state. Although LgAA was given a mandate to 
assist in evaluation efforts in 1973, USC:'flll nid has yet to reachhhe State and local 
level. The only educational/training efforts in the a1'('a of evaluation designed fOl" 
the particull1l' needs of State Planning Agenci(>s to dl~te have been made by the· 
National Conference. The National Conference conducted itH first training session 
for State Pln.nllillg Agency personnel on mfLllagcment of evaluation efforts, 
and its second session on speCific evaluation efforts llndertn.ken or completed and 
techniques used. Certainly much mora in this 11.r('l~ has to be done, 11,nd the SPA'! 
are looking to LEAA for assistance (but not direction). '1'he SPAs would like to· 
see LEAA undertake large-scltle, significant evaluations of high priority iR!'lllCS 
nnd knowledge gap areas to support State und local decision-making. One likely 
reason thnt maior efforts were not undertaken in this SUbstantive al'eo. curlier 
was Congress' own unwillingness to see money go into s"budies, research and 
evaluation. Evaluution requires that n design be established before a program 

• commences. Evaluation design takes time, and delays the initiatiull of prog1'l1.m
mingo IIowov('r, Congress in the eurly duys of the program W,\S unwilling to· 
condone lengthy program start-up tim(>s. As n result, adequate evaluation and 
administrat·ive prooedures were not fully etltn.blished in the early dlLYs of the 
progrum. The Monagan R(lpol't, J-I. Rept. 92-1072, nnd other Congressional 
criticism focnssed on "fund Jlow", the failure to get money spent quickly enough. 

It is the N[~tional Conference's belief that further legislation in the nrea of 
evnluation is not needed. Adequate legislative authority exists and all levels 
or government ltre fully committed to the objective. What is needed is Congression
al oversight to ensure tluvt the best of intentions arc followed up with satisfactory 
action. 
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Standards and goals efforts have become a significant part of SPA planning 
.and operations. In 1972, as I indicated earlier, the National Conference felt 
it useful to establish minimum SPA standards for the administration of LEAA 
funds. Thus the National Conference developed twelve minimum standards 
for SPA self-improvement covering planning, auditing, monitoring, evaluation, 
grant managcment information systems, grant administration, fund flow, organi
zational structure, training and staff development, public information, affirmative 
action and technical assistance. These voluntary standards have operated as 
bench marks for each SPA. 

The SPAs have also been activ('ly involved in the standards and goals efforts 
at the State and federal levels. The SPAs participated in the efforts of the National 
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, as did hundreds 
<Jf other State and local officials. The National Conference considers the products 
produced by the National Advisory Commission worthwhile as it does the stand
ards and goals produced by other national groups like the American Bar Associ
ation and the American Correctional Association. Sometimes the recommendations 
<Jf these eminent groups coincide; sometimes they are at odds. The primitive 
state of the art in criminal justice and the philosophical perspective of the groups 
result in the variance in recommendations. It is the National Conference's opinion 
that it is inappropriate for the federal government to mandate any SUbstantive 
standards. First, many standards are based on premises not validated facts. 
Mandating these standards would be premature. Second, many of the standards 
recommended by different groups conflict. And third, diversity is the very essence 
of our federal system. The establishment of mandated uniform standards would 
undermine the adoption of standards that are best suited and tailored to the needs 
of individual State and local jurisdictions. 

The National Conference supports the approach taken by LEAA to permit the 
States to establish their own unique processes for developing standards and goals, 
and to tailor standards and goals to their own problems and needs, concerns and 
institutions. 

Another Significant component of planning is research. Research,like evaluation, 
contributes valuable information to decision-making. However, research efforts 
are often long-term, costly and have sometimes tenuous pay-oU's. The National 
Conference believes that there is a significant role for the federal government 
and LEAA to play in this area. However, the promise in this area has never 
been realized. It is the opinion of the National Conference that LEAA's dis
cretionary grant program and research efforts should be closely coordinated. 
This has not appeared to be the case to date. LEAA has never seemed to have 
had a long-term strategy of what it has wanted to do, It has funded a scattered 
number of projects, m!tny of which on review would seem to be of low priority. 
Even where significant efforts have been undertaken, there have been problems, 
as in the cnse of the impac't cities program. As GAO has reported, in that program 
there was little federal guidance. LEAA used the wrong program rationale. It 
tried to reduce crime instead of advancing a knowledge base, BecausG LEAA 
had so mn.ny disparate programs going on in each city, it h!td no idea what was 
working and what was not. And fInally, there is some evidence that it funded 
particular cities for political and not substantive reasons. 

LEAA has hnd significant diflieulty coordinating the efforts of its centralized 
office with its regional operations. This hns been particularly true as regards 
the coordination of resenrch and discretionary efforts. Recent arrangements have 
had the National Institute malting decisions on LEAA's research program, tIl:> 
Office of NrLtional Priority Programs making decisions on national scope dis
cretionary projects, and the ten LEAA regional offices making their own decisions 
as to small sCltle, supplementary discretionery programs. In each of these cases, 
there is little coordination by the federal actors with the key State actors. 

The National Conference would suggest thut LEANs efforts be committed to 
tL smaller number of concentrated programs which could generate dll,ta from a 
compurison of signifioant new efforts in sevoral localities, resulting in dissemina
tion of valuable data needed and wunted by State and local deoisionmakers. LEAA 
should be required to consult with the SPAs and local government prior to 
developing long-term research and discretionary strategies so thut results of these 
efforts will be useful to the people in the field. To date strategies have been 
developed without significant Stute and local involvement, und have more of ton 
thun not been deSigned to either meet politioal pressures and crises or test some
one's favorite thesis at the moment. 
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Unless LEAA is willing to fund discretionary pro~rl1lns long enough (three to 
five years) to prove their effectiveness and to eoorclinute the development of 
national stmtegies unci implementution of progmmming with State und local 
government, the likelihood that the costs of these federal efforts will be assumed 
by State and locnl government is not very great. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relntions in its recent study 
of the crime control progmm found that Q·t% of State long-term block grant 
progrums were assumed by State and local government at the conclusion of 
federal funding. Congress has permitted the State.;; flexibility to choose what is a 
reasonable period of time for the assumption of the cost of programs. States have 
developed a variety of policies, depending on the types of programs being funded 
(equipment, service delivery, management) and the experimental nature of the 
progTams. Some States have opted for the development of across-the-board 
policies; others have not. The average time limit for funding among the fifty-five 
(55) SPAs is three (3) years. Permitting the States flexibility has proven worth
while. Unfortunately, for the first time LEAA, in guideline lVI4100.1E, ParagraJ2h 
29(b) (Ii) (c), has required the HPAs to ,justify time periods exceeding three l3) 
years. It is the National Conference's belief that L[~AA imposed tiDle limits are 
inappropriate, that GAO and other reviewers of the LEAA program have SU$l;
gested that four (4) and five (Ii) year!) of funding for some programs are warranted, 
and that in the present State and local fi~cal cri:;is, arbitrary time-fmmes can only 
be detrimental. 

The National Conference is aware of Rt'vera11)rOposnls to modify Section 203(a) 
of the Crime Control Act including H.R. 7411. The National Conference hlopposed 
to H.R.. 7'111 and other similar ~mggestions. The Conference believes that one of 
the strengths of the progrtlm to date ha'l been thltt the SPAs have been created lIS 
adjuncts to the GovernorH, subject to thl'ir j\lri~diction. This has cnahled the 
Governors to receive criminal ju::rtice system-wide advice. As a result of this new 
resource, the Governor,., have been better able to exert much more effective 
lender!)hip in the criminal justice field. In fact the SPAs have been asked to do 
more than me1'['I,' plan for and allocate federal funds. Some SPAs have been askC'd 
to comJ)l'ehensivdy plan gO a'l to il1tegntte all 1'l':lotlrce~-federnl, State, local
into a single planning and budp:eting process for the criminal justice system within 
their States. In some States SPAs have i>epn asked to operate as aides or arms of 
the State budget office; in others the SPAs have becn asked to develop critical 
pieces of legi!"lation: and still other SP As have becn asked to ad vise on administrlt
tive changes. In a few States, the SPAs have been asked to perform all these 
functions. 

If one were to place the SP A nnder the jurisdiction of other officials, these fore
going benefits might not rCfHllt. 'I'he Conference is unaware of any facts tlutt 
Witrrant placing the SPA under uny other State executive. The Governor is the 
chief executive, the agency performs executive functions, and therefore, it should 
be subject to the jurisdiction of the chief executive. 

The Conference lLlso sees no reM on to require that a State legiRlature establi~h 
the SPA by ~tutl1te. The Crime Control Act presently permits a State legi:11ature 
to estahliAh the SPA by statute if it so dlO'sires. There is nothing to prevent it. 
Clopp to fortY)1(,l'epnt (<ins;) of ~P'\.H ILI'I' [llr('nd~' r"hlblil41wd by lcgi'llntion. The 
remaining le!l:i:-llatllJ'e;~ have hud seven yrll!'s to act. If t1l(~y haven't established the 
RPA by lep:isltlt.ioll by now, it can be ~1"~lI1ned that ther,' nrc valid l'ea'lons wlW it 
has not heen done-rcasons which do not warrtlnt interference by federallcgisht
tive action. In light of the frequent federal legislative and administrative changes 
requiring modifications in State enabling legislation, it is understandable wh~' 
legislatures might be huppy not to have to umend State legislation every several 
years to conform to changing federnl requirements. It is the Conference's position 
that States should be permitted the maximum flexibility in this regard. 

'rhe Conference is ulao opposed to permitting the legislnture to pInyan executive 
role in the planning and priority seliting required under the Crime Control Act. 
The Crime Control Act presently requires the legiRlature to participate in the 
program through the appropriation of match and general oversight. However, the 
NAtionlll Conference of State 1egislntures is propOSing that Congress go beyond 
l)resent legislution and map out u role {or State legislntures unique for any fedorul 
grant-in-aid program other than general revenue !;lharing. The State legisltttul'CR 
want the "finnl" word on how these federal monies are to be expended. They wat)t 
to sav what the program goals and priorities ought to he. They in fllct wanb to 
ontain the Sllme authority over this progrum that they have under generlll revenue 
sharing. No other federal eategorieulor block grant permits this kind of role for 
the State legislatures, and to do !olO here would establish n precedent. 
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The National Conference urge~ Congress to reject proposals to mandate specifio 
quotas. for board composiMon. It therefore recommends that the last sentence 
in Section 203(a) be struck and that suggestions for a requirement that a specified 
number or percentage of elected officials be on the SPA board be refused. Any 
attempts to establish quotas for any interest group on these boards should be 
rejected. To mandate specific quotas for board comoosition is to inhibit the 
selection of the most qualified persons, and jeopardizes the retention of the 
broad representative eharacter of these boards. In some States, tt requirement. 
for legislative or judichtl representation raises constitutional qUCiltions, 

An area where significant amounts of money have been committed by some 
SPAs is to the area of increasing the employment of minorities and women in, 
criminal justice agencies and developing programs to provide an increased level of 
services to minorities and women. In this regard the National Conference hIt';; 
passed resolutions calling for greater employment and services to minoritie'l 
and females. Some SPAs would like to h[we the opportunity to playa stronger 
role in seeking civil rights compliance. Until recently, LEAA had preempted 
the field. In the last three months L EAA, in response to pressure from some 
SP As, proposed regulations and promulgated guidelines which purport to enable 
SPAs to participate in this area. However, the SPAs have opposed these two 
proposals because the administrative mechanisms are so complicated and the man
power requirements are so burdensome that few if any SPAs can afford to assume 
the responsibility of this effort, Several SPAs feel that a strong State rvll) in 
civil rights compliance is necessary due to LEANs own failure to pursue stren~ 
uously this objective, Many SPAs would have been grateful had Llf;AA takcn 
strong action to seek civil rights compliance against mltjor State and local criminal 
justice agencie~ which were immune, for political and other reasons, from SPA 
and gubernatorial pressure and sanctions. Hut for unknown reasons, LEAA has 
always been slow to act in this area. 

It is noteworthy that in the foregoing discussion of the major issues facing 
the program, the National Conference has called for few statutory changef', 
(Suggested statutory changes are found in the Senate testimony attached,) 
The National Conference believes that most of the mandates for a successful 
program are already extant in present legislation. What is needed is imple
mentation of Congressional intent. The National Confcrence :s of the firm belief 
that the changes in program operation will come about if Congress will give 
the operation of the Crime Control Act its attention, The National Conference 
would welcome yearly oversigh1i so that it could report to Cong,Tess the successes 
and failures, the potential and problems in the program. The National Con~ 
ference would be happy to provide Congress 011 a continuous basis information 
which it considers useful. 

With your permission the National Conference will provide you for the record 
specific recommended statutory changcs and a draft of its Slale of the Slates* 
report, which will address in greater detail many of the issues discussed today, at a 
later date. 

Congressmen, I would be glad to answer any questions you may have on my 
testimony today, my testimony before the Senate or other matters relative to 
the Crime Control Act program of which I mlty hlwe knowledge. 

STATEMENT OF RICHARD N. HARms, DmEcTou, DIVISION OF JUSTICE AND Cml<Lm. 
PREVENTION, COMMONWEALTH OJ" VmGINIA AND CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL CON
FlmENCE OF S'l'ATE CRIMINAL JUSTICJ~ PLANNING ADMINISTRATORS, OCTOBER 8, 
1975 

Mr. Chairman, and distinguished members of this committee, my name is 
Richard N. Harris, I am director of the Division of Justice and Crime Prevention 
of the Commonwcalth of Virginia, and Chairman of the .National Conference of 
State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators, 

I and the National Conference I'ery much appreciate your invitation to testify 
today at the hearings on the reuuthorization of the Crime Control Act of 197:), 
and relo.ted matters, 

The. National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators 
represents the directors of the fifty-five (55) State and territorial criminal justice 
plannipg agencies (SPAs) created by the States and territories to coordinate their 
programs to improve the administration of justice. Under the Crime CQntrol Act, 

°Thlj State oJ the Sta.tC8 repOl't Is pr~pnrcd annually by the NuUollul Conference to 
descl'lbe the current Stutes' roles In the CrIme Control Aet progl'IW1, . 
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the SPAs are the governmental entity responsible for determining how best to 
allocate approximately 67% of the appropriations made available to LEAA under 
the Aet, a sum in Fiscal Year 1975 of almost $592 million. 

In essence, the States and the SPAs are assigned the central role under the 
Crime Control Act. Now, having seven years of experience under the original 
Aet and its extensions, we, the States, are delighted to share our experiences with 
you on the operation of the program to date, and those major recommendations 
we have for statutory changes in the reauthorization legislation. 

Prior to 1965, there was no federal financial assistance program for State and 
local criminal justice agencies. Responding to a growing public concern about 
crime and criminal justice, Congress authorized a small federal assistance pro
gram under the Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 1965. The program, under 
the auspices of the Department of Justice, funded research and demonstration 
projects in accordance with predetermined, federally-defined categories of ac
tivities: The 1965 Act also authorized funds for the establishment of State crim
inal justice "planning agencies". This categorical grant program, operating under 
the Office of Law Enforcement Assistance, made no notable impact on the crim
inal justice system or crime. 

Two years later, in 1967, the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
the Administration of Justice-commonly referred to as the President's Crime 
Commission-documented in detail the problems of the Nation's criminal justice 
system. The Crime Commission described antiqu(\ted police practices, deplorable 
conditions in our jails and prisons, and documented abuses of justice which had 
occurred in some of our courts. The Crime Commission bl(\med many of the diffi
culties of our fragmented criminal justice system on "it'l reluctance to try new 
ways". It challenged the "system" to confront its problems and to begin to work 
toward change n,nd rcform. The Crime Commission also called upon the American 
public to give the criminal jmltice sYHtem the wherewithal to "do the job it is 
chargpd with doing". The Commission strongly endorRed the concept of and need 
for a fedpral criminal justice as,;istance program "on which several hundred million 
dollars could be profitably Rpent over the next decade". The Commission also 
urged that State and local criminal justice planning efforts be supported by the 
Federal Government. 

By 196R, crime had becomp the number one concern according to public opinion 
polL'l. In June of 1968, the President signed into law Public Law 90-351, the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1!l6R. This legislation represented 
the Federal Government's first comprehensive criminal justice grant-in-aid pro
gram for State and local governments. The Safe Streets Act was speCifically de
signed to provide financial aid and technical assistance for strengthening State 
and looallaw enforcement and criminal justice, and improyllg crime prevention 
and control efforts. 

The Rafe Streets Program has assisted and encouraged a broad range of projects 
to coordinate, modernize and increase all areas of the criminal justice Rystem. 'rhe 
States have developed new approaches designed to help reduce crime. I would like 
to cite just a few of these activities in which State and local governments have 
been engaged. 

Many improvements have heen m(\de in the area of police service-from 
community relations units, training and education programs to crime laboratories, 
improved telecommunications networks and specialized patrol techniques. In 
Muskegon County, Michigan, for example, our program funds have been responsi
ble for that County's Centralized Police Dispatch (CPD) System. It is a county
wide four frequency consolidated communications system which has reduced 
operational costs and allowed police officers to be reassigned strect duties. The 
system hn!1 implemented most of the applicable standards as cited by the National 
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. And in Arlmnsas, 
we have funded that St(\te's L(\w Enforcemtmt Training Academy, which has 
provided training to nearly 5,500 officers in 184 courRes and has utilized a mobile 
classroom in order to reach officers who, because of the size or workload of their 
department, would otherwise be unable to take advantage of the program. MallY 
States have-and are developing-statewide criminal justice information systems. 
These systems expand the data base and significantly increase the effioiency of 
servicing information requests. In South Carolina, for example, an average of 
300,000 inquiries are processed each month with a delivery time of 15 seconds 
per request. The previous manual method took from one hour to seveml days. 

In Wheat H,idge, Colorado, police have createcl a special unit to help reduce 
commercial and reAidential burglaries. They have reduced respOllRe time to one 
minute, their burglary clearance rate is up 10%, lLnd reported burglaries were 
reduced by 20% over the previous year. 
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States have also become actively involved in programs to upgrade all areas 
of court operations. In addition to assisting with the employment of specialized 
personnel, programs have been initiated to expedite casefiow management and 
reduce court backlogs .and processing time, improve courtroom security and 
provide training and education programs for judges, clerks and other court 
personnel. Many states, including my own, have been key advocates and sup
porters of court unification efforts. In Mississippi, a program has been developed 
to offer practical training experience for law students. I:ltudents are assigned to 
prosecutors, public defenders and juvenile court judges with the goal of not 
only gaining experience, but also providing much needed assistance to the court 
system. Mississippi has also developed a Criminal Justice Research Service which 
provides judges and lawyers with comprehensive research data on various aspects 
of criminal law and procedure. In two years of operation, over 3,000 inquiries 
have been answered. The service has also been instrumental in assisting with 
curriculum changes in law schools by analyzing the nature of requests in order 
to make the law programs more responsive and useful. 

In Pulaski County, Arkansas. a special circuit court support personnel program 
WltS funded to help reduce a backlog of 1500 cases awaiting felony jury trials. 
This project, during a three month period, reduced the number of cases seriously 
delayed in coming to trial by 693. One hundred eight (108) cases were closed with a 
93% conviction rate. Prior to the project, the average time a person spent in jail 
awaiting trial was 3.5 months. After the project, that time was reduced to 1.3 
months. . 

In Newark, New Jersey, a court management project has affected a court 
backlog decrease of 28%, and the failure-to-appear rates have been a low 12%, 
13% and 8% for January, February and March of this year, respectively. 

A major thrust of the Safe Streets Program in the field of corrections has been 
the development of "community-based" programs which seek to rehabilitate 
and treat offenders in or near their own communities. With program funds, 
States and localities are able to support basic and much needed activities such 
as improved probation and parole services, diagnostic and classification programs, 
improved treatment of female offenders, and expanded work-release and study
release opportunities for inmates. In Bucks County, Pennsylvania, funds have 
been utilized to improve adult detention services for inmates with drug, alcohol 
or emotional problems. The DiagnostiC and Treatment Center offers a broad 
spectrum of psychological and psychiatric services, and identifies special problems. 
In only one yellr, this program saved the State over $60,000 which would have 
been necessary to take care of those persons who otherwise would have been sent 
to State institutions for 60 days observation. 

In Omahll, N ehraska, funds are being used to help support the Greater Metro
politan Omaha Arell Seventh Step Foundation. 'fhe program has red~lced recidiv
ism. Eighty-one percent of the clients have been pillced in jobs, and there is only 
a 10% annual rearrest rate. In Middlesex County, Massnchusetts, n program 
aimed nt adult misdemeannnts offers n comprehensive progrnm of rehnbilitntion 
services nnd has reduced recidivism. The program serves npproximntely 350 
to 400 inmntes n yenr. For inmntes 21 yenrs or younger, the program has reduced 
the recidivist rate by 12%; for inmntes 22 years or older who have been previously 
incarcerated and whose prior record centered on property offenses, the rate was 
reduced 23%. And in Sherwood, Arkansas, the "One on One" Volunteer Probation 
Program of the municipal court uses volunteers to help provide prohntion services 
to adults nnd juveniles in misdemeanor and felony cases. The project reports 
only an 8% recidivist rate. 

A substantial nmount of activity has been focused on the juvenile justice system. 
Among the achievements supported by our program are youth service bureaus, 
halfway houses, group and foster homes, and expanded counseling and referral 
services. Stntes have been instrumental in establishing drug and alcohol treatment 
progmms, emergency units, hot lines and crisis intcrvention programs. In Lincoln, 
Nebraska, for example, the volunteer probation counselor program is part of the 
Probation Department of the Lincoln-Lancaster Municipal Court. The program 
is direeted at selected high risk offenders 18-25 years of age, and matches youthful 
misdemermants with trained community volunteers. An evaluation indicates that 
these probntioners showed a marked reduction in the frequency and seriousness 
of offenses during the probationary year compared to the prior year and a signifi
cantly better record than that of an cquivalent group under regular probation. 

In Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, the Neighborhood Youth Resources Center is 
open 13 hours !L day and is located in the heart of the high-crime, inner-City area. 
The program seeks to divert inner-city youth, aged 10-17 years, from entering 
the JUVenile justice system and provides a wide-range of supportive services. 

GI)-u87-7!l-pt. 1--15 
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During one four-month period alone, mule truancy arrests were reduced by 69%. 
And during that same period, felony arrests of juveniles were 75% less in the 
target area than in a comparable area. In 1970 alone, seven gang-related deaths 
were reported in the target area. Since 1971, only two have occurred. 

In Massachusetts, the Group School and Advocacy Program in Cambridge 
diverts youths from the criminal justice system through education, legal and 
nonlegal assistance. It is an alternative high school for delinquent and non
delinquent youth from low-mcome families. The Massachusetts SPA has cited 
this program as the foremost juvenile delinquency prevention program in the 
State and the National Institute of Mental Health has named it one of eleven 
national models for creative and innovative approaches to drug prevention. 

Drugs are continuing to be a serious problem, and becoming more serious among 
our younger children. One program which has been aimed at reducing drug traffic 
is the Michigan Diversion Investigation Unit (DIU). The purpose of the sixteen 
man unit is to reduce illegal drug traffic, and to identify illicit sources of supply. 
During the first year, over $2.4 million in drugs were confiscated, 6 licenses revoked, 
and 70 arrests made stemming from 287 investigations. During the second year 
of the program, over $(1.3 million in drugs were confiscated, 11 licenses revoked, 
and 110 arrests made from 45 investigations. 

These are but a few of the thousands of programs that have been funded since 
1969 through the Safe Streets Program. I could go on all day-in fact all week. I 
could tell you about the Work-Study Release Centers in West Virginia, or the 
Lake County Judicial Automated Record System in Waukegan, Illinois; the 
Neighborhood Assistance Officer Program in Dayton, Ohio; or the Integrated Pro
gram to Combat Organized Crime in California; the rape prevention programs in 
the State of Washington or the Grady County Youth Service Bureau in Chick
asha, Oklahoma. The liRt is endless. The point, gentlemen, is that many useful 
programs and services are being provided and new techniques are being developed 
to improve the criminal justice system and to help find ways to reduce crime 
which would not be possible without the financial and technical assistance of 
this program. 

In 1968, there appeared to be an assumption that better coordinated, intensified 
and more effective law enforcement and criminal justice efforts, from programs 
likc those enumerated above, would lead to greater public safety and crime re
duction. The "Declaration and Purposes" of the Safe Streets Act state: 

"Congress finds that ... To reduce and prevent crime and juvenile delin
quency, and to insure the greater safety of the people, law enforcement and 
criminal justice efforts must be better coordinated, intensified, and made more 
effective at all levels of government ... It is therefore the declared policy of the 
Congress to assiRt State and local governments in strengthening and improving 
lllw enforcement and criminal justice at every level by national assistance." 
Further, in a specific statement of purpose (Section 301(a)), action grant funds 
are authorized to " ... carry out programs and projects to improve l1nd strengthen 
law enforcement and criminal justice." -

The Congress apparently assumed thl1t by promoting efforts to improve the 
components of the criminal justice system thl1t crime would be reduced. By 
inference the Safe Streets Program would indirectly reduce crime. In 1968, no one 
seriously questioned the popular belief that the infusion of money to improve the 
criminal justice system would, in fact, automatically reduce crime. 

Wholesale and lasting crime reducti.on through limited pll1nning efforts and 
financil11 assist!1Uce confined to the criminal justice system is probably an unrealistic 
expectation. Rather, it is more likely that crime reduction l1nd prevention can 
only be accomplished by addressing the total social, political and economic needs 
and attitudes of citizens. Long-term impact may come to fruition through con
tinued efforts to develop a sound criminl1l justice system. However, it is worthwhile 
to keep in mind thlLt the major role of the criminal justice system is to deal with 
crime after l1 crime has occurred. Therefore, crime prevention is more likely to 
occur when the efforts of the criminal justice system are operating at the same 
time the Nation is making major efforts to attain (1 strong economy, provide job 
and educl1tional opportunities, amelio1'l1te social inequities, und reduce the oppor
tunity l1nd need to commit a crime. 

Let us assume that crime reduction was the direct and specific purpose of the 
Safe Streets Act. Was it a realistic expectation and a fair criterion thtLt the federnl 
investment must resllit in an immediate drop in crime? Reducing crime is an 
enormous burden to impose upon one grant-in-aid program which, by compl1rison 
to other federal assistance programs, is relatively sml111. In l1ddition federal 
expenditures represent only slightly more thl1n five percent of the total State l1nd 
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local government outlays for criminal justice purposes. In the vernacular, it is 
merely a OidrOi? in the bucket". However, it has been a necessary "drop" to aid 
in the development and operation of a responsible, responsive,' fair and effective 
criminal justice system.' 

In assessing the effectiveness and success of the Crime Control Act program 
many observers, including Congress, look first to the reported crime rate compiled 
and published annually as the Uniform Crime Reports (UCRs) by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. However, two fundamental factors must be recognized 
when utilizing these statistics. First, during the past five years when reported 
crime exhibited an increase, the Nation's economic health began to suffer. Such 
key indices as inflation and unemployment skyrocketed. Historically, studies 
have shown that crime increases during periods of economic change and stress. 

Second, the crime statistics are themselves controversial. Analysts challenge 
the validity and completeness of the UCRs because they are compiled through 
a voluntary, erratic and non-uniform system of collection. 'Much of the initial 
and on-going State and local expenditures in the Crime Control Act program are 
supporting the development of a more valid data base and improving the capability 
of criminal justice agencies to produce crime information on a 'complete, uniform 
and quality basis. As a result, these statistics are becoming more complete each 
year. More and more agencies are participating, and the data being generated are 
more reliable. Inevitably, this increased participation and completeness has had 
an impact on the numbers represented by the statistics. 

They have increased. A recent study in Pennsylvania confirmed that a great 
portion of a recent increase in the UCRs for that State was as a result of additional 
agencies reporting statistics which had not participated in the reporting program 
the previous year. This finding exemplifies that the UCR statistics are not a 
clear indication of the seriousness of crime; data cannot, to date, be accurately 
compared from year-to-year; and there is a substantial pool of unreported crime. 

As a result of these nnd other problems experienced with crime reporting, a new 
mensurement technique, victimization surveys, is being encouraged to obtnin 
a more nccurate gnugo of the scope of crime. The first nntional victimization 
survey was undertaken in 1967 (Nntional Opinion Research Center Field Survey 
II, Criminal Victimization in the United States) as part of the work of the Presi
dent's Crimc Commission. Current victimization survey work is being conducted 
by the National Crime Panel of LEAA. Within the next several years, the States 
will have dnta which will permit them to determine whether the actual rate of 
crime victimization has bcen changing, and what if any effect the Crime Control 
Act program has, had on the reduction of crime. 

The National Conference fully supports reauthorization of the Crime Control 
Act, and in substantially its current form. Although resources mnde available 
under the Act constitute only slightly more than five percent of State and local 
criminal justice expcnditures, the resources have made a significant impact on the 
criminal justice system. 

The primary reasons for this impact programming has been that the federal 
money represents almost the only funds available to line criminal justice agencies 
lOr experimentation and attempting new ideas and techniques, and that the 
States are expcnding the money in a planned, coordinated and rational manner. 
Monies under the Act have permitted system-wide criminal justice planning, 
directing responses to crime in urban areas, establishing standards for criminal 
justice personnel and operations, drafting major legislative changes including 
criminal code revisions, and introducing innovntive programming. Without the 
infusion of federal funds under the Crime Control Act, the States and localities 
would be able to do little more than maintain their existing operations. At this 
particular time ii). our recessionary economy, reductions 'in or terminations of 
funds to Stntcs and localities would have a ripple effect. The States and localities 
have in mnny cases alrendy cut their operations and programming to the bare
bones. Any federal cutbacks added to State and local budget problems would serve 
to make it more difficult to bring about the kinds of improvements called for by 
the President's' Crime Commission. 

Congrcss should reauthorize the program through 1981. The Conference 
believes thu.t the continuity of the progranl is cl'lticnl. Thc States have been faced 
with the original enactment of thc OmnibUS Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act in 1968, amendments in 1970, 1973 and again this year. Put into conjunction 
with the passa~e of thc Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, 
and the changmg federal leadership of the program, the States have never had a, 
stable program within which to operate. Each time the States have completed 
clianges required by new legislation, regulations or guidelines, a new series of 
ohanges have been initiated. 
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The National Conference would like to see few major chailges in the Crime 
Control Act. A vehicle for reauthorizing the Act and instituting some of the 
changes recommended is S.2212, which the National Conference endorses in part. 
The specific changes the Conference recommends, the proposed statutory language 
and the specific justification for each of the recommendations will be submitted to 
you at a later time for the record and for your consideration. However, I would at 
.this time like to discuss in geneml terms several of our recommendations. 

The Conference recommends that Section 205 be amended so that the minimum 
t\rnOullt of planning funds allocated to each State would be raised from a base of 
$200,000 to a base of $350,000, but only if additional planning funds should be ap
propriated to cover thc incrcases. This increase will enable the smaller States to 
perform the planning and administrative duties imposed upon them by LEAA, 
and larger States can continue to perform at least at their prl:sent financial level. 
Over the last several years, through statutory, regulatory and administrative 
changes, SPAs have been required to perform a large number of additional func
tions, some of which were once the responsibility of LEAA. Inflation has also taken 
its toll. One study conducted in Rhode Island indicated that the minimum amount 
of pla,nning funds necessary for that SPA to perform its duties was over $500,000. 

The Conference supports Section 3 of S.2212 which recommends that Section 205 
be amended so that LEAA can ren.llocate unused Part B funds to the States, but 
we recommend that language be added to that amendment requiring LEAA to 
provide adequate notice to the States of the availability of such fUllds. Under 
present law 40% of Part B funds must be allocated for local and regional planning. 
For a variety of reasons, these local jurisdictions som .times find themselves unable 
to spend their allocated money within the statutorily prescribed time. Without an 
amendment, the money cannot be reallocated to the States. Similar language re
quiring LEAA to provide adequatc notice to the States of the availability of re
verted Part C and E funds should be added to Sections 306(b) and 455(b), re
spectively. 

The Conference also recommends that Section 30l(d) be amended so that the 
requirement that not more than one third of any grn.nt made to a State be ex
pended for compensation of personnel be deleted. The States have frequently been 
criticized for expending too many federal dollars for equipment. However, Con
gress has limited the States' flexibility to provide additional service and training 
programs by restricting the amOUl1t of money that could be expended on personnel. 

The language of Section 303(a) of the Act should be amended to clearly permit 
States to submit comprehensive criminal justice plans which LEAA could certify as 
valid for multi-year periods of time. Annual updates containing information of 
changing otrategies and programs could be required. This would permit States to 
spend less time in producing largely redundant documents year-in and year-out 
and more time to do more meaningful planning and evaluation. 

The statutory language found in Section 303 (a) (5) describing the minimum con
tents of the comprehensive pln.n should be struck. These specific statutory require
ments many times result in plans being submitted which, while they may meet 
these requirements for plan format, do not necessarily fulfill the needs of the 
federal, State and local governments for planning purposes. Plans are often pro
duced by the States and reviewed by LBAA for conformance to these statutory 
and LEAA regulatory guidelines but not for their viability as planning documents. 
As a result the federal, State and local governments find themselves to a large 
degree involved in a paper war. Specific plnn requirements that are relevant to 
the needs of individual jurisdictions are better developed by regulation than by a 
legislative provision which specifies the format of eaeh State's plan. 

The Conference supports Section 4(1) of S.2212 that would amend Section 
303(a) by adding language encouraging States to develop, demonstrate and imple
ment programs designed to strengthen courts and improve the availability and 
quality of justice including court planning. 

State and regional planning units are presently not permitted to utilize Part C 
funds for conducting evaluation and technical assistance. In light of the block 
grant philosophy, language should be added permitting Part C funds to be used 
for that purpose. 

The Conference beHeves that Section 307 should be struck In its entirety. Provi
ding special emphasis to progrtLms dealing with the prevention, detection and COIl
trol of organized crime and of riots and other violent civil disorders is a reflection 
of the priorities of the late 1960's. Requiring arbitrurily that all States provide 
special emphasis to particular substantive problems is contrary to sound planning 
und the variety and degree of the problems found in each State. 

The National Conference firmly believes the block grant approach found in the 
Crime Control Act and in S.2212 must continue in order to assure that the neces-
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sary system-wide planning is undertaken; that coordination and cooperation, 
those concepts centrrtl to the present legislation, are promoted; that statewide 
priorities are set and addressed; and that local jurisdictional boundaries do not 
serve as a barrier to the initiation of good programming. 

It is to be e:!pected that a block grant program, by its very nature, will always 
be subject to cries for categorization and "earmarking" of funds. Those who rep
resent special program interests or different classes of potential grant recipients 
will seek Oongressional guarantees of their "fair share" as they see it. Notions of 
fair shares develop with respect to one level of government as opposed to another, 
one field of justice as opposed to another, one type of agency as opposed to another; 
one branch of government as opposed to ahother and one type of political subdi
vision as opposed to another. 

In the past, categorizations for corrections and juvenile delinquency have been 
enacted. Today there are proposals to categorize assistance to courts, training and 
recruitment programs and high-crime urban areas, nmong others. 

A system of statewide comprehensive planning is compromised and distorted 
when the prograrIL~ and priorities generated by such n system must conform to 
predetermined, uniform form~·1tls. It makes little sense to urge and support a 
rational deeisicm-making process based on the premise that State characteristics, 
and hence problems, vary, and then insist that each State place a certain percent
age of funds available in a spe"ified program area. 

In that an effective system of planning will naturally allocate resources in the 
most rational and appropriate manner, and in that LEAA has the appropriate 
mandate to review and scrutinize each State's planning process to ensure its 
validity and comprehensiveness, we urge that the Oongress reject the proposals to 
eategorize the Act further, such as those embodied in S. 460 for training and 
recruitment programs, Section 4(3) of S. 2212 with respect to a separate high-crime/ 
urban areas program, and n.R. 8967 for court improvement. In fact we urge the 
Oongress to review the Aet for the purpose of identifying any areas where "de
categorization" may be possible. The Part E categorization for corrections 
should be eliminnted, merging Part E resourccs into the general action program 
resource category under Part O. 

The Oonference is aware of three proposals to modify Section 203(a) of the Act. 
(1) The National Conference of State Legislatures and Senator Morgan in S. 1297 
and S. 1598 would require or permit the State legislatures to establish the SPA, 
and possibly place the SPA under the authority of someone other than the chief 
executive. (2) The National Oonfer<:nce of State Legislatures would require that 
the Ipgislatures playa role in planning and priority setting for the federal monies. 
And (3) the National Conference of State Legislatures and the National Associa
tion of Oounties would require that the SPA supervisory board be comprised of a 
specified number or percentage of elected officials. The National Ooruerence is 
opposed to each of these proposllis. 

The Oonference believes that one of the strengths of the program to date has 
been that the SPAs have been created as adjuncts to the Governors, subject to 
their juriSdiction. This has enabled the Governors to receive criminal justice 
system-wide advice. As a result of this new resource, the Governors have been 
better able to exert much more effective leadership in the criminal justice field. 
In fact the SPAs have been asked to do more than merely plan for and allocate 
federal funds. Some SPAs have been asked to comprehensively plan so as to inte
grn,te nIl resources-federal, State, local-into a i:iingle planning and budgeting 
process for the criminal justice system within their States. In some States SPAs 
have been asked to operate as aides of arms of the State budget office; in others 
the SPAs have been asked to develop critical pieces of legislation; and still other 
SP As have been asked to advise on administrative changcs. In a few States, tIle 
SP As have been asked to perform all these functions. 

If one were to place the SPA under the jurisdiction of other officials, these 
foregoing benefits might not result. The Oonference is unaware of any facts that 
warrant placing the SPA under any other State executive. The Governor is the 
chief executive, the agency performs executive functions, and therefore, it should 
be subject to the jurisdiction of the chief executive. 

The Oonference alRo sees no reason to require that a State legislature establish 
the SPA by statute. The Crime Oontrol Act presently permits a State legislnture 
to establish the SPA by statute if it so desires. There is nothing to prevent it. 
Olose to forty percent of SPAs are already established by l<:gislation. The remain
ing legislatures have had seven years to act. If they haven't established the SPA 
by legislation by now, it can be assumed that there are valid reasons wh)r it has 
not been done-reasons which do not warrant interference by federal legislative 
action. In light of the frequent fedeml legislative and admini'3trative chnnges 
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requiring modification~ in State enabling legislation, it is understandable why 
legislatures might be happy not to have to amend State legislation every several 
years to conform to changing federal requirements. It is the Conference's position 
that States should be permitted the maximum flexibility in this regard. • 

The Conference is also opposed to permitting the legislature to.pIny an executive 
role in the planning and priority setting required under the Crime Control Act. 
The Crime Control Act presently requires the legislature to participate in the 
program ,through the appropriation of match :md general oversight. However, 
the National Conference of State Legislatures is proposing that Congress go beyond 
present legislation and map out a role for State legislatures unique for any federal 
grant-in-aid program other than general revenue sharing. The State legislatures 
want the "final" word on how these federal monies are to be expended. They want to 
say what the program goals and priorities ought to be. They in fact want to obtain 
the same authority over this program that they have under general revenue 
sharing. No other federal categorical or block grant permits this kind of role for 
the State legislatures and to do so here would establish a precedent. 

The National SPA Conference urges Congress to reject proposals to mandate 
specific quotas for hoard composition. It therefore recommends that the last 
sentence in Section 203(a) be struck and that suggestions for a requirement that 
a specified number or percentage of elected officials be on the SPA board be 
refused. Any attempts to establish quotas for any interest group on these boards 
should be rejected. To mandate specific quotas for board composition is to inhibit 
the selection of the most qualified persons, and jeopardize the retention of t.he 
broad representative character of these boards. In some states, 11 requirement for 
legislative or judicial representation raises constitutional questions. 

It has come to the attention of the National Conference, that you will receive 
proposals to change the match provisions of the Crime Control Act. The States 
have worked exceedingly hard to ensure tight financial management and fiscal 
integrity in the block grant program. Concern in this area prompted the National 
SP A Conference to undertake a large I1nd onerous effort in developiI1~ a model 
ml1nagement information system (MIS) and to now implement that system in 
the States. Among those lessons learned in the administration of the program 
were those related to the unmanageable and ghostly nature of so-et11Ied "in kind 
match." The States have had numerous illustrations that cash match, the real 
and accountable contribution made by a grant recipient as its commitment to the 
project undertaken, is far preferable to "in kind match." The States would also 
oppose any change which would limit their option to require such match on either 
a grant-by-grant or "aggregate" basis. There are numerous cases where grant 
characteristics and circumstances would require the use of grant-by-grant match 
to ensure fiscal integrity. 

Finally with respect to matching contributions, the States would be opposed 
to changes in the Act to require a State "buy in" on 10Clll projects of more than 
$5 for every 90 federal doll:us on all non-construction projects and $25 for every 
50 federal dollars for local construction. If in attempting to comply with the 
Act's assumption of cost requirement, States ask local subgrantees to provide 
more than 5% of project cost in continuation funding years, the State should not 
be required to contribute more than the required five percent "buy in". In fact, 
to do otherwise frustrl1tes the intent of the assumption of cost provision, which is 
designed to ensure that local grantees begin assuming total program costs without 
increasing federal or State assistance. Since local projects will become tottl11y 
locally funded, the State assumption of cost policies get localities to begin to 
make an early substantial investment in their projects. 

Mr. Chairmfin, the program is fundamentally sound. The system of justice in 
America today is substantil111y superior to that which served us a scant seven 
years ago. I thank you for your attention and consideration, and I would be 
pleased to entertain llny questions. 

"STATE EF.FORTS To REDUCE CRIME AND IMPRovN JUSTICE", AN ADORESS DEr>lV
BRED ny RICHARD N. HARRIS, DrnECToR, DIVISION 01' JUSTICE AND CHIME 
PRT>JVENTION, STATE 01' VIRGINIA, AND CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL CON1'lmENCN 
01' S'l'A'rm CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING ADMINISTUATORS, JANUARY 18, 1976 

Serving as chairm!ln of the National Conference of State Criminal Justice 
Planning Administrators over the past six months has been a privilege and an 
immense personal pleasure. This office has complemented my previous oppor
tunities to help develop a national organization which provides responsive and 
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responsible service to the states, and has given me a unique chance to see and 
assess the progress of many of our fifty-five (55) states and territories in bringing 
about meaningful efforts to strengthen and improve our systems of justice in 
America. 

It has been a busy six months for the Executive Committee, our working 
committees and task forces, and our professional staff; and, I believe, a productive 
period. Later during this meeting you will be considering proposals on handgun 
control which were the products of a diligent task force effort and an attempt to 
respond to the recommendations of the Long Range Planning Committee, made 
last year and adopted by this Conference at its last Annual Meeting. Those 
recommendations sought to shift the organization's attention from administrative 
matters to more substantive concerns. In line with this change, numerous contacts 
have been established with other professional organizations associated with the 
justice field; the resulting liaison and cooperation is indicated by the presence 0 
many organizational representatives at this very meeting. 

Tlu;ough the work of your Executive Committee and Legislative Advisory 
Committee, a precise and definitive position on reauthorization of the Crime 
Control Act has been developad and transmitted by oral and written testimony 
to the Senate. The concern of the states on regulations and pending legislation 
related to privacy and security issues has been articulated to administration and 
Congressional officials; and that concern has manifested itself in the theme. and 
predominant substance of this Mid-Winter Meeting. The Conference has solicited, 
amalgamated and presented SPA positions on the extensive and important M4100 
planning guidelines, as well as less significant guidelines and regulations pro
mulgated by LEAA. Representatives of your conference have discussed and will 
continue to discuss with LEAA means by which more useful and responsive 
guidelines may be developed. 

Along with these more substantive considerations, the National Conference has 
continued to provide a full range of membership services. In September an 
orientation briefing was conducted for new SPA directors and deputy directors. 
It was attended by 19 newly-appointed SPA officials. Approximately 80 SPA 
evaluation personnel gathered in November for an evaluation workshop sponsored 
by the National Conference, which provided a uniquely pragmatic training 
exercise for SPA specialists in a field where such training is largely unavailable. 

But I do not wish to devote this occasion to outlining or assessing the program 
of the National SPA Conference; for I have found these past six months in my 
travels and readings, the true breadth and abundance of state und local efforts to 
renovate the institutions of criminal justice, and I wish to reflect briefly on the 
extent of accomplishments in that endeavor. 

The introduction of statewide comprehensive planning to the field of criminal 
justice has engendered an environment in which rapid change and development 
ca.n be and has been possible. The very nature of the justice field, its expanse and 
subsections, which has led many to call it a "non-system", had ulso created a 
leadership vacuum in terms of system-wide leadership and coordination. Although 
the funds appropriated by tho Congress under the Crime Control program have 
indeed provided an incentive for change and have represented the only discre
tionary money available to most units of government for new and innovative 
approaches, they have only represented at their peak an average of five percent 
(f.%) of state and local criminal justice resources. The major contribution of the 
p,'ogram, therefore, has. not been the provision of these financial resources, but 
the development of mechanisms, institutions and an environment for cooperation 
and change which have never before been present in this area. The complex of 
institutions like state criminal justice planning agencies and local criminal justice 
coordinating councils, unheard of only a few years ago, h[1.9 produced the dynamics 
of systems planning and budgeting, and has established lines of communication 
which traditionalists had thought impossible a scant decade ago. 

The products of this process and these changes are too numerous to fairly 
represent in anyone speech or even in anyone document. Certainly a feeling for 
the nature and extent of the program's accomplishments may be sensed in the 
reading. of such documents as LEANs Compendium of Criminal Justice Projects 
and its annual reports, the forthcoming publication of The Safe Streets Act: 
Another Look at the First Major Block Grunt Experiment, proposed by the 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 01' the forthcoming State 
of the States report to be published by the National SPA Oonference. Each of 
these documents contains from dozens to hundreds of examples of state and local 
efforts fostered by the Crime Control progro.m. In most of these documents, 



225 

however, the focus is indeed on projects; and I believe at times the system-wide 
programs under which these projects fall, and the long-term impact of these 
programs, are overlooked. 

Impact on the executive planning and budgetary decision-making process at 
both state and local levels has been one of the most important products of our 
cumulative efforts. The executive braneh of government has oriented itself toward, 
and in numerous instances reorganized itself for, a total resources and lOystem-wide 
planning and development program for eriminal justice. In Kentucky, where the 
State Planning Agency is also the planning and budgetary arm of the state's 
consolidated Department of Justice, in Michigan where the SPA is that portion 
of the state's planning and budgetary office which deals with all elements of t.he 
state's justice program, in South Carolina and Virginia where the established 
planning and budgeta.ry process includes coordination and review by the SPA of 
all justice budgets on behalf of the Governor ... in these states and in many 
others, as well as in analogous loeal operations, those efforts and resources expended 
at a given level of government, regardless of their source, are being subjected to 
a process of coordination and focus which is unique to this decade. 

As significant as the changes in planning and budgeting activities within the 
executive branch itself, is the growing interface between the executive and legisla
tive branches of government in the promotion of stronger and equal justiee. Over 
ninety percent (90%) of the State Planning Agencies have as an element of their 
work program legislative involvement; and this deeade has witnessed an un
preeedented volume of enabling and reformation legislation for eriminal justice. 
SPAs have provided staff and financial support to legislative study commissions 
which have contributed to modifications in the criminal codes of no less than 
forty-nine (49) of the fifty-five (55) jurisdictions and a total renovation of the 
codes in North Carolina and Arkansas, among others. Involvement in law and 
regulatory reform is perhaps one of the most lasting contributions that all SPA 
can make to improve the basic structure of the justice system. For example, in 
Wyoming, where a limited populatioll base affords only modest Crime Control Act 
funding, mueh has been undertaken in the legislative arena. 

Since Hl71, the Governor's Planning Committee in Wyoming has drafted and 
successfully supported the passage of legislation requiring appropriate records 
keeping and reporting by local law enforcement agencies, requiring certifieation
through the Peace Officcrs Standards and Training Act-of full-time peace officers, 
amending existing statutes to allow the utilization of volunteer probation pro
grams, authorizing the use of publie defender programs and mandatory compen
sation for assigned counsel when defender programs are not used, providing state
paid liability insurance for local peace officers, authorizin~ a system of full-time 
county attorneys, and establishing a jail standards adVisory eommittee to pro
mulgate stnndards and provide for inspection of local jails. 

In concert with efforts of operational ugencies and legislative committees, the 
Florida SPA, as unother example, provided leadership in statewide judicial 
reform, the strengthening of protective regulations for Floridlt's Indian tribes, 
the consolidation of the Division of Corrections and the Problttion and Parole 
Commission into u Department of Offender Rehabilitation, the deinstitutionali
zation of status offenders (initiated, I might add, prior to the passage of the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinqueney Prevention Act of 1974), establishment of It 
statewide juvenile probation ,1Ild aftercftre function, development of speedy trial 
regulations, passage of legislation providing a mandatory sentence for any erime 
eommitted with a handgun, establishment of strict regulations for licensing of 
ull drug rehubilitation und treatment progrnms, und the development of a state
wide crime laboratory system. Similar recitations can be made state after stute 
after state. 

Perhups the most developed und fully-implemented thrust of the Crime G..mtl'ol 
program has been in the area of improved trainin.'5 und educutionul opport.unity 
for employees of the justice system. Recognized at the outset by all jurisdictions 
as one of the most negleeted ureas and obvious deficiencies of the justice system, 
almost every state has implemented minimum educntion und training standurds 
and comprehensive academic eurriculum for Jaw enforcement personnel. Block 
gmnt funds were used to establish the Arizona Luw Bnforcement OHieers' Advisory 
Council which developed a basic trnining program for all pence olncers in that 
state. By training 700 peace officers each year, over 4,000 Arizona Jaw enforce
ment personnel have been trained in basic law enforcement requirements since 
thc program's beginning. This effort, us in the cnse of many programs of this kind, 
is now totally supported by st;ate und locul funds and is all institu tionnlized fixture 
of the Arizonu criminal justice system. Trttining standards lutvc extcnded beyond 
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the peace officer in North Oarolina. There, the Oriminal Justice Training and 
Standards Oouncil provides a statewide mechanism for regulating the employ
ment, training, remuneration and retention of all criminal justice personnel. 

Another important long-term effort forstered by the Orime Oontrol program has 
been the modernization of criminal justice telecommunications. Any effort within 
the criminal justice community to coordinate and cooperate has been long mired 
by the patchwork development of fragmented communications systems. There was 
early recognition that more sophisticated steps toward intergovernmental co
operation, including the transmission of computer-based criminal justice in
formation and the functioning of inter-agency operational enforcement units, 
would have to be premised on the ability of agencies to effectively communicate 
with one another. As a result, every state and most localities have undertaken 
the study and implementation of area-wide telecommunication plans designed 
for technological compatibility, economy and the efficient utilization of available 
transmission frequencies and other resources. 

As part of the Iowa telecommunietttions plan, the State Division of Oommunica
tions is providing upon request technical expertise to local agencies in developing 
communication plans and specifications in conformance within the statewide 
plan. Services available from the Division include system evaluation, develop
ment of acceptu,nce test procedures, and technical assistance in the conduct and 
evaluation of bidders' conferences and vendors' proposals. Through Texas SPA 
efforts, all of this state's 1800 law enforcement agencies are now provided with 
direct and effective radio communication; and, although the implementation of this 
project cost nearly $26 million, it has been estimated that implementation of the 
system by individual local agencies, without the SPA's planning and COOl'dina
tion services, would have cost approximately $40 million and would probably have 
omitted numerous essential coordinative linkages. This significant cost savings is 
also impOl·tant in this period of depressed revenues and tight budgets. 

Building upon the growth of effective voice communications, the states and lo
calities have introduced criminal justice information systems to provide the 
criminal justice community accurate and instantaneous retrieval of pertinent 
data elements concerning its clients and the management of its operations. In 
Missouri, for example, the police response early warning system combines the 
knowledge and skills of police science, social research and city planning in a multi
dimen~ional approach to crime prevention. The system anticipates the require
ments for police service long before they appear on the police switchboards as 
calls for assistance. On the county level in Nevada, the serious problem of trial 
court overload and delny is being addressed through the establishment of the 
automated cross-reference and retriveal system as a pnrt of a modern court man
~\gement and information system. This automated system provides instant access 
to docket information and is utilized in drafting a trial calendar and monitoring 
the progress of civil, juvenile, and criminal procecdings. 

A<; in numerous other states, the New .Jersey state crime information system 
is providing instantaneous access to criminal records for state and local enforce
ment personnel, u'3ually within three to seven seconds after the inquiry. Data 
from New Jersey indicates that one out of every forty inquiries m!\de through 
the system produces information leading to arrest or recovering of stolen prop
erty. l'he timely acquisition of precise and analyzed data will be of continuous 
advll,ntage to planners, managers and operators in every aspect of criminal 
justice. 

Ooordination among the SUb-systems of justice is possible today because those 
sUb-s,Vstems themselves are less fragmented. Judicial reorganization and the 
introduction of modern management techniques has enhanced both the efficiency 
und equity of court proceedings. In Georgitt 11 constitutional amendment wus 
ndopted authorizing court unification; and the Administrative Office of the 
Oourts was established by statute. In this and many other stateR, unified one or 
nlultJ-tiered court systems have emerged with an administrutive, management 
and planning capabilitv. In Indiana, Utah and numerous other stlttes, county 
find district attorneys, formerly without an institution for information exchange, 
training, technical Itssistance or liaison, 'have, with SPA assistance, organized 
statewide prosecution coordination agencies, some of which have developed into 
legislatively-recognized l\nd supported operations. Through such prograJU9 an 
on-going curriculum ,of training seminars and conferences, It capability for legal 
reseltrch and case assistance, the publication of legal briefings and case'studieRI 
und the developmont of prospective prosecutors through Internships and work 



228 

study subsidies have aU constituted a boon to the prosecution function. Develop
ing systems of equal justice, states have established or enhanced indigent defense 
capabilities. In New Jersey, for example, SPA funds have provided the Office 
of the Public Defender with adequate staff to reduce its case backlog. North 
Dakota has established a regional public defender system with service blanketing 
the state. Over 90% of the states have similarly enhanced both their prosecution 
and defense capabilities. 

Unification efforts have been perhaps most badly needed in the corrections 
field to afford a comprehensive battery of rehabilitation alternatives on the 
treatment continuum. In Missouri the evolution and operation of a statewide 
probation and parole system is a direct outgrowth of the SPA block grant program. 
SPA funding on a trial basis proved the worth of satellite probation and parole 
offices; and in 1973 the state legislature appropriated funds to establish a network 
of regional offices. The availability of probation and parole supervision in every 
criminal circuit court has expanded the sentencing alternatives for judges. In 
Texas expansion of the state's probation capability through SPA-funded programs 
has provided alternatives to incarceration or unsupervised release. Before under
taking the program in 1970, only 72 counties had probation departments. Today 
that number has more then tripled; 232 counties have such departments. 

There are other significant developments in the correctional field, as states and 
localities develop and introduce expanded treatment alternatives, community
based services and diversion from traditional institutional settings. 

A major program supported by the Illinois SPA has placed over 1,960 ex
offenders into jobs after release from prison, and has experienced less than a 7% 
failure rate-7% of program participants being reincarcerated. In New York 
Oity, the SPA has funded a residential facility for hOYR, ages 16-18, who have 
been released from Riker's Island. This project, opemted by New York Oity 
Independence House, has provided comprehensive coullseling, education, training, 
job placement and recreation services to over 200 youths with less than a 20 
percent failure rate. 

As funds provided through the Orime Oontro~ program do constitute the only 
resources available to most jurisdictions for expe': ,mentation, we should not over
look the test tube aspect of state and local efforts. New techniques in crime 
prevention and crime specific planning have characterized SPA programming. 
Efforts are underway to marshal the citizenry to compliment the criminal justice 
system, in order to make the citizen more cognizant of his or her potential con
tribution to the realization of a more safe and secure society. New planning tech
niques have been developed to focus the utilization of resources on crime- or 
offender- specific objectives. The Minnesota Orime 'Watch program, implemented 
through more than 200 local law enforcement agencies, informed citizens of steps 
to reduce their risk of becoming crime victims, espeCially in several key criminal 
activities. The Quayle Survey used to evaluate the program revealed a substantial 
success in increasing citizen awareness of the crime problem and of means of self 
p" 'l',!'uion and in generating citizen action to undertake some of these measures, 

A crime-specific program funded by the Oalifornia SPA, focusing on burglaries 
which, in thut .9tate, account for more than half of all major crimes committed, has 
witnessed a decrease of over 50 % in the burglnry rate per 1,000 for the six target 
areas serviced by the program during its first four months. The program employs 
a variety of intervention techniques, including community involvement, public 
education, home security inspections, increased patrol, property identification, and 
improved surveillance nnd investigative techniques to reduce the incidence of 
burglary and determine the most effective stmtegies and techniques for burglary 
in terven tion. 

In my own State of Virginia, we have eleven of the state's major cities participut
ing in an anti-burglary and robbery crime specific program in which each locality 
was allowed to devIse its own approach to the target crime, based on its own crime 
analysis and planning. Oareful evnluation and continuous reassessment-by the 
SP A, as well as b~r the project personnel-have meant that the program is not only 
reducing the target crimes but also providing each police department with valuable 
new planning and opemtional techniques which are being applied department-wiele. 

The list is long ... and my time on the progmm this hl0rning is brief. That 
ponstraint does not permit me an opportunity to cite examples of extensive state 
o.nd local efforts in juvenile justice and delinquency prevention, in drug and alcohol 
abuse detel.rence or other important areas. I have, however, mentioned most of the 
major program thrusts undertaken and cited examples from 22 states in the 
respective arGas. Given more time, exmnples could have been provided from every 
jurisdiction involved in the program. 
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In passing the Omnibus, Crime Control and Safe Streets Act ~n lQ68, Congress 
provided the necessary stimulus to begin change in a system of justice which had 
too long been neglected and misunderstood. I've just related to you a few of the 
important strides which have been made in the years which followed. 

But every advance has brought with it a growing realization of the magnitude of 
the task we face. Indeed the work has only begun and an improved and strength
ened system of justice can, at best, only play one role in the complex societal 
phenomenon that generates or inhibits crime and criminal behavior. I therefore 
urge you not to lose sight of the important fnet that the criminal justice community 
cannot go it alone, and we in the SPAs are in the best position to make that 
known-to all levels and agencies of government and to the public at large. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I compliment you and your SPAs for the progress you've 
made. Much has been necomplished and perhaps this presentation has indicated 
in a small way the progress being made to cope with the problems of crime and 
justice in this country. 

TESTIMONY OF RICHARD l~. HARRIS, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF JUS
TICE AND CRIME PREVENTION, COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
AND CHAIR1VIAN, NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE PLANNING ADl\UNISTRATORS, ACCOMPANIED BY RICH
ARD B. GELTMAN AND JANE ROBERTS, NATIONAL CONFERENCE 
OF STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING ADMINISTRATORS 

Mr. HARRIS. Th[tnk you, Mr. Oh[tirman. Th[tnk you for o.1so intro
ducing my two colle[tgues. 

Whitt I would. like to do, since you already have my written state
ment, with two previously given statements attached thereto, is to 
give [tn oral statement which is u brief extract of the formal written 
stt1tement. As I do so, I will t1ttempt to refer to pages of my written 
statement which has been submitted to you so that you c[tn genemlly 
follow my comments. 

The N ation[tl Conference and I very much appreciate this invitation 
to testify. 

In essence, the Stu.tes, as you know, through the Sto.te planninO' 
ngencics 01' SPAs nre assigned the centrall'oles under theOrime Oontro~ 
Act. 

We ho.ve now had 7 years of experience under the original [tet and 
its extensions, o.nd we in the Stn,tes [tre delighted to sh[t1~e Ollr experi
ences with you concerning the opemtion of the program to d[tte 
[tnd those mo.,iol' recOIDll1endl1tions we have for ch[tnges in the l'e[tu
thol'iz[ttionlegisl[ttion. 

In our testimony before the Seno.te Subcommittee on Ol'imino.l Lo.ws 
o.nd Procedures, we de[tlt specifico.lly with the po.rticulo.l' o.mendments 
which we recommend to the Orime Control Act. Since this is genel'o.lly 
o.n oversight committee, we ho.ve tried in this testimony to o.ddress 
mo.jol' policy questions mther than concentro.ting on specific o.mend
monts. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, I wo.nt to remind you we arc going to ho.ndlc 
those o.mendments, too. 

Mr. HARRIS. Yes, they are attached to my sto.tement. . 
As mentioned, the written st[ttement which I gl1ve before the Sen[tte 

subcommittee is 0.180 o.tt!1Ched to this statement, and I o.m not going 
to go through tllo.t omIly bec[tuse I think it would be redundo.nt. 

Mr. OONYERS. All right. We will incorpol'u,te it into the record 
with no objection. 
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Mr. HARRIS. The National Conference fully supports reauthori
zation of the Crime Control Act, and in substantially its current form. 
And I am referring now to page 2 of my statement. 

This support for the progl'l1m rests upon two fundamental premises. 
First, that crime is primarily a State and local problem best dealt 

with by the people and their local governmental representatives. 
Second, that the Federal Government can best contribute to the 

resolution of this problem through assisting but not mandating the 
States and localities to fOCllS specific activities !1nd resources on direct 
and indirect actions to impact on crime and improve justice. 

Now, after 7 ye I11'S , experience under the program, the States 
believe thl:i,t these two premises are sound and that actions based on 
these will best enable the country in the long run to reduce crime and 
improve the administration of justice. 

To my knowledge, no substantial questions have been raised 
.concerning the first premise. However, implicit in much of the criticism 
-of the operation of the crime control program is a questioning of the 
second premise that the Fedeml Government should not direct but 
·only assist and guide. 

It is ironic that many of the saue critics calling for direct Federal 
control have been, and continue to be extremely captious, not only of 
LEAA but of the old Federal crime control programs, such as OLEA, 
which is the organization, as you know, that preceded LEAA within 
the Department of Justice, the children's bureau and the youth devel
opment and delinquency prevention administration, all of which 
programs were designed fiS categorical grant programs and which, in 
turn, exercised strong, centralized direct control. 

The intuitive feeling of these critic::; has been, apparently, that highly 
paid, well qualified Federal bureaucrats responsive to central control 
and supervision from Washington can design and administer solutions 
to crime problems in the 55 State and territori!11 jurisdictions and in 
their localities, despite all the local complexity, uniqueness, better than 
those 55 units of Government can do themselves. 

Yet, each time the Fedel'U1 Government has tried to accomplish this 
task it has failed, and, to the extent that IJEAA is trying to direct State 
activity with crime control money it controls, it is failing, also. 

The National Conference believes that the answer is for Oongress 
to give LEAA the mandate to assist the States in their efforts rather 
than Congress telling LEAA to coerce the State to comply with 
Federn.l directives. 

To date, LEAA has taken, it seems to me, a neutral position and 
failed to either assist the States or mandate State compliance to 
federally imposed standards. 

The National Oonference believes that the block grant program Cl1n 
work even more successfully if LEAA will utilize its resources and con
centrate on the utilization of its research, discretionary grant, training, 
education, evaluat,ion and leadership roles, to determine State needs 
as perceived by the States and develop a limited number of high im
pact, focused and integrated programs to assist States in these effortR. 

LEAA's main efforts to date have been to mandate, by way of 
guidelines, what they perceive to be changing congressional interests 
and, yet, on the other hanel, to passively react to a diverse number 
of unrelated pressures. . 
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It is the National Conference's contention that the least effective 
w.ay for Congress to induce change and improve crime control effo.rts 
is to mandate it. 

The most effective method for Congress to provide leadership would 
be to require LEAA to provide information, successful models, and 
technical assistance in a coordinated manner, reflected in coordination 
among the dis,Rarate subunits of LEAA, and responsiveness to the 
States so that the States, who can best plan for and allocate Federal 
grlJ,nt money to the locally defined problems, needs and priorities, can 
maximize the chances that Federal money will yield success and the 
costs for the program will be assumed by State and local government. 

A crucial role for Congress in this regard is frequent oversight to 
insure that LEAA is serving and responding to States, localities and 
their priorities. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, that is the one thing we have not done, is given, 
frequent and constant oversight. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Well, if the Chairman will yield, the reason for 
extending the act only for 3 years in 1971 I think it was, or 1972-

Mr. HARRIS. 1973 was the last time. 
Mr. MCCLORY. 1973. The reason for extending it only 3 years was 

.that we would have that oversight. 
Mr. HARRIS. Precisely. I do not intend to imply that it has or has 

not occurred, sir; I ani merely suggesting for the future-my com
ments were directed at the future, not at the past. 

Mr. MCCLORY. You, are asking for it to be extended 5 years. Of 
course, the oversight function arrives when the legislation has to be 
reauthorized. It can occur otherwise, of course, but--

Mr. HARRIS. I am suggesting that future oversights should be more 
frequent than just after that 5-year span. 

The natural tendency is for the Federal bureaucracy to operate 
independently and attempt to perceive on its own what Congress 
really wants, without the specific directions of Congress in the interim, 
and consequently, the Federal bureaucracy becomes the source of all 
:wisdom and justification for the program which, I think, is part of 
our problem right now in terms of some of the criticism that is being 
directed at the program. 

I am referring now to page 4 of my testimony. 
The crime control act program should be reauthorized for 5 years. 

The National Conference believes the continuity of the program for 
that particular length of time is critical. The States have been faced 
with the odginal enactment of the OInnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act in 1968, amendments in 1970, 1973 and a.gain this year. 
As a result of this fact, combined with the passage of the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, and the changing 
Federal leadership of the program, the States have never had a stable 
program, substantivl:lly and administratively, within which to operate. 
Independent of legislative change, LEAA has, itself, constantly 
changed the. ground rules of the State operated program by promul
gating a multitude of externoJ directives, at last count 40, many of 
which change on .a yearly basis for no I1pparent reason. Each time 
the States have completed changes required by new legislation, reg
ulations or guidelines, a new series of changes have been initiated, 
and when we are taJking about trying to achieve, as the gentlemen 
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from the General Accounting Office'said in their testimony, some 
degree of continuity in tracking the success, or lack thereof, of pl'O
grams, this kind of change impedes that endeavor. 

This situation has not been very different, I might add, on the 
appropriations front, and here,I suppose, my comment is directed at 
the Congress. LEANs appropriations have fluctuated rather rapidly. 
I am now referring to page 5 of my written testimony. ' 

The N ation(Ll Oonference has reached the conclusion that Oongress 
must give the States and the localities a firm and stable program for 
a minimum of 5 years, with estimated yearly appropriation figures 
that can be relied upon for long-term planning. . ' 

Without 'this long-term comlnitment by Oongress, it is impossible 
to do long-term planning and the States will continue to find many 
local jurisdictions and criminal justice agencies simply unwilling to 
undertake multiyear experimental and innovative programs and un
willing to make, at the front end of those programs, any kind of 
commitment, to assume the costs of those programs over time. 

Without a 'commitment, it seems to us, by the Federnl Govern
ment, to long~term, stable LEAA funding, State and local governments 
are very unlikely to give similar comlnitment; 

On page 6, the National Oonference believes, as does the Advisory 
Oommission on Intergovernmental Relations, and as does the Presi
dent, the continuation of the block grant approach in this program is 
warranted. 

The States are constitutionally in the appropriate position to 
coordinate criminal justice programing and allocate scarce resources. 

The block grant approach, as expressed in its inception, provides 
States and localities that are closer to, and h:we more Imowledge of, 
local problems than the Federal Government with the flexibility to 
put resources where those problems, needs, and priorities are. 

Unfortunately, however, some of the flexibility which was inherent 
in the original block grant proposal and in the clear legislative intent 
which accompanied that, in the original Safe Streets Act, has been 
lost, in my view, over the years, [Lnd we hem' from some interests even 
further calls for p[Lrticularization. Without the elimination or reduc
tion of categorizing language from the reauthorization of the Orime 
Oontrol Act, this pro~ram could well become a block grant in name 
only and difficult to dIstinguish from other Federal categorical grant-
in-aid programs. , 

Mr. Ohairman, as I see it, and for purposes of definition, I define 
grant-in-aid programs in three areas: categorical, block, andl'everiue 
sharing. I think each h[LS [L distinct legal definition, and, indeed, I 
thinkhave now become legal terms of art. I used these terms in my 
comments. ' 

Mr. OONYERS. Summarize your definition briefly, please. 
Mr. HARRIS. Well, the categorical program, which at last count 

make up something like 86 percent of existing Federal [Lid programs, 
date back to the first Franklin Roosevelt administration, [Lnd are the 
type where there is a desigMted Federal o.gency which JUtS a direct 
grant-in-aid relations11ip with State andloc[Ll governments and makes 
the grants. The Federal Govel'nment is the ultimate grantor. The 
State or local agency is the ultimate grantee. 



233 

. The block grant program, su'ch as the crime control program;'which 
indeed was thefrrst block grant program, is onewhert3by a grant is 
made once a year by a designated Federal agency to a State for sub
granting by that State-to-State agencies and 10cd units of govern
ment for purposes of implementing the program. There are differences 
in the kinds of guidelines which can be imposed on a categorical 
program as opposed to a block grant program. 

I think you are aware of the definition of revenue sharing. 
That, of course, is a general revenue sharing law which we have now 

where Federal involvement is even much less than in the block 
gllant program, and you may remember that President Nixon had 
prop'?sed the conversion of the LEAA program to a special Irevell:tte 
sharma' program in 1973. . ' , 

Well, having gone through those definitions, let mecontinue'\vith 
my formal remarks. . 

The National Oonference recommends that Oongress strike from 
the Orime Oontrol Act of 973, section 307, sections 451 through 
455, kno\vn as part E, and section 520(b). It also recommends that 
Oongress reject calls for special funding for courts which are con
tained in I·LR. 8967, urban high crime areas, which is section 4(3) of 
H.R. 9236, or the bill for supposedly alleviating court congestion 
which is H.R. 11251. 

The National Oonference believes that a system of statewide 
comprehensive plalllling is really compromised and distorted when 
programs and priorities generated by such a planning system must 
conform to predetermined or uniform national formulas. It makes 
little sense to urge and support a rational decisionmaking process 
based on the premise that State and local characteristics, and hence 
problems, vary, and then insist that each State place a certain per
centage of funds available in a specifiea program or project area. 

I am referring now to page 8. 
The National Oonference welcomes the attention that is being 

focused upon the courts in the criminal justice system. '1'he National 
Oonference and the 55 SPAs have been actively seeking the full 
involvement of the courts in crime control endeavors over a number 
of years, particularly in' the last 2 years. 

Most States have encouraged their court systems to develop 
judicial planning committees, and plannin~ staffs, which are broadly 
representative of the courts' full organizatIOnal makeup. Some court 
systems have done tlus, of course, and the appropriate structure 
and composition of these plalllling bodies varies, as you might 
imagine,from State to State. LEAA, indeed, has made two significant 
grants,one to the National Oenter for State Courts, and the other to 
the N o.tional Oonference of State Oourt Administrators to assist 
individual State court systems and establish judicial planning com
mittees and planning staffs. However, the courts are slow to accept 
LEAA money for the purpose of appointing court planners to already 
extant court administrators' offices or create new planning entities. 
'1'hree principal reasons appear to be: 

First, the Coul'ts'distrl1st of planning and plannm:s, wliich, I might 
say, is not a syndrome unique to the courts. 

'Second, the unwillingness to appoint planners or other staff persons 
to court administrators' offices at the State level during an austerity 
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time when State legislatures are ah'eady taking a hard look at sorely 
pressed judicial budgets. 

Third, the unwillingness of courts to go to the State legislatures in 
3 years' time 01' whatever the time is, to ask legislatures to assume 
the costs of the program that the court is initiating. 

The problems now being faced by the two organizations I have 
referred to and to which LEAA has made these grants, are the snme 
problems that the SPAs have been facing over the last several years, 
despite our best efforts to fully inolve the courts. 

These two organizations, in their effort to institutionalize some sort 
of judicial planning process, are finding the same three problems 
that I have just articulated. 

The judges have often shown themselves uninterested in planning, 
management and administrative matters even after considerable effort 
and inducements have been offered to them. 

:Far too many judges usually perceive themselves as judicial personnel 
whose role is to adjudicate, almost exclusively to the detriment of their 
management responsibilities. Many judges, in my view, are unwill
ing to recognize that the court system is a part of a larger criminal 
justice system which is in dire need of coordination of its component 
parts, to work at together efficiently or effectively. Because the judges 
consider themselves part of a different branch of government, inde
pendent and to some degree self-sufficient, they do not often feel the 
need or desire to cooperate with other parts of this criminal justice 
system, which are generally in the executive branch of government. 

Finally, a common finding by SPAs has been that some judges who 
must be independent, obviously, as James Madison intended in their 
Ildjudicatory role, sometimes are unwilling to be publicly Ilccountable 
for their Ilctions, whether it be Ildjudicative or manllgement in nature. 
I have found, personally, that, to some extent, judges fellr that by 
Ilccepting grunt money, it mlly result in the generation of some sorts 
of information, simply information that would be needed for manllging 
the courts more efficiently, that would more publicly expose the 
operation of the judicial system. This may sound strunge to you, as Ii 
certainly sounded strllnge to me, but it exists to a large extent in some 
pllrts of our country. Thus, even if Congress does what the courts are 
requesting, which wouldlelld to further categorization and is opposed 
by the National Conference, the problems, as we see them and have 
mentioned, win still be present, Ilnd the courts may still be unwilling 
or slow to use Federal assistance. 

Instead, the National Conference recommends that Congress adopt 
the langullge recommended in section 4(1) of ILR. 9236 so that in the 
few cases where best efforts by the SPAs have not been mllde, LEAA 
can, indeed, tllke Ilppropriate Ilction. In our view, this Ilpproach is 
much more likely to solve the problems we have identified, and I 
might Ildd, Mr. Chairman, with which we in SPAs hn,ve been trying 
to wrestle for 6 or 7 years, that being; How to bring the court system 
into the real world of criminal justice system. 

Mr. CONYERS. But you do not want to categorize-
Mr. lIARRIS. No, sir, for reasons that I have ttl'ticuln,ted. 
Mr. CONYERS. I have got some questions I Wllnt to get to as soon as 

you have--
Mr. I-lAnms. Let me go ahelld and finish. Then we clln come back 

if that is all right. 
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Mr.OONYERS. All right. 
Mr. HARRIS. A premise. which is at the crux of much of the debate 

concerning the courts is whether the courts have received a fair share 
of LEAA money. It is the National Oonference's perception, through 
its participation in a current study now being undertaken under the 
auspices of American University, that the courts are receiving their 
fair share. 

The actual amount or percentage of the total block grant appears 
to vary from State to State, depending on a large variety of factors, 
including judicial need, long-range plans, judicial willingness to partici
pate in long-range programs and other priority programs, but until 
this American University study is completed, the exact figures simply 
will not be known. Even then, the question of whether the courts will 
be considered to have their fair share, will depend on the definition one 
uses of the courts, of which there are many, and the criteria or standard 
to be used to judge adequacy of funding. 

However, at this time, it is possible to say that, from the frag
mentary information so far generated by this study, the courts may 
be receiving their fair share, and so the criticism they have directed 
in that regard, I think, is unfair. 

Now, evaluating, monitoring, and standard-setting are integral parts 
of planning and a high priority for State planning ager..cies. 

In 1972, the National Oonference adopted minimum standards for 
monitoring and evaluation. Since that time SPAs have been working 
diligently and, for the most part, successfully to maintain those 
standards. 

Those standards were established early in the program because we 
recognized the need for information for ourselves as grant adminis
trators and for agency heads as policy decisionmakers. 

Unfortunately, evaluation, in any social science field, but particu
larly in the field of criminal justice, is at a rather primitive state, and I 
can safely say that I only wish that there had been some history of 
endeavors in evaluation in a social science field before we undertook 
the LEAA program. It has always amazed me that so little had been 
done prior to 1968. 

I have researched, or had my own stuff in Virginia, research rather 
carefully the work of HEW, which was one of the primary departments 
over the years engaged in social science programs, but have found very 
little that indicates any really good efforts toward evaluation systems. 

Therefore, we would like to see LEAA undertake large-scale, 
significant evaluations of high priority issues and knowledge gap areas 
to support State and local decisionmaking. 

One likely reason that major efforts were not undertaken in this 
substantive area earlier, and let's be frank about this, was Oongress' 
own unwillingness to see money go into studies, research and evalua
tion. 

Mr. OONYERS. Now, Mr. Harris, how much more time are you going 
to need? 

Mr. HARnIS. Well, I can cut this short, Mr. Ohairman. I am simply 
referring to comments that have already been made available to you in 
written form. Let me skim through it, and I will wrap up in about 2 
minutes. Will that be satisfactory? 

Mr.OONYERS. Yes. 

(JO-587-70-llt. 1-10 
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Mr. HARRIS. Evaluation requires that design be established before 
a program commences, and evaluation takes time, and I think that 
you will recall back in 1972 there was a report by a committee of 
Oongress chaired by Oongressman Monegan, which directed heavy 
criticism at the fund-flow problem in the program, and from that 
came an impetus. to spend the money quickly. I think this deterred 
LEAA and the States, both in getting at the substantive question of 
evaluation at the time they should have gotten at that question. 

I mentioned in my written comments, the matter of standards and 
goals. I indicate quite clearly that we fully support the endeavors of 
LEAA in that area. Their attempts to encourage the establishment 
of some viable process in each State to compare the pract.ices and 
laws of that State to the recommendations of the National Advisory 
Oommission on Oriminal Justice, Standards and Goals and the 
American Bar Association, and other model standards, has been a 
positive and constructive influence. 

We fully support the continuing standards and goals endeavors. 
On the subject of research, and Mr. McOlory has always asked at 
every het1,ring about the subject of research, we fully support his 
views and comments made by the General Accounting Office with 
regard to the emphasis that now should be given by LEAA in the area 
of research. 

Let me conclude my oral comments by saying, :Mr. Ohairman, 
that it seems to us vital that there be now at the Federal level some 
melding by LEAA of its endeavors in the discretionary, technical 
assistance, research, and evaluation areas so that there is a concentra
tion in foclls involving ·these four areas and not a continuing effort to 
treat them as separate parts of independent systems. 

vVe refer you to the recommendations of the Advisory Oommission 
of Intergovemmental Relations, and we generally support the rec
ommendations made in that Oommission's report. 

Mr, OONYERS. Well, the problem is, we have got so many questions 
that we cannot treat you today with the justice which you deserve; 
What I am suggesting is that the nerve centei' of this legislation is 
through SPA's, and that we would like you, if you are willing, to 
come back at another time. The subcommittee has figreed to thfit 
plan, if you would be in agreement with it. 

Mr. HARRIS. I would love to do that, sir; I would be hfippy to. 
NIl'. OONYERS. We hfive our county and coordinating council 

witnesses to come on next, and we do want to give them a chance, 
and your statement has raised a great number of questions find we 
want to be able to go into that thoroughly with you. So I want to 
be able to go into that thoroughly with you. So I want to thfiukyou 
for coming, and I invite your comin{?:~back. We will reschedule that. 

Mr. HARRIS. 'l'hat will be fine, sir. vve will be hfippy to do that. 
Mr. OONYERS. Our flllfil witnesses are ]\/11'. Philip Elfstrom, Ms. 

Jarrette Simmons, Mr. Ernest Allen, all of whom are participants in 
the boards of supervisors, regional planning commissions, and related 
agencies. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we welcome you. We would invite that you 
recognize thfit your testimony thfit you have prepared in advance is 
incorporated into the record at this point, and I would yield to my 
colleague, Mr. McOlory. 

[The prepared stfitement of the N ationfil Association of Oounties 
follows:] 



STATEMENT .BYTHEl'NA~IONA:i; ASSOCTATIDN OF. C011N~IES ON REAUTHORIZATION 
OF:TH;E OlltNIBUS:0Rlli~E' CONTjWL: AND SA$'E 'STRJ;JETS ACT OF 1968, AS AMENDED 
. ' ;. , ." ~ .. , . , 

'N ACo proposes 14 changes in the Law ·Enforcement Assistance Administration 
program instttuted by the Omnibus Criine Oontroland Safe Streets Act of 1968', 
as amended., These changes follow from four fundamental county concerhs~ 

1: The local criminal-justice sysMm is- a shared city-county operation. Disaster 
and failure always attend· program's that forget trusbasle- pr:inciple (as we learned 
.in the Impact Cities program, pp~ 54~6).· .' , " . 

2, 'The single most urgent need of this system was over-all planning and coor
dinating. Neither the city nor county could initiate it without suffering the 
slings and arrows of the other, and. the extra dollars to finance the planning and 
coordinating capability were simply not to.besqueezed from already overtaxed 
property owners; ;LEAk met this single most Urgent need by encouraging States 
to· create regional: planning units and allowing urban counties to form planning 
units with their .cities. County officials utilize these planning units to help them 
make criminal-justice pollcy, not just to secure LEAA dollars. The new planning 
and coordinating capability is well-established and growing '(pp. 5-14). " 
. 3. This new planning and coordinating capability must be unshackled, and 

enhanced. . 
4. Local elected officials must have a greater say in both state and regional 

(or city-county) criminal-justice plans: ,. • ',' . 
; NACo's 14 proposed changes in the LEAA program follow. Page numbers refer 
to sections in the testimony that elaborate on each change. These changes are 
.reworded as amendments to the Orime Control Act of 1973 on pages 50-53 of 
'this testimony. . 
, To unshaclde local governments, enhance their ability to l)lan for their criminal
justice system as a whole, and to citrry'their plans through to completion: 

1. Regional planning units should reca'ive blocle grants from the state planning 
agency accorcling to, formulae the state works out with its local governments. City
county coordinating councils serving urban areas should receive bloclG grants (pp. 
14-17). 

2. Local governments should not be forced to plan in narrow categories of 
grant assistance, or to emphasize one r. '1rt of the criminal-justice system at the 
expense of another. This means Part l!i (a special section of the act for corrections 
should be repealed, and no other narrow category of grant assistance established (pp. 
9-18). . ' 

3. Regional and city-county planning 1tnits sh01tld be allowed to spend money for 
planning. The act now prohibits using Part 0 funds ("action funds") for planning, 
and designates Part B funds only for planning. But Part B funds 'are inadequate 
to the taslc. A portion of action funds should be used to monitor and assess how 
effectively the rest of the action funds are being spent (pp. 7-18). ' 

'4. States shotdd pass through at least 50 per cent of their Part B planning money 
to regional and city-county planning 1tnits. They now pass through 40' percent 
(p. 18). . . 

5. Single-county reuional planning 1tnits serving urban areas should be allowed to 
develop comprehensive' plans for their criminal-justice systems and receive blocle 
grants to, act on their plans (pp. 16-17). 

6. Monitoring and evaluating should be added to the functions regional and city-
county planning units may perform (pp. 7-18). . 
. To bring planning and programs into alignment with the criminal-justice 

system: . 
7. City plans must be coordina.ted with those of their county. Cities in urban 

counties should be required to coordinate their criminal-justice plans with those oj the 
surrounding county (Appe~dix D). , 

8. Discretionary funds to be distributed by LEAA should be reduced fl'om 15 per 
cent to 10 pel' cent. The portion distributed by the states should increase from 85 per 
c~nt to 90 per cent. Money for special or e:>.:perimental programs should be moved 
closer to the state-local criminal-justice system (pp. 7-18 and Appendix D). 

9. Slate~wide priorities, should be set in COOPeration with local govemments (p. 18). 
To give county government more say in the LEAA program, and to resolve 

some of the problems counties and their planning units experience dealing with 
the state planning agency; . 

'10. The state planninaagency's boal;d (if direc/ors should be composed of a majority 
of local elected officials. Of those 0.iJicials1 51 per cent should be executive a.nd leaislative: 
county e:recutives and commissioners or s1tpervisors (or equivalents called by other 
~itles), mayors andcily councilmen (or equivalents called by other titles) (pp: 17-18). 
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11. The regional or city-county planning unit's board of directors $hould be com
posed of a majority of local elected executive and legislative officials. These officials 
decide how 95 per cent of the criminal-justice dollars are spent in their jurisdic
tions. They also decide whether to continue funding programs started with LBAA 
dollars. They should be part of the decision~making process in the regional or city
county planning unit as well (pp. 7-18). 

12. Local governments $hould be allowed to calculate their local match requirement 
in the aggregate rather than project-by-project. In some states, local governments 
are required to provide cash match by invariable formula to each LEAA-funded 
project. This sometimes creates an unnecessary hardship that could be alleviated 
by allowing local governments to offset unusually large expenditures on one 
project with smaller expenditures on another. 

13. State planning agencies should submit multi-year plans to LEAA, and 
update them annually. State planning agencies must now engage in a massive 
project every year to get the state plan written. Nnturally, they pass a great 
denl of the work down to the regional and city-county level. And devoting so much 
time to the project slows down the state's reviewing grant applicntions or 
answering questions from the local level (p. 18). 

14. EstabLish the exact percentage states contribute to the local share required Lo 
qualify for LEAA money. Under the ambiguous law we now have, the state is 
required to pay one-half the non-federal share required. The first year a program 
is funded, LEAA requires 10 per cent local match. The state pays 5 per ccnt 
But states also set out varying formulae for reducing the LEAA dollars and 
increasing local dollard. Usually, LEAA dollars decrease to zero in three years. 
Local governments pay, say 25 per cent the second year, and 50 per cent the third. 
But the states chip in 5 per cent the second year and 5 per cent the third. Their 
excuse is that the federal requirement is 10 per cent and the increasing-share 
requirement is their own. 'vVe say federal dollars are federal dollars, state dollars 
state dollars, and loclll government's dollars the most heavily invested in criminal 
justice. The state should contribute one-half thc cash local governments arc 
required to pay to receive LEAA dollars, regardless whether LEAA or the state 
sets the required perccntage (p. 18). 

THE LEAA EFFORT--WHAT DENEFI'1'S '1'0 COUNTIES? 

In 1968, Congress perceived crime as a national emergency, and wantcd to 
speed relief to the front lines-to the law-enforcement, judicial, Ilnd correctional 
agencies that could register the most immediate effect on crime rates. 

Congress r')asoned the most effective relief would be block grants, administcred 
by state planning agencies (SPAs). State planning agencies could assess the 
situation around the state, and divide the block grant among cities and counties 
according to the size and urgency of the problems they faced. 

This strategy against crime holds up in theory, but as Napoleon said, the 
secret of success in war of any kind lies in communications-and in communica
tions the strategy failed. 

NACo believes the greatest benefit counties realized under the act and LEAA 
program it created was a new planning and coordinating capability. The second 
greatest benefit was an additional source of money for criminal-justice programs 
und facilities. 

But this new relatior.-:jl'i) and capacity is encumbered with another: between 
local governments and their planning units, and the state planning agency. 
Here communication often flounders in red tape, delays, and the state's aggrandize
ment of funding decisions. 

BEFORE THE AC'1' 

The componf'nts of the criminal-justice system were independently created 
and functioned autonomously. Professionals who direct major criminal-justice 
agencies-sheriff, prosecutor, criminal-court judge-still run for election undei' 
thcir own steam, and their operations remain independent by force of statute 
and tradition. Shcriffs can date predecessors back to the 11th century, American 
prosecutoring attorneys developed in the 18th centry and modern corrections in 
the 19th century. Urban police walked their first beat!:> in 1850. 

Before 19G5, few criminal-justice agencies actually planned how they would 
cnforce the law or administer justice. Thl:;Y were overworked, understaffed, and 
too tightly budgeted for much more than keeping up with their caseloads. . 

Planning for the criminal-justice system was even rarer. Each part operated 
autonomously, rarely comm~micating plans or necds. 'l'he actions of one secttii' 
of the system had a major imp!lct on other sectors, yet the different parts of the 
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system were not accountable to one another, nor was there any mechanism to 
foster communication. 

A presidential commission reported in 1967 that fragmentation existed at all 
levels of the American criminal-justice system. The same report recommended 
that the federal government encourage states and localities to set up planning 
sgencies and funnel money through these agencies to experiment with new ap
proaches and methods. Congress responded by writing the recommendations into 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. 

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S CONTRIBUTION-LOCAL PLANNING 

The act encouraged each state to set up regional planning units. These units 
were to determine local priorities for inclusion in the state comprehensive plan 
for criminal justice, and ship grant applications from their regions to the new 
state planning agency for approval. 

LEAA created a mechanism for the interrelationship of independent criminal
justice agencies-the first major innovation in the criminal-justice system in a 
century. Regional planning units are coming of age. Local governments and 
criminal-justice agencies are aecustomed now to working together with planning 
staff. In the fiscal crisis local governments face, planning for an efficient coor
dinated criminal-justice system is especially important. 

There are now 540 regional planning units for criminal justice, funded by Part 
B (planning) funds under the act. Local elected officials constitute a majority of 
their boards of directors. Those local elected officials make sure plans address the 
broad speetrum of crime problems in the area. Plannr~s do not just concentrate 
on LEAA programs. They get local elected officials und criminal-justice profes
sionals together to analyze data for their area, assess possible responses, order 
these according to urgency, and get programs started. Without the contribution 
of the LEAA program, such planning and cooperation could not have been 
uchieved. 

Regional planning units organized and began functioning quickly-despite the 
newness of regional criminal-justice planning. In a survey conducted by the 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), 42 out of 43 
responding states noted in 1970 that regional planning units were actively in
volved in the state planning process. Of the responding states, 75 per cent also 
credited regional planning units with offering technical planning assistance to 
counties and municipalities in their region. The Commission noted that regional 
planning units "had already established themselves [by 1970] as planners, coor
dimLtors, facilitators and supervisors of local action plans and programs .... 
they had become major actors in the program." 

The staff of rural regional planning units perform valuable functions for local 
governments. They work on all sorts of criminal-justice problems-their local 
governments use them as planners and advisers, not grantsmen. Regional planning 
units provide small rural governments wiGh expertise they would never otherwise 
be able to engage. 

Examples of services provided by five regional planning units to local govern
ments are described on pages 23-33. 

The National Association of Counties sces regional planning units as a resource 
for county governments. Regional planning units can and do: 

bring representatives of criminal-justice and other service agencies to
gether, and encourage them to collaborate on new progmms; 

collect and analyze data, including review of criminal-justice agency 
budgets; 

study particular problems, and recommend options; 
help local governments decide among their priorities for all criminal-justice 

expenditures, not just programs seeking LEAA fundsi 
monitor new and continuing programs; 
evaluate various approaches and methods, and 
bring the latest in criminal justice thinking to the attention of local gov

ernment officials. 

S~A~g-LOCAL RELATIONS-REGIONAL PLANNING UNI'rS VS. STATE PLANNING 
AGENCmS 

What ahout the speedy relief Congress enjoined the state planning agency to 
pnss quickly to its loonl governments? State planning agencies have two years 
from the time they receive their block-grant money to obligate it, or forfeit. 
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Regional planning units work feverishly to meet the shifting deadlines imposed by 
their state planning agencies, ana submit tlieir proposals on time, only to see them 
languish. 

Local officials claim the regional planning units offer them better service than 
state planning agencies could (or do). . 

"The grassroots approach to criminal-justice planning is working. Our metro
politan planning unit, which we've had since 1971, works very effectively to gct 
the most for our criminal justice money," says Blair Reeves, county judge (chief 
elected official) of Bexar County Texas. 

Bexar County's director of Criminal Justice Planning, William Holchak, told 
NACo "My planning unit is hampered by LEAA administrative procedures. We 
have proven that local planning really works. If we could get block grants directly, 
instead of having them go through the state office, we could hlwe a much more 
efficient planning program. Block funding would cut red tape 75 per cent. My 
staff now has the unbearable burden of writing 35 to 40 applications each yenr to 
the state planning agency in order to obtain approximately $2.2 million in LEA A 
funds. Also, we are bound by guidelines issued by the state planners on how long 
grant funding can be used for specific projects./I 

The General Accounting Office, in an evaluation of one state's use of LEAA 
funds, observed that the state planning agency handicapped the regional planning 
units. The state guidelines for "action programs"-a key section developed for the 
benefit of local units of government-were so vague they could not be used. 

The General Accounting Office added that with sufficient time and guidance, 
the regional planning units might have been able to contribute more to the 
state's comprehensive plan for 1972. 'rhe staff had begun to research, at that time, 
local problems for planning purposes. The General Accounting Office also noted 
that although regional planning units were smail, they hired qualified persons
both well-educated and familiar with the nracticalities of law enforcement. Mem
bers of their boards of directors could also ·contribute to comprehensive planning. 

In developing that state's 1973 plan, regional planning units were asked to 
gather, analyze, and submit more comprehensive data than they had the previous 
year, including the results of an extensive research survey of regional needs and 
problems involving each functional area of the criminal-justice system. The re
gional planning units, however, were allowed only 2-}iJ months to complete the 
survey. 

Most states rely on regional planning units for their information on local 
criminal-justice conditions. Hegional planning units hold public hearings and 
study the systems of the counties and cities in their regions. 

The states gather information from regional planning units and criminal-justice 
coordinating councils and wrap them into a stnte plan. 

Amendments to the act,and guidelines issued by LEAA, make the application 
process for grants confusing and difficult. 

The stute planning agencies suffer frequent staff turn-over. The Advisory Com
mittee on Intergovernmental Relations discovered that 23 of the 55 state planning 
agencies changed directors between October of 1974 and September of 1975. 
The new directors change priorities nnd establish new relationships with their 
boards and regional planning units. Local planning is complicated by constantly 
shifting groundrules. Hegional planning units need a state office scoreboard to keep 
track of the players. 

Dat!t that the Advisory Committee on Intergovernmental Relations gleaned 
from the states' fiscal '76 planning-grant applications indicated that all regional 
planning units have at leaflt one full-time staff person. The number of employees 
ranges from 133 in California to one in Rhode Islnnd. Regional planning unit 
staffers are now familiar with the criminal-justice system in their regions. In 
contrast to state planning agencies, there has been very little turnover in regiollul 
planning unit executive directors or criminal-justice planners. This continuity 
provides local governments with dependable expertise. 

The left hand knoweth not the right hand in the state planning agency. One 
hand writes the state guidelines, the other honds out funds for what is often a 
completely different loet of programs. One hand rejects regional planning unit 
proposals, saying it can't find the money, the other hand returns money to the 
federed government,. unspent. 

The General Accounting Office found in an evaluation of one state planning 
agency thnt its lack of adequate financial controls contributed to the state planning 
ngenoy'S fnilurc to \ISe or re-program about $250,000 in block-grant funds within 
tho allowed time. '1'ho state wus forced to return the money to LEAA. During 
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the time that this money was lying unused, the state planning agency disapproved 
a number of applications for programs due to lack of funds. NACo realizes that 
not all states are so disorganized. Some states get the money to their local gov
ernments efficiently (and are often penalized when appropriations are cut-they 
have no "cushion"). 

Some states adopt a "centralized planning" approach, forcing regional planning 
units and criminal-justice coordinating councils into "shopping list" planning to 
second-guess decisions state planning agencies make as they go along. 

In·statesthat have centralized planning, many regional planning units approve 
almost all requests,they receive. This is not planning in the accepted sense of the 
word, and they know it. They are forced by the state structure to submit many 
applications to increase the odds that some will be funded. 

In some states, local planning units are told to submit a plan consistent with 
the state plan. The catch (22) is that the state plan is developed after local plans 
are submitted. The state reviews requests local planning units make and divides 
them into categories. The state planning agency board then decides which cate
gories are going to be funded that year. Regional planning units wonder how to 
play their hand in these states. Block grants would allow local governments to 
identify regional priorities with the help of their planning units, and develop 
some plans for their criminal-justice systems without trying to guess the state 
planning agency's next move. 

Other states use a method known as "decentralized planning." They give 
RPUs and coordina~ing councils an "allotment" figure to work with. These 
numbers are approximate, since the Congressional appropriations process is not 
complete at the time regionul plttnning units begin to plan, but it gives them u 
range in which to work. These states ure more likely to uccept than overrule 
regional plans. 

In Montgomery County, Marylund, the CoordInating Council listed five 
projects they wanted to fund with LEAA dollars, in order of priority. The state 
planning agency funded priorities 4 and 5-but not the first three. 

It is time to recognize the validity of the local planning process. Local gov
ernments spend billions of dollars on criminttl-justice systems. It is ludicrous to 
suggest they cannot make intelligent decisions on the 5 per cent of their criminal
justice budgets contributed by LEAA. 

HOW DO LOCAL ELECTlm OFFICIALS FEEL ABOUT THEIR REGIONAL pLANNING UNITS? 

Local governments endorse their regional planning units. Of 741 cities and 
408 counties responding to nn ACIR survey, half said their regional planade
quately refiecte:d their concerns and desires. Two-£fths of the cities and one-third 
of the counties said the regional plan signi£cantly responded to their needs. Only 
one-quarter of the cities and 15 per cent of the counties felt the regional plan 
reflected their priorities to a minimal extent. 

This must be viewed as an accomplishment. Planning units deal with all the 
criminal-justice agencies and several local governments in their region. Writing 
.n plan that satisfies them under arbitrary and changenble state guidelines and 
odds-only chance of seeing it funded is a labor Hercules might have refused. 

STATE PLANNING AGENCIES VB. REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS, ROUND TWO 

Although local governments express satisfuction with their regional planning 
units, 19 states told ACIH. those regional planning units were inadequate. Their 
reasons interest. NACo. We think they can be remedied by more authority and 
discretion, exactly the changes we recommend. 

],01' exampl~( states complain regional plnnning units have insufficient funding 
to support fUll-time staff. ',rhe solution suggests itself. States also claim locnl 
elect.ed officials on planning-unit boards are uninterested in planning-unit meet,mgs. 
NACo submits local elected officials are not interested in planning if the state 
always overrules them. NACo's experience suggests they do pp,rticipnte in the 
meetings. For example, a county in Nebraska told NACo that a grant for nearly 
$120,000 was disapproved twice by the local planning board. It was obvious 
that the program was ineffective. A group of unemployed union leaders wanted 
to form a private non-profit corporation to train ex-offenders. None of the pl'os
p,ecti,vetraincra had any teaching experience. They had arranged only temporary 
'make-work" for the former inmntes. But! the State Crime Commission overrode 

10cI.\.1 officials and ordered the project funCled. 
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Seventeen states indicated that their regional planning units had developed 
an adequate planning capability. These 17 states, combined with the 19 whose 
complaints can be corrected by giving the RPUs more authority, and funds, 
demonstrate that regional planning units are ready for an expanded role. 

REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS SHOULD RECEIVE BLOCK GRANTS 

Regional planning units should receive block grants from the state planning 
agency according to a formula the state works out with its local governments. 
Regional planning units have shown themselves to be better planners than state 
planning agencies. They need authority and discretion (and money) to help 
their local governments enact these plans. 

Block grants cannot be absorbed by all regional planning units. States should 
work out arrangements with local governments in their state to determine the 
allocation of funds. Counties (or combinations of counties and cities) with popu
lations of 250,000 or more should be entitled to an allocation based on a formuln 
determined by the state. Flexible arrangements can then be made in consultation 
with local officials for the administration of LEAA funds in the balance of the 
state. 

For example, in Ohio, six urban single-county regions receive block grants. 
The rest of the state is divided into four areas. Planning is provided through the 
state office. 

In South Dakota, mini-block grants for equipment and renovation are given 
to the regional planning units to be spent according to local priorities. These 
block grants are easy for the planning units-even rural planning units-to handle. 

Although local governments are entrusted with billions of dollars in local 
revenues to fund over 90 per cent of the criminal-justice system, the LEAA 
program severely restricts their using a few million to make some much-needed 
improvements. Confrontations between state and local governments is built 
into the program. The attitude of LEAA was clearly stated by one administrator 
as, "give the states the money and let local governments fight for their 70 per 
cent." 

We need to move local governments into full partnership with the states 
in order to turn the battle of fighting for funds into a campaign of fighting crime 
at the local level. Regional planning units should get block-grants from the 
state similar to those received by the state from I~EAA. Local plans should be 
approved at the state level, but local projects should be evaluated, selected, and 
approved at the 10calleve1. 

Most planning units now wait 12-18 months to receive funding on grant appli
cat·ions. Applications are first submitted in summary form with the regional plan. 
Month'llater, after the regional plan is incorporated into a state plan and approved 
by LEAA, grant applications are again submitted to the state for funding. From 
four to six months could be saved if grant applications could be approved locally. 
The most common complaint we hear from county officials is the red tape involved 
in sending 30 to 50 grant applications to the state planning agency for review and 
submitting all budget adju"ltments and grant amendments to the state planning 
agency for approval. While more discretion is slowly evolving to the local level, the 
big change-block grants to local planning regions-must occur before we can 
streamline the program and target funds to local priorities. 

A disturbing trend in the program is the decrease in appropriations coupled 
with increasing requirements for local matching funds. Local governments are 
required, in many states, to put up 25-75 percent of the project cost in the second 
and third year of the project. This requires substantial commitment of funds before 
the project can be evaluated. 

The reason for increasing the local share is the shortage of appropriations to 
start new projects. Only by withdrawing federal funds during the second and third 
years of the project can the state planning agency liberate money for new projects. 

This will discourage local governments from starting long-term innovative proj
ects and force them into short-term capital projects nnd expenditures. 

URBAN SINGL1~-COUNTY RBGIONAL PLANNING UNITS 

NACo believes large urban counties should be able to join with their municipnli
tie~ Into a criminnl-justice coordination council. This council or unit would write a 
comprehensive plnn and receive n block grant to fund it. 

Problems of large urban counties-high crime rates, large criminal-justicG, ex
penditures, popultttion denflity-dictnte that cities and cOllnty join together und 
plan for their complete system instead of joining a larger region. 
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Urban criminal-justice systems are complex. The cities and the county form lL 
whole system-planning for one is meaningless without planning for both. A single. 
coordinating council can draw together all the components. 

At the same time, urban county criminal-justice problems are too complex to 
solve through a multi-county regional planning unit. The priorities of the urban 
county are rarely the same as those of the surrounding counties. All get slighted 
when disparate parts are artificially united. 

Kane County, Illinois, with a pODulation of over 264,000, has worked at various 
times with both a multi-county plamt;ngregion and a single-county crime commis
sion. Phillip Elfstrom, Chairman of the I(ane County Board of Supervisors told 
the Senate SubcommiUee on Criminal Laws and Procedures October, 1975, "For 
a county my size, I definitely prefer a single-county planning unit. We can dcvelop 
a rapport with the criminal-justice agencies and muncipalitiC's and concentrate on 
improving one criminal-justice system rather than several." 

WHAT SHOULD THE B'rATE DO? 

NACo does not advocate eliminating state planning agencies. \Ye do, however, 
advocate giving them a role they can perform instead of saddling them with the 
impossible job of trying to plan for a system they don't control. 

State agencies should: Plan for state agcncies; monitor and evaluate stl\te pro
grams; set broad, clear policy guidelines; review lLnd approve local comprehensive 
plans; compile local plans into a comprehensive state plan; and provide technical 
and research assistance to regional plnnning units. 

Stnte agencies should review and approve regional plans as n whole, instead 
of trying to handle 30 or 40 individual project proposnls for ench region. 

'The state agency staff under NACo's plan would be free to concentrate on 
state-wide priorities and planning. Most state planning agencies do not plan for 
state agencies now. Frced from the responsibility of trying to review and ftpprove 
hundreds of local projects they would be able to assist state agencics, and plan 
for the state criminal-justice systcm. 

The state planning agency's board of directors should be composed of a majority 
of local elected officials. Since state and local costs arc paid by local govcrnments, 
local officials should determine state planning policies. They should constitute a 
majority of the statc planning agency's board of directors. NACo feels a majority 
of these looal elected officials on state boards should be legislative and executive 
officials such as county commissioners and elected mnyors and city councilmen. 
NACo welcomes the contribution of criminal-justice professionals and I)rivttte 
citizens. Representatives of these two groups should also sit on state and local 
boards. 

WHERE DOES LEAA MONEY GO? BOMB EXAMPLES WB DI~LIIWB ARE REPlmsENTATIVE 

Bexar County/San Antonio, Texas, used LEAA funds to initiate the following 
programs-all of which have been, or soon will be, transferred to local budgets: 

county-city organized-crime control unit, 
sheriff's major crimes task force to assist municipal police on felony cases; 
jail improvement~ including library services, adult education programs, 

literacy courses, and a psychologist to screen inmntes applying for probntion; 
increased district attorney's staff 30 per cent, new capitol crimes division 

nnd a special section for investigat.ions of oomplicated crimes such as swindles; 
expanded adult probation programs (75 per cent) nnd juvenile probntion 
programs (30 per cent); 

city-county computerized informntion system covering jail inmates, 
judicial caseload, booking, warrants, ma<;ter prisoner name file. 

Bexar County now spcnds $1.5 million annually to continue programs started 
with LEAA funds. 

Anne Arundel CountYI Maryland, started an arbitration program to settle 
disp.utes between youth and the community. 

I Kids can no longer tell the community where to go," snid David Lnrom, 
juvenile justice supervisor. IIOur community arbitration program brings them to 
!t hearing within five days after they're accused of n misdcmeanor. It used to 
take six weeks." 

Victims !tre encouraged to participate in the program, and half of them show 
up for the hearing. Before the arbitratioIl procedure only 10 per cent bothered. 
Local governments nnd their rcgional planning units, increasingly identify youth 
crime and delinquenoy prevention as top priorities. 
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In a 1975 study, NACo found sheriffs' departments in 97 of the nation's largest 
counties were evolving into centralized law-enforcement bureaus for municipal 
police departments. This would not have been possible without increased planning, 
coordinating, and financing available through the LEAA program. 

Examples from articles in County News are included in Appdenix C. 

HOW DOES THE LEAA MONEY FLOW? 

The fund-flow problem has plagued the LEAA program from the beginning. 
How can money apprOl)riated by Oongress be put to work more quicldy by local 
subgrantees? In 1973, Oongress amended the act to require state planning agencies 
to appr',lve applications in whole or in part within 90 days of receiving them. The 
amendment failed to achieve its goal-speeding up the fund-flow-for two reasons: 

1. The 90-day time clock starts running, LEAA suys, is when u complete 
applicution hus been received by the stute plunning ugency including ull A-95 
review comments. Therefore, the stute plunning ugency has three months to 
review un applicution ufter months of prepuration has been completed by u series 
of locul operating und plunning agencies and local and stute A-95 review ugencies. 
The 90-duy requirement does not preclude the stute from disapproving upplicu
tions, in whole or in purt, even though un outline of the project was approved 
months earlier in the local plan. This means more local time is required to revise 
or re-submit upplications. 

2. The 90-day deudline doei') not count the time necessury to complete the 
plunning process thut must be done before submitting grunt upplications to the 
state. A recent ACIR study reported SPA directors estimute thut the total elupsed 
time, from development of the up plication to receipt of funds wus 22.5 weeks. Yet, 
it takes several months to develop proposuls. For example, the Bexar Metropolitan 
Criminal Justice Council in Texas put out the first caU for proposals, for inclusion 
in the 11)76 plan, in March, 197ii. Severul months of hearings and review were 
required to allow adequute public notification and fer considerution by sub
committees and the executive committee of the Council. The plan was due at the 
state planning agency on June 30. Not until October, after submission of the 
state plan and approval by LgAA, did the local region get notificfLtion of a 
tentative budget for thc 1976 projeots. Applications were then submitted. The 
first grants were funded in Dccember, but some were not funded until :March 
1976, a full year after local agencies were first asked to submit proposals. 

In Dade County, Florida, the planning unit receives an averuge of 150 new 
concept papers each year and narrows these down to about 40 for submission 
with thc regional plan. Not until the state plan is approved are grunt applications 
for new and continuation grunts processed. Red tope I'lllorIs the fund-flow, ond 
local r.lanning unit credibility Hutferfl if thc SPA staff changes their minds and 
doesn t fund the grant after approving the prOpOBltl. 

Congress responded to this delay in funding by cutting [tppropriations. Letting 
the pipeline run dry by cutting off the supply at the tap is not the answer to the 
fund-flow problem. The answer is specdier processing by allowing locnl planning 
units to fund applications from block grunts once local plans nre approvcd. 

APPENDIX A: Frvr,; RNGIONAL PLANNING UNITS 

MINNgSOTA 

Hennepin County Criminal JUl'ltice Council-
Legal Authority; Resolution adopted by Hennepin County Board of 

Commissioners. 
Staff: 7 full-time. 
Budget: (1IJ76) $154,000 (Part C Grunt). 
Functions: Prepure annual county-wide plnn, review all project proposals, 

participate in special committees and task forces (local, regional, and state). 
Population of Area Served: 1)60,080 (11)70). 
N!tture of Area Served: Big-city surrounded by populous suburbs, and smllll 

rural towns. 
The Hennepin County Criminal Justice Council evolved in response to the 

demands of looal government. A multi-county regional planning unit originl111y 
rcviewed grllnt applic!ttionl>' from Hennepin Oounty and Minneapolis (and six 
other counties), But local agencies in Hennepin Comty still needed help planning 
and coordinating criminal-Justice programs. 

The Hennepin County Crimirml Justice Council w .. established in 1073 to mcet 
those needs. But neither the role of the multi-coumy regionul planning unit nor 
that of the Council was well-defined. 
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A task force surveyed local government officials, criminal-justice professionals, 
and directors of public and private agencies to determine what form they thought 
the new Council should tlLke. A permanent, single-county cO'ordinating council won 
73 per cent of the votes cast. And although 84 per qentOf the respondents agreed 
the Council should continue to serve as a conduit for LEAA funds, lL mlLjority-74 
per cent-thought the Council should exercise broader .responsibilities. For exam
ple, 45 per cent of the people asked said the Council should keep local governments 
up-to-date with the latest thinking in crimihal justice, and the same percentage 
said the Council should collect and lLnalyze data, and help develop criminal-justice 
policy. 

'l'hese recommendations will be used to define a permanent Council for Hennepin 
County and to obtain an agreement with the twin cities council and the state 
planning agency. 
Programs 

The Council's 1976 plan addresses local needs in four areas: 
1. Juvenile justice-evaluation of existing programs and facilities, alternative 

education programs, family training and counseling, group and shelter homes; 
2. Law enforcement-police-community coordination, improved information 

system; 
3. Courts-efficient information system lLnd management, alternative treatment 

for indigent suspects, training programs for court personnel; 
4. Corrections-comprehensive evpJuation, minimum personnel standards, 

training for workers in community programs, alternatives for drug abusers, first
time and minor offenders, and women prisoners. 
How the county feels abQut its new council 

Tom Olsen, Hennepin County commissioner, endorses Council with expanded 
responsibilities. lilt's the only feasible organization for criminal-justice pllLnning 
and coordinating," he says, "and serves as a long-range planning arm of the 
county for criminal-justice activities and services." 

CALIFORNIA 

Alameda Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board
Legal Authority: Joint powers agreement. 
Staff: 20: 14 on basic planning grant, 6 on evaluation grant. 
Staff Budget; (1975) $395,902 ($264,681 planning, $131,221 research, 4 per cent 

action grants). 
Project Budget: $2,.15 million annual allocation, $3.5 million project total. 
Functions: Prepare annual regional plan, review all project proposals, monitor 

projects, conduct basic evaluation of all projects and intensive evaluation of 
selected projects, report results of research and prepare planning documents. 

PopUlation of Area Served: 1,073,184. 
Nature of Area Served: Four large cities, populous suburbs. 
Alameda County taxpayers paid $46 milliOn for criminal justice in 1975. The 

total criminal-justice budget was somewhat over $55 million. This is the single 
largest expenditure of local rf,lvenue for public services in the Alameda County 
budget. 
Innovative programs 

Alameda County, with its four big cities and numerous suburbs, needs com
prehensive, efficient criminal-justice agenoies. The Board is organized to provide 
criminal-justice agencies with the assistanoe they need to be comprehensive and 
efficient. Besides funding 45 projects, the Board conducts studies on, e.g., a regional 
training program for Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, a single dispatch 
system for the county, and a central criminal-recoros file. 
Citizen involvement 

The Board achieves community partioipatioTl through its board of directors: 
10 oommunity representatives (compared with 9 criminal-justice agenoy 
rep res en tati ves) . 
EVal1wtion 

Alumeda County supervisor!! wanted to know what happened to projeots the 
Board funded. They needed to know !!omething about how weU they were working 
before they assumed responsibility for supporting them. In 1972, the Board 
ere!tted researoh and evaluation units by setting asidci four per ccnt of their 
LTIlAA action funds. The units answered long-felt needs. 
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From July, 1973, to June 1974, the Board produced 60 evaluation reports. 
Alamedl1 County negotiated with the Board to evaluate nine projects funded 
with general revenue-sharing money. The probl1tion department asked the board 
to evaluate its $1 million Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) project. 
A preliminl1ry evaluation report on the T ASC program prompted the probation 
department to change some of its procedures, and try some suggested treatment 
alternatives. 

All projects that completed their federal funding period with positive evalua
tions are now supported by Alamedl1 County. 
How the county feels about the regional planning unit 

All1medl1 County recognizes the Board's usefulness, and helps keep it working 
at cl1pacity j county revenue-sharing funds now support part of the rescarch 
and evaluation units, and county manpower dollars pay for additional staff. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

South Eastern Criminal Justice Commission
Legal Authority: Council of Governments. 
Staff: 2 full-time, one half-time secretary. 
Staff Budget: $40 000 (Part B funds). 
Project Budget: (1975) $112,067, including $38,000 miniblock-grant. 
Functions: Conduct criminal-justice planning, review grant applications, 

deliver technical assistance, administer grants, monitor projects, coordinatc area 
criminal-justice activities. 

Population of Area Served: 147,000. 
Nature of Area Served: 5 rural counties and one urban county (containing 

Sioux Falls, population 72,000). 
This regional planning unit serves six counties. To assure that its planning and 

programs are appropriate to this far-flung area, the Commission meets regularly 
with a diversified board of directors that includes representatives from: law 
enforcement agencies, courts, corrections, citizens-one juvenile and one adult-
minority groups, religious and social-service organizations, educators, and delhl
quency-prevention organizations. 

The state planning agency decided to include threc representatives from 
each regional planning unit in meetings on the state comprehensive plan. The 
South Eastern Criminal Justice Commission cxtends the benefits of its diverse 
board to the state agency by sending three different representatives to each 
meeting. 
Innovative programs 

Spreading thin resourccs over 3,433 square miles is the counties' most urgent 
criminal-justice problem. The Commission conducted feasibility studies on 
solutions. One of these studies advised consolidating law enforcement under the 
sheriff and creating one county-wide police force. This study convinccd McCook 
County and its municipalities: in January, 1974

1 
city and town police officers 

became part of one department under the McCoo;: County sheriff. 
The Commission also worked with the state planning agency, campaigning 

for block grunts to the six planning units, rather than project-by-project funding. 
In 1972, the state agreed to experiment with mini-block grants for equipment 
and renovation. The Commission now receives an annual mini-block grant. Con
sulting with its local government, the Commission decides how to spend it. 
Minnehah!t County received money, for example, to build u new public-safety 
building. The building holds a regional jail ancI emergency operations center. 
How counties feel about their regional planning 1tnit 

Warren Day, chairman of the Commission's board of directors and Minnehahl1 
County commissioner, likes the new flexibility of regional criminal-justice planning. 
He has seen relationships develop between local governments in his tenure on the 
board, and feels they can cooperate to serve their common interests. He is close 
enough to the Commission's office to drop in for a cup of coffee and discuss local 
affairs. The Commission keeps in touch with the other five counties by rotating it!> 
meetings, and sending planning staff to county board meetings. 

CALIFORNIA 

Orange County Criminal Justice Council-
Legal Authority: Common resolution, signed by participating jurisdictions. 
Staff: 11 full-time, 2 to 4 part-time. 
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~ Staff Budget: (19i5) $2i5,000 (Part B & C funds). 
f Project Budget: $3,382,500 (including state buy-in and reallocations from 

fiscal '73 and '74). 
Functions: Prepare annual plan, review all project proposals to determine if 

they should be evaluated, contract for independent evaluation services, review 
county criminal-justice budget with chief county administrative officer. 

Population of Area Served: 1,420,386. 
Nature of Area Served: Populous suburban: 85 percent of populace lives in 

cities, but no city contains more than 200,000 residents. 
Orange County pays 90 percent of its criminal-justice bills from its own revenue 

sources. The Orange County Criminal Justice Council, a single-county regional 
IJlanning unit, reviews the entire budget for criminal justice at the request of the 
Orange County administrative officer. Orange County supplies fiscnl, purchasing, 
and personnel services to the Council. The Council is firmly established as a 
necessary part of local government, not as an LEAA entity. If the federal agency 
cut off funds, county officials told NACo in a study of regional planning units 
last year, the staff might be reduced, but the Council would be continued with 
county money. 
Innovative Programs 

The Council helped Orange County plan and install a paralegal Emergency 
Response. Team. The team intervenes in situations police are often asked to handle, 
such as domestic quarrels. One of the county's most urgent criminal-justice prob
lems is inadequate response to the youthful offender. The Council and county are 
working with community groups to find better ways to deal with youth crime and 
delinquency. For example, a new juvenile detention center had been planned, 
but when the Council brought the mental health department, probation, social
service providers, police nnd chief judge of superior court together to discuss it, 
they all agreed to set the plan aside in favor of group homes and shelter-care 
faciliMes. Last year, 30 projects were proposed to deal with youth and family 
needs. 
Citizen Involvement 

The Council wants more citizens to involve themselves in criminal-justice pro
grams. The Community Crime Prevention Mobile Unit, for example, brings 
information on preventing crimes to the citizenry, and encourages crime-preven
tion activities. The Professional Athlete Program matches sports stars with kids 
who need adults to tnlk to. This year, the Council expects more citizen involvement 
in expanded crime-prevention programs. 
Evaluation 

The Council employs an evaluation coordinator who reviews criminal-justice 
projects and arranges for independent assessment of their effectiveness. 
How the county feels ab01tt the rC(Jional plannin(J unit 

Two county supervisors sit on the Council's board of directors. They agree 
the Council's work strengthens county criminal-justice policy and comment 
favorably on the relationship. One feels the Board should include more local 
elected officials. 

OHIO 

Toledo/Lucas County Criminal Justice Regional Planning Unit
Legal Authority: Joint-powers agreement. 
Staff: 9. 
Staff Budget: $160,000. 
Project Budget: $1.5 million. 
Functions: Prepare comprehensive plan, review and approve proposals, operate 

. central programs, monitor and evaluate projects, provide grant-management and 
nccounting services. 

Population of Area Served: 484,370 (1970). 
Nature of Are11. Served: Big-city surrounded by populous suburbs, some small 

municipalities. 
L\lCas County Ohio spends $6 million 11. year on criminal-justice: 10.5 percent 

fol' police protection, 48 percent for judicial services, 6.6 percent for prosecution 
and indigent defense, and 35 per cent for corrections. The City of Toledo spends 
$12.5 million a year on criminal justice-almost entirely for police protection 
(86 percent). The Toledo/Lucas County Criminal Justice Regional Planning 
Unit, formed in 1972, works closely with the mayor of Toledo and Lucas County 
Board of Commissioners to develop locnl programs. 
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Innovative programs 
The regional planning unit helps its local governments and interested com

munity groups develop programs to bring offenders back into the community. 
The planning unit helps design and evaluate programs to divert youthful offenders 
from court and detention, keep them at home in the community, and direct 
attention to their special needs. For example, the Regional Youth Services 
Bureau coordinates volunteer counselors, drug abuse intervention, crisis hoUSing, 
and other services for youth. 

The Toledo/Lucas County regional planning unit operates a Metro Drug Unit 
that unifies officers for several police departments into a multi-jurisdictional 
force. The Metro Drug Unit also distributes information on drugs and drug abuse. 
The planning unit setup a regional criminal-justice information system, and a 
criminal-justice training and education center. The center contains a library, 
training film collection, and video-tape studio. The center's staff help local 
criminal-justice agencies determine and meet their training needs. The center and 
Regional Youth Services Bureau are working out a criminal-justice education 
program for the schools. 
Oitizen involvement 

The Toledo/Lucas County regional planning unit stimulates community 
interest and participation. It conducts community meetings, holds an annual 
community conference, and issues a monthly criminal-justice newsletter. 

The regional planning unit recently held a 40-hour "Community-Wide Con
ference on Everybody's Justice" to bring its programs to the public's attention, 
and hear what the public had to say about them. The criminal-justice trn.ining and 
education center held a lunch-hour session on rape for working women last year. 
How the county feels about the regional planning unit 

Jim Holzemer, Lucas County commissioner and member of the regional planning 
unit executive committee, commends the regional planning unit's ability to supply 
data and get progrums started. He attends meetings called by the regional planning 
unit to make sure new programs are not started that the county's budget cannot 
finance. He feels the regional pbnning unit helps coordinate city and county. For 
example, a recent comparison of cost and cost-savings helped local elected officials 
decide if the municipal lock-up should be closed, and the new county jail used 
instead. 

NAQo concluded in a 1975 study that the "Toledo/Lucas County Regional 
Planning Unit represents 0. mature city-county planning unit for criminal justice 
that has won the confidence of local elected officials." 

ApPENDIX B: LNGISLATIVE OVERVIEw-FROM THE COUNTY PERSPECTIVE 

Two threads run through the weave of LEANs history-the changing expecta
tions of what it can achieve ltnd the evolution of the block-grant program. When 
Congress passed this legislation it placed heavy cmphasis on law enforcement in 
response to urban violence. As time has passed, Congress broadened LEANs 
mission to include improving the criminal-justice system. 

The LEAA program initiated the block-grant funding approach and gave the 
states substantial discretion in doling out the dollars. Congress has increasingly 
added stipulations on how this money can be spent. One requirement directs 
states to make planning dollars available to large cities and counties. The urban 
counties and municipalities have planning capability now, but Congress has not 
given them the power to act on their plans. Instead, the states are still allowed to 
overturn planning decisions made by local governments-who actually pay for the 
criminal-justice system. 

THE LAW ENFORCEMENT FOCUS 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 was debated and 
passed in a tense atmosphere amid demands that something be done about urban 
riots and rising crime. The House of Representatives considered the Administra
tion's proposals in the wake of riots in Detroit. The Senate Judiciary Committee 
debated the isslles shortly after rioting hit the District of Columbia and while 
troops still patrolled the streets. Final action on the House-Senate Conference 
Report came less than two weeks after the assassination of Robert F. Kennedy. 

The first and most critical concern of Congress in those tense days was to stop 
urban violence and organized cl'ime. They were perceived by some to threaten the 
survival of the nation. 



The final version of the Act was clearly a law enforcement measure. Section 301 
(b) states the purposes for which Part "C" money could be spent. Seven uses are 
listed-all of them police related! The Act also said the federal treasury would pick 
up 75 percent of the tab for riot control programs and offensives against organized 
crime. All other criminal-justice programs would get only 60 percent fedcral 
funding and construction of new facilities would get 50 percent. 

The new legislation also created state criminal-justice planning agencies and 
directed them to give specirtl emphasis, </ ... to programs and projects dealing 
with the prevention, detection and control of organized crime and of riots and 
other violent civil disorders/' (Section 307 a). The Administration was also au
thorized to make immediate grants for these purposes without waiting .for the 
development of state plans. It was not until 1973 that the focus of the legislation 
was formally broadened to </law enforcement and criminal justice." 

The original LEAA legislation was part of a large omnibus bill. The Act also 
modified the impact of the Miranda decision on the federal courts (Title II). It 
established the right of the Attorney Geneml to seek warrants which WQuld allow 
federal wiretaps (Title III) for the investigation of certain federal offenses. Finally, 
Title IV of the Act was intended to control the interstate and foreign importation 
of firearms. 

This legislation, backed up by the Vice President's Commission study and sub
stantial Congressional scrutiny, was very much a product of its time. The under
lying assumption was that more police and more criminal-justice resources would 
reduce crime. The passage of time revealed two important points. The first is that 
our criminal-justice system is in a severe state of disorganization. It is clear that 
ancient overcrowded jails, centuries-old court practices, understaffed prosecutors' 
offices, and ill-equipped and under-trained police officers are endemic. System 
improvement, then, became a critical concern of the emerging state and local 
criminal-justice planning system. 

Congress soon recognized this fact and began broadening the scope of the 
legislation. Section 301 and 303a list the purposes to which Part "C" money can 
be used and issues which must be addressed in state plans. Both sections have 
been changed substantially since 1968. Part "E", focusing on corrections was 
added. Finally, in 1973 the language of the Act was broadened from "Law En
forcement" to "Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice." 

Secondly, our lmowledge of the criminal-justice system is greatly increased. 
Expectations that the relatively small infusion of federal dollars would dra
matically reduce crime have proved wrong. But, the money expended by LEAA 
has not been wasted. LEANs existence promoted revolutionary changes in the 
criminal-justice system. However, these changes alone cannot reduce crime in the 
face of growing social problems and the severe economic depression. 

When LEAA began there was no clear understanding of how much crime actually 
was committed. The FBI's Uniform Crime Report lists only crimes reported to 
participating police departments. JJEAA's victimization studies show that most 
crime is unreported. 'Ve still have no indication whether actual crime is increasing 
or decreasing. -

The number of reported crimes is rising, but it is unclear why .Police depart
ments are improving their data-collection procedures. More people may be report
ing crimes or crime may actually be increasing. 

It is difficult to evaluate LEA A with so much still unknown. The needs are 
vast-:-and critical. System improvements must be made to keep the whole thing 
from collapsing. 

THE BLOCK-GRANT APPROACH 

The second major thread in LEANs history is the question of how to dole out 
the dollars. The Johnson Administration proposed direct- 'grants to local govern
ments for law enforcement. Congress, however, modified the plan to give grants 
to states instead of local governments. 

By giving states the funds, Congress directed a unit of government-which 
usually neither funds nor administers the bulk of the criminal-justice system-to 
implement plans. Local government spends about 70 percent of the national 
criminal-justice dollar. 

Except for Section 303(3) which required state plans to "adequately take into 
account the needs and reCJuests of the units of general local government in the 
state ... " and the Part _ "B" and "C" pass-through formulas, the legislation 
ignored local governments' role in funding and administering the system. 
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By 1971, however, it was clear that funds were not reaching the large urban 
counties and cities in proportion to their needs. Congress required states to 
provide for the " ... allocation of adequate assistance to deal with law enforce
ment problems in areas characterized by both high crime incidence and high law 
enforcement activity." Congress also added provisions to allow cities and cqunties 
over 250,000 to develop coordinating councils to improve planning and coordi
nation of law enforcement activities, and entitled them to planning funds so they 
could " ... develop comprehensive plans and coordinate functions at the local 
leveL" 

Congress' action accelerated an emerging trend-the development of planning 
agencies in urban areas. These were almost always city-county units. In some 
cnses coordinating councils or metropolitan planning units were formed under 
multi-county umbrellas with the umbrella agency serving only a coordination 
function. In other areas the urban city and county simply withdrew from the 
state imposed regional agency. 

In 1973, urban counties and municipalities got further recognition. The 
Kennedy Amendment permitted urban government to submit a comprehensive 
series of project grants, compatible with the state plan, to the state for block 
funding. Part liB" was als;) amended to require regional planning agency boards 
to have a majority of local elected officials. While the language of the Act is straight
forward and reasonable, when applied to the complexity of criminal-justice 
agencies within state and local governments, simple intentions turn into complex 
instructions. Over a thousand pages of LEAA guidelines have been written to 
clarify the intent of Congress to little avail. More guidelines at the state level 
and hundreds of pages of legal opinions only add to the clamor of directives im
posed upon local governments. 

These amendments have helped local governments participate in the program. 
Since 1970 most of the major cities and counties have developed coordinating 
councils. They have emerged as institutions of local governments. Each is a 
composite of the thinking in that county and each has a different philosophy and 
set of priorities for dealing with crime. 

It is now time for the Congress to amend the Act to complete the process started 
in 1968 and give local governments block grants through the states. 

With the help of the LEAA program, we are at the threshold of achieving real 
coordination and rational planning never before possible. We are using local 
planning units to help us make the best use of revenue sharing and other funds. 
This trend will be halted if Congress takes a step backwards into categorization. 
Whether the categories are determined by LEAA, the state planning agency or 
the stnte chief justice, they ignore the wide differences among localities within a 
state and those local officials who are accountable for revenue spent on unique 
problems in their jurisdictions. 

We think with the small but vital LEAA contribution to local criminal-justice 
outlays, we can tryout and evaluate new approaches to reach our long standing 
goals: reduction of crime and efficient administration of justice. We know some 
approaches that promise success. We must continue to seek approaches that work. 
The search can go on with the help of an improved LEAA program. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for yielding. 
We have a special treat here this morning in having as OIle of our 
witnesses leading this panel: My longtime f!'lend, Phil Elfstrom, who is 
chairman of the county board of Kane County! which is a prominent 
part of my 13th Congressional District. I have had the privilege of 
working frequently With Phil Elfstrom, and I know about his con
scientious and dedicated work in behalf of county government, in 
which we have seen some very tangible results in the application of 
LEAA grn,nts, may I say, incidentn.lly, and so it is a particular pleasure 
that I have in welcoming Phil Elfstrom here this morning for this 
hearing. 

Mr. CONYERS. I might also acknowledge that we have a number 
of our friends here. Valerie Pinson is with us, who works with all of 
these organizations, our Wayne County commissioner, Ms. Jal'rete 
Simmons, a longtime friend of mine, and of course, Al Montgomery, 
the director of the Wayne County Criminal Justice Coordinating 
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Council in Defiroit, Mich., friend, neig11bor, and adviser. We welcome 
you all and Mr. Elfstrom, we invite you to begin the discussion that 
brings you here. 

TESTIMONY OF PHILIP ELFSTROM; SUPERVISOR, KANE COUNTY 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL ASSO
CIATION OF COUNTIES 

Mr. ELFSTROM. Thank you. 
My name is Phil Elfstrom, and I am here to represent Kane County, 

lli. and the National Association of Counties. 
This is a summary statement. All three of us here today will be 

very brief, to leave more time for questions. 
In my summary statement, I will explain to the committee the 

role of counties in the criminal justice system, and why the LEAA 
program is so important to us. We can function better with LEAA; 
but LEAA will have no useful impact without the counties. 

I would like to indicate to the subcommittee that we are submitting 
a packet for insertion in the record. The packet contains background 
material on LEAA; its pros and cons from the county point of view. 
I hope the subcommittee will carefully review this material. We spent 
a great deal of time pulling together this information to help the 
subcommittee understand the problems and frustrations we experi
ence on a daily basis dealing with redtape and bmeaucracy at the 
State level. 

Mr. CONYERS. Pardon me, Mr. Elfstrom. I am going 'to have to 
yield the Chair to my colleague from Ca,lifornia, Mr. Danielson. But 
could I say this before doing that. 

'rhere are eight questions that I am going to ask that we continue 
to communi~ate about, even over and beyond the hearing this morning. 
They are as follows: 

One: The redtape or the absolute incredible difficulty that has 
been created through the promulgations of SPA rules, regulations, 
et cetera. 

Two: The failure of coordination between the State criminal 
justice objectives and LEAA. 

Three: The failure to meet the equal employment opportunity 
requirements in section 518 of this Act. 

Four: 'rhe inability of community agencies, the community organiza
tions, and neighborhood associations to get inside of the LEAA 
system. 

Five: A failure of LEAA at all levels to effectively speak to crime 
reduction. 

And finally, we wanted to find out, in summary form, how many 
major changes you recommend in this existing legislation. . 

I know tliat you may not be able, all of YOll, to treat these pomts 
dispostively this morning, but that is 'what OUr other communication 
facilities are here for. 

So we invite your continued cooperation. 
Mr. ELFS'l'ROlVI. We will speak to those questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you. 
Mr. DANIELSON [presiding]. You may continue, 1\.fr. Elfstrom. 

GO-uS7--70--pt 1----17 
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Mr. ELFSTROM. Thank you. 
Counties invest tax dollars in every functional area of criminal 

justice: Policing, prosecution, indigent defense, courts and corrections. 
The Bureau of the Census determined in fiscal year 1973 that $8.1 
billion in criminal-justice expenditures were financed by counties and 
municipalities through property taxes, out of a total expenditure of 
about $13 billion. 

Despite very welcome help from revenue sharing, criminal justice 
is one item in most county budgets almost entirely financed by local 
revenues-about 90 percent in most urban counties. We receive almost 
no Federnl or State aid for the criminal-justice system, except through 
the LEAA program. 

Let me point out a major aspect of the county role in criminal 
justice. As you know, counties share a number of responsibilities with 
anywhere from 6 to 60 municipolities within county boundaries. But 
cities spend 84 percent of their criminal-justice dollar on police agencies. 
CountIes outspend the cities on courts, corrections, prosecution and 
indi~ent defense. In my county, the municipal police can arrest some
one ill 20 minutes, obligating the county to 4 months of incarceration, 
prosecution, defense and adjudication for that same individual. 

Taken together, counties and municipnlities make up a complete 
criminal-justice system in most States. In fact, 70 percent of all 
State and local criminal-justice expenditures come out of locnl govern
ment revenue sources. 'rhese facts imply two conclusions about the 
county role in criminal justice: 

County governments expend significant amounts of the local tax
payers' money on criminal-justice activities with little or no State aid. 

Counties and municipalities jointly share the responsibility for 
maintaining local criminal-justice programs, facilities and agencies, 
and together fund the bulk of the entire system. 

These conclusions lead to our recommendations for reauthorizing 
and reworking LEAA. I will cover several of NACo's suggested 
changes and my colleagues will testify about other aspects of the 
program. 

Bloc ~rantg should be extended thro~h the States to the counties 
and citIes. NACo recommends that uongress adopt badly needed 
changes in Federal legislation to enable local governments to make 
system improvements. A provision that would extend bloc grants to 
local governments is impel'ative. 

In several States that have taken the initiative to do this, the 
relationship b~tween the State planning agencies and local regional 
planning bodies has improved. 

County officials throughout the country complain to NACo that 
they follow every policy and aJhere to all the guidelines set down by 
State planning agencies, but their projects are rejected for funding 
under some unknown, unwritten policy suddenly issuing from a State 
supervisory board meeting. NACo supports the bloc-gmnt concept 
that LEAA is built on, but we feel that it is now time to give regional 
and local planning units the discretion to plan and fund local criminal 
justice systems. 

Bloc grants should be awarded in formula allocations by the States 
to the local planning regions, just as formula allocations are now made 
by LEAA to the States. Since no formula can be written for all the 
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States that would equitably distribute the funds among local govern
ments, it is important that each State establish its own allocation 
formula. 

To give special attention to urban areas with high population 
density and crime, NACo recommends that all urban counties with 
planning capabilities have the option or forming their own planning 
unit, receiving block grants, and submitting plans directly to the State. 
My cOlmty has a population of 264,000 and has worked with both a 
multicounty planning region and a single-county crime commission. 

For a county my size, I definitely prefer a single-county planning 
unit. We can develop rapport with the criminal-justice agencies and 
municipalities and concentrate on improving one criminal-justice 
system rather than several. 

We received about $800,000 in LEAA grunts last yeur, und they ure 
well distributed throughout the system. About 29 percent was used to 
equip u progressive new jail. Over 14 percent was spent to improve 
COlU't services. An additionul 15 percent went into diugnostic and 
referral programs for udults awaiting triul, und 9 percent into the public 
defender program. Municipal police projects received 26 perceut. This 
includes a crime prevention bureuu, u tricounty centralized dispatch 
unit, and it police community relations program. We guve 6 percent to 
the United Way orgunizution for a youth services bureau. 

This allocation of funds fits our needs, gouls, und objectives, und I 
feel confident justifying it to the taxpayers when we take over funding 
these projects with county money. This was not often the cuse when 
we were part of u multicounty region, and not true at all when the 
State set our priorities for us. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to express the views 
of county government. I will now defer to my colleague, Mr. Ernie 
Allen. 

Mr. DANIELSON. 'rhank you very much, and we will proceed 
immediately to Mr. Allen. That way, we can probably get through 
before the bell rings. 

TESTIMONY OF ERNIE ALLEN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, LOUISVILLE 
REGIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMMISSION, JEFFERSON 
COUNTY, KY., REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
COUNTIES 

Mr. ALLEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Elfstrom, members of 
the subcommittee. 

My nume is Ernie Allen and I am here to represent Jeff~rson 
County, Ky., und the N ationn.l Associution of Oounties, In my stute
ment, I will try to summurize NACo's position on regionul plunning 
units and how they fit into the criminul-justice pictme, 

When Oongress passed the Omnibus Crime Control und Sufe 
Streets Act of 1968, it reasoned that crime was essentially a State 
and local problem and thut with Federal financial assistance, Stute 
und locul governments could develop methods to reduce crime. It is 
difficult, then, to understancl why the 1976 appropriations for State 
uncllocal programs were reclucecl17 percent at a time when economic 
difficulties impede local efforts to denl with the rising crime l'ute. 
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lV!oney alone is certainly not the answer to crime reduction. N ever
thele,;s, the LEU program gives counties and cities valuable planning 
nssista,nce in addition to badly needed funds. With increased plullning 
cal~ability, they can make the best use of existing re30urces. 

Regional IJanning units and coordinating councils have certainly 
now come of age. Weare in constant touch with local programs, and 
our boards of Directors are composed of the local officials who can see 
regional and local plans through to completion. Further, elected ex
ecutive and legIslative county officials on the regional planning boards 
represent their constituents-the public-rather than one specific 
agency, such as the courts. 

Unfortunately, under the present system, the State planning agency 
exercises most of the decisionmnking prerogatives, leaving little 
&~cretion to local planning units. While NAOo advocates State review 
of local plans, we want to eliminate long funding delays, duplication of 
~ffort, bureaucratic redtape and arbitrary State policies . 

.I would like to interject here that the State of Kentucky was pointed 
'Out in a report on the LEAA program by the AOIll as a State where 
the program works. The reason, according to the Oommission, is that 
the State has now institutionalized planning for LEAA-funded projects 
within plo,nning for criminal justice in Kentucky. We think that is a 
\Very important step. We think loco,l planning units should also be able 
to take that step. 

Crime is an ancient problem, and the LEAA block-grant program is 
relatively recent. While we search for methods to reduce crime, we 
will still have to deal with increasing arrests. The bulk of LEAA 
funds must therefore be spent on system change,; tha t help local of
ficials deal more efficiently and rationally with those who come in 
contact with the local criminal-justice system. 

New programs must be evaluated. Despite the 1973 congressional 
mandate for more planning and evaluation, part B flIDding for plan
ning has not grown significantly-too slowly for counties. to develop 
the comprehensive data systems they need to conduct more plmming 
and evaluation. For example, LEAA requires a substo,ntial increase in 
the data base state plo,nning agencies use to write this 1977 compre
hensive plans. These include crime trends, crime intensity, and de
tailed crime-rate analysis. 

Since crime and arrests occur at the local level, counties and 
municipalities will have to supply the detailed crime-rats analysis 
of trends in County LEAA requirements. This will be expensive and 
difficult without increased Federal resources. 

'1'0 assist regional planning units and coordinating councils, NACo 
l.'ecommends that Congress remove LEAA's sanctions against using 
part C block-grant moneys for planning. We also recommend that 
-Congress authorize regional planning units and coordinating councils 
to add a reasonable figure to grants funded through their agency to 
l)ay for evaluation and monitoring. 

NAOo recommends a cho,nge in the part B planning money pa,,;s
through formula to give local units a minimum of 50 percent rather 
than tlmL 40 percent out of the State's LEAA planning-fund alloca
tion. Since State and local governments share crille control, o,nd 
local govcl'nments fund most of the system, planning funds should be 
more equitably distributed. 
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pn.rt'E'lqr cotl;ections. Funds now allocated to part E should be folded 
into the pn.rt 0 block grant to go to State ancllocal governments. A 
pass-tlu:ough formula commensura.te with local expenditures could 
then: be: used to distribute these funds. . 

N.AC91·ecently analyzed part E funds going to State and local gov
ernments, and we found that only 23 percent of the funds \vere awarded 
to 'counties, despite thl.'l major responsibHity we have for corrections. 
State governments kept 71 percl.'lnt, prinCipally for State institutions. 

LEAA will show better results if metropolitan and regional plan
ning units can pull all the pieces of the criminal-justice system to
gether at the local level, where they are administered, without being 
second-guessed by a State or Federal bureaucrat. . 

And it is now my pleasure to defer to my colleague from Wayne 
Oounty, Mich., Oo:mmissioner J arrete Simmons. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Thank you. 
Will you please proceed, Ms. Simmons, We are making good tim.e. 
Ms. SIiVIMONS. Thank you. I would like to introduce for the record 

a resolution from the Detroit-Wayne Oounty Oriminal Justice Sys
tem Ooorclinatign Council supporting the NAOo position. It states 
two points that are of great interest to Detroit and Wayne County. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Will you hand it to the clerk Lmd without objec
tion it will be included in the record at this point. 

[The material referred to follows:] 

DETROIT~'VAYNE OOUNTY ORIMJNAL JUSTICE SYSTml1 OOORD'INATING OOUNCIL 

R1~SOLUTION REGARDING CON'fINUATION OF THB LI'JAA PROGRAM AND PRoPoSlm 
FISCAL Y1MU 1077 LEAA AI'PROPlUATIONS 

Whereas, the Detroit-Wayne Oounty Oriminal Justice System Ooordinating 
Oouncil at its meeting on February 26, 1976 considered legislation regarding 
LEAA pending before Oongress and 

Whereas, the Ooordinating Oouncil was established to carryout the local 
planning, establish priorities for funding and administer the Law Enforcement 
Assistnnce Administration Program for Detroit and Wayne Oounty. '1'he following 
eA-pressesthe Oouncil concerns: 

(1) The Ooordinating Oouncil supports changes in the LEAA Progr!tJ~ to 
provide for Oity~County high crime area planning with the roles of the State 
Agency and local Ooordinating Oouncil clearly defined. The process of local 
planning must be strengthened and priority-setting must be improved in order 
to adequately allocate funds to high crime areas. 

'1'he Ooordinating Oouncil planning should be a joint effort of local Units of 
Government-Oities and Townships with Oounties-with State Government. 
Such improvements in this process should reduce the /Ired tape" and bureaucratic 
practices that steal valuable time from the primary mission mandated by Oongress 
of crime control and improving the Oriminal Justice System. 

(2) The Ooordinating Oouncillike the State Agency is greatly concerned about 
the ability to re-program or re-cycle unused LEAA funds between fiscal years so 
th!tt the funds may be utilized in the way Oongress intended. Since 25% of the 
funds awarded each year within the State of Michigan have to be re-progrnmmed, 
it is essential that the Stltte Agencies have the ability to carry out this activity 
which we believe is within the intent of Oongress when it created a Block Grant 
Funding' Program for States, We nre opposed to legislation or admin.istrative 
guidelines which would re\'ert funds back to LEAA which were originally awarded 
from the 85% dedicated to Locnl Units of Government through the States. 
Since this issue is ofparnmount inwortance to Detroit and Wayne Oounty as 
well as the State of Michigan, we recommend that Oongressdirect LEAA to 
l'escirtd He administrative guidelines which are in conflict to the Oongressiont11 
intent. . 
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(3) The Coordinating Council is opposed to any amendments to the LEAA Act 
which earmarks funds for exact purposes like Juvenile, Corrections, Courts or 
Professional Development. This practice is counter-productive to the process of 
comprehensive planning and local priority setting. Effective planning cannot be 
conducted when there is no flexibility for the local Unit of Government to deter
mine their needs and priorities. Earmarking in effect establishes the priorities. 
We would further note that in our reeord of aecomplishments since 1968 the 
Coordinating Council has allocated funds in excess of any suggested earmarking 
(e.~ Juvenile, 21.6%; Corrections, 20.9%; an.d proposed '77 Court allocation of 
31 0)' Other restrictions like on personnel costs, we also oppose. 

4) The Council is disappointed in the proposed 1977 LEAA Budget with a 
12.6% reduction from '76 funding levels. This reduction combined with the 
FY '76 reduction would reduce the amount of funds available to the Coordinating 
Council by 21 % over the last two years. The reduction to the Detroit and Wayne 
County is increased further by the earmarking of $50 million for special High 
Crime Area Discretionary Grant Program under the direction of LEAA. This 
amount of funds would normally be automatically divided between the States by 
population and is further passed through to the Coordinating Council by popula
tion and crime rate formula in Michigan. This method of funding provides a 
stable basis upon which the Council can do its planning while the special High 
Crime Area Discretionary Program does not provide a guarantee or assurances 
that local priorities will be funded. The Council, therefore, opposes the $50 
million High Crime Area Discretionary allocation as it is now proposed. 

(5) The Council is concerned with the proposed reduction in the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention funds and the Law Enforcement Education 
Program (LEEP). We support these Programs but not at the expense of the 
amount of Block Grant Action or Planning funds to be allocated for local govern
ments. 

Therefore be it 
Resolved, That the Detroit-Wayne County Criminal Justice System Coordinat

ing Council expresses its concern that at a time when the LEAA Program is 
beginning to bear some benefits, this is not the time to reduce LEAA but to con
tinue LEAA for an additional three years. 

Resolved, That this Resolution be conveyed to the Congress, to LEAA, to the 
Governor of Michigan and to all those engaged in the administration of the LEA A 
Program. 

TESTIMONY OF JARRETE SIMMONS, CHAIRMAN, WAYNE COUNTY, 
MICH., :BOARD OF COMMISSIONS 

Mr. DANIELSON. Just qllickly, to epitomize, the two points are more 
money and less res trictiOIlf-1 , right? 

1!fs. SIl\Il\lONS. No, we'd like to recycle unmmel LEAA funds. 
Mr. DANIEr~soN. In other words, if we did not spend it last year, let 

us spend it this year. Ri~ht? 
Ms. SIMMONS. Not qmte. 
Mr. DANIELSON. Would you epitomize it quickly? 
Mr. MON'l'GOMERy'. Whu,t it amounts to is that Michigan is the only 

State in the country that followed the mandate of Congress and got 
the money moving. 

As a re~·mlt, we lose each year one-quarter of our money, 01' n,bout 
$1 out of $4, under the approach that LEAA takes, unless we cn,n 
l'cprogmm it. We have all'en,dy spent our 1976 money. We are dry 
right now until the 1977 appropriation. 

Other Stn,tes are still spending 1974 and 1975 money. '1'he trouble 
with Michigan is that we are able to move our money as we complete 
projects, and get final audits done. We get 3 years' eligibility on new 
pl'ojects that we have started. And IJEAA has said we can no longer 
do that. 'rhe result win cost us 25 percent of our money. We believe 
this is in conflict with the congressional intent. 
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Mr. DANIELSON. We will look into it .. You mean you have some 1975 
money left over, but you have spent the 1976 money. Is that the idea? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Yes and we are trying to use up the 1975 
money, before 1976, so we can start new projects. 

Mr. DANIELSON. We have your point and we appreciate it. Thank 
you very much. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Can I ask-how do you spend 1976 and still have 
1975 money? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Well, as you complete a final audit you are 
budgeting for an estimated cost. Once you have a final audit com
pleted, you know what your true costs are, and based on an estimate, 
you now have true figures. You can free up your unused 1975 money 
by moving it up to fund a 1976 project named in the State plan. It 
allows us to use 100 percent of the State block-grant funds in Mich
igan. Our State is concerned. We are the only State in this position, 
and that is why the SPA directors are not presenting this issue. That 
is why we feel alone, and that we should draw it to your attention. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Well, I kind of got the impression you wanted to 
be rewarded for spending your money faster than 100 percent, and 
I did not figure out how that worked out. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Well, LEAA would have us return it to them 
for their priorities, and we are trying to say our priorities should 
be funded with our money. We do not want to spend our money 
helter-skelter. We would like to do it in a systematic way. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. It is February, and you say you have spent all 
your 1976 money a~ of now? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Yes, that is the point. We are waiting for 1977 
money to start new projects. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Thank you very much. And we will give it the 
fullest consideration. 

1\1[s. Simmons, continue. 
Ms. SIMMONS. rrhank you, Mr. Chairman. 
My name is J arrete Simmons. I am a commissioner from Wayne 

County, Mich. 
And to elaborate on a point that Mr. Allen made, NACo a~rees 

high-crime areas deserve special attention. However, tho best deCIsion 
on how to reduce the crime rate is made at the local level. 

We oppose providing a special category of funds for high-crime 
arC!1s. We recommend that these areas be funded according to an 
equitable formula set by each State for the entire State. 

Since defining a high-crime rate is a difficult task, and since crime 
displacement to the suburbs is a fact in many metropolitan areas, we 
cannot recommend a special category in the act for hie;h crime rate 
areas, which have been defined in the past as cities. TIns ignores the 
county/city responsibility for the criminal-justice system. 

A special high-crime rate category would complicate an already 
confusing program with new sets of guidelines, assumptions of cost 
requirements, and so forth. All funds to localities should be included 
in the part C category and distributed by a formula with simplified, 
clearly stated guidelines. 

Michigan has that, Ohio has that, and California already has that. 
Michigan's guidelines are based on population and crime. 
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We think the iden, of dispatching funds to State alldlocal govern
ments for systematic improvement of the criminal justice system is 
essentially sound, The most efficient dispatching of these fundsi5 the 
hlock grant. But critics of the LEAA program think improvements 
can be achieved by narrowing block gmnts into categorical grants and 
shackling grant recipients to the cri6cs' pet notions of crime control 
und social theory . We think othcnvise. 

The block-grant system itself cun be made more efficient by glviIl~ 
an uncat('gorized package of money to regional planning unIts OJ: 
coordinating councils. Municipalities and connties meet in regional 
planning units and coordinating councils to plan for the criminal
justice system. 

With the small but vital LEAA contribution to local criminn,l-justice 
outlays, we Can tryout r.nd evaluate new approaches to Ollr long
standing goals: Rcduction of crime nnd efficient administration of 
justice. We know some approaches that promise success. We must 
continue to seck approaches that work. The search can go on with 
the help of fin improved IJEAA program. 

The Detroit-Wayne OOlmty Oriminal JUf',tice Ooordinating Council, 
of which I am a member, has received $50 million from LEAA and 
funded 400 projects in its 5-year history. The coordinating council hus 
11 majority-59 percent-of generally elected officials. It is cochuired 
by the maYOl' of the city of Detroit and the chairman of the county 
board of commissioners. 

I might point out also tlul,t of the cool'dinHting council, 21 percent 
are female and 48 percent are minorities (including black elected 
officials) . 

'rho. coordinating council reccives one-third of Michigan'S LEAA 
funds. It has allocated more than 20 percent of its funds for juvenile 
programs this year and allocated 31 percent of its funds for court 
llnprovements. 

We arc greatly concel'l1cd with strengthening the role of large mbHll 
counties and municipalities within the State. While our l'eln.tionship 
with the State plttnning agency is good, we feol we should htwe mOl'e 
discretion in determining priorities for W uyne County and Detroit. 
i,lif C have the rCHpollsibiJity, and we should have th0 power to make 
decisions. 

The low funding level fol' the juvenile-justice part of the LEAA 
program is ridiculous. lvIichigan's allocation of $1.2 million haH been 
reduced to $520,000 for fiscal year 1976. Compare that amazingly low 
figure to the $1..8 million the coordinating council spent on juvenile 
progl'ams out ~f our grant allocation. We strongly urge the Congt'ess 
to supply us WIth the funds to cany out the purpose of the act. 

I would like to summarize NACo's position concisely fol' the record, 
then n,n three of 118 would bo happy to answer questions the 8ub
committee may have. 

In snmmary, NACo urges Congress to: 
. One, l'eallthol'ize the LEAA program for 5 years, with suggested 
111lpl'OVemen ts. 

'rwo, require States to provide block-gront allocations of plullning 
Ilnd !tction money to sub-State l'egiOllal pbnn.ing units. 

Three, give 1.Irban counties, together with their municipalities, the 
option to receive a formula. allocation from the Sta.te, enabling them 
to plan, allocate funds, and implement programs for all of the local 
ltgencies constituting their criminaHustice system. 
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from 40 to 50 percent. 

Five, require n. majority of local elected officials on State and 
regional planning boards. A majority of the local elected officioJs on 
supervisory boards of State planning agencies should be legislative 
and executive officials. A majority of all members on regional boards 
shou1.d be locally elected legislative and executive officials. 

Six, reduce or repeal categorical sections of the act, such as pn.rt 
liE" for corrections, and allocate these moneys to part tiC" block grants. 
We also ask Congress to increase the block-grant portion of part tiC" 
from 85 to 90 percent, and reduce the discretionary portion from 15 
to 10 percent. 

:Mr. Chairmn.n, on behalf of the National Association of Counties 
and my fellow panelists, I n.ppreciate the opportunity to testify before 
your subcommittee on this important subject. Counties want to 
improve the criminal-justice system to make it more efficient and fail' 
for aL our citizens. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Thank you, lVIs. Simmons. 
I n.m going to inquire generally of this panel. Attached to your 

statement is a resolution relative to county expenditures, constituting 
24 percent of criminal-justice expenditure together with a resolution 
adopted by the National Criminal Justice and Public Safety Steering 
on May 2, 1975. St. Louis, Mo., together with n. proposed amendment 
to the Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1973 from the National Crime 
and Public Safety Steering Committee meeting, May 2, 1975, in St. 
Louis, Mo. 

Is it the wish of the three representatives of counties that the 
documents I just named be included in the record in support of your 
statements? 

Ms. SIMi\IONS. Yes. 
Mr. ALLEN. Yes. 
Mr. DANIELSON. If it is, and if there is no objection, they will so 

be included. 
[The materinl referred to precedes the testimony.] 
IVIr. DANIELSON. I yield to my distinguished colleague, Mr. McClory 

of Illinois, and I am going to state that I will be very quiet. We will 
adjourn if and when the second bell rings, when the quorum is over. 

lVIr. MCCLORY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have been impressed 
by the testimony of aU of the witnesses here, and there seems to be 
SOl't of an emphasis on the regionolization of programs, and what I 
am concerned about is the development of a new layer of government 
,vhich would intervene between the State planninO' p,gency and the 
county, or the local unit of government, which woufcl be this regional 
agency and I would like to hear a little bit about that. 

I have obser,ved some very beneficial plans and we had the reversed 
one here just recently, now is Illinois. We haclP, criminal identification 
and detection agency which WI1S developed before LEAA even Ol1me 
into existence, and wi~h the ml1ndate of regionalizt\.tion, why they 
want to replace this old effective agency that has been serving 20 or 
30 municipalities effectively with-would one of you like to comment 
on that? How heavy I1re you on this emphasis on regionoJiza,tion? 

Mr. ELFSTROM. I will'answer that,Mr. McClory. 
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Basically, we think the county and the cities within the county, if 
they are big enough to be effective planning units, should be a region 
by themselves. In other words, we feel that Lee County, Kane County, 
Page Oounty should be regional planning units by themselves. 

N owwerecognize when we consider-in ourState--southernIllinois
counties with populations of 5,000 people, next to counties with 7,000 
and 12,000 that these counties should combine in order to be large 
enough to carry out effective criminal-justice planning. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Now, we in Kane County got the advantage of 
some of the lapsed funds and I think these were the same funds that 
the other gentleman was talking about, in that we, because of the 
funds being available and our needing them, we were able to get them 
and complete this correctional center. 

:Mr. ELFSTROM. Correct, but we received oms from LEAA. 
Michigan works a little bit differently. The State allocates to counties 
or regional planning units (and I might point out that Wayne County 
is a regional un.i.t by itself as we suggest for many other large mban 
counties) "X" amount of money. The 10cn1 governments of Wayne 
County, for example, can have a say in how that money is distributed. 
In other words, the State has said, we get so much money, and so 
much of it will be IlUocate(l to Wayne County and so much to Ingham 
County, and so forth. 

This really makes the system work. We hope you write this into 
legislation for aU States. Illinois does not practice it. 

Mr. MCCLORY. The discretionary funds, it seems to me, are 
utilized-I do not have any statistics but I have seemed to, I believe 
that the discretion!1ry funds are frequently allocated to the larger 
areas, the more populous areas, and why would you want to reduce 
the discretionary funds from 15 to 10 percent when it would enable 
these special arens, where we have the greatest need to get the advan
tage of the discretionary funds. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I think one of the concerns about the 
discretionary funci as it exists now is that there is no provision for 
uniform distribution, even to major communities in the high-crime 
areas. It has not been something all of us have been able to utilize to 
optimum effect. I believe the concern is that local governments and 
that local planning units representing local officials begin to have 
greater say in setting priorities, not a blank check. 

The issue is not really dollars. The issue is being able to address 
those matters, those high-priority matters that are problems perhaps in 
Louisville and Jefferson County that may not be in Detroit, Wayne 
County. By reducing the size of the discretionary pool, you would 
increase the size of the block grant. With the kind of formula allocation 
provision that we are talking about, local governments could then 
significantly affect their particular local crime ])roblems. 

Mr. ELFSTItOM. The problem with the lack of pass-through in some 
definitive amount of money in State government is that the State 
planning agency is then making aU the decisions about which projects 
are going to be funded, hopefully in line with some plan, but what it 
does is make a mockery out of the local planning agency. Local 
planning agencies, trying to establish which priorities and which plans 
are best for their particular area, now pass all grant applications on to 
the State, hoping that some will be funded. This means that locally, 
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we are not taking on any of the difficult decisions because we do not 
know hbwbig that pot of money is, and instead of turning somebody 
down hecause his plan is not as good as another, we pass all plans up 
to the State because we don't know what is going to be funded. And 
that is why we recommend a definite amount of money for each 
planning area. , 

Mr. MCOLORY. I am constantly being importuned, though, by 
local officials who soy, well, our State allocation is not sufficient, or 
our State priority, the way the State planning agency is approving 
these projects, there are no funds for this juvenile home or this halfway 
house, or whatever it happens to be, will you not go to the director or 
administrator of LEAA and see if you cannot get a direct funding of 
this application? 

And it seems to me what you are doing if you cut off that source of 
funds, you deny the opportunity to serve local officials with regard to 
special needs that an arel1 might have. 

Ms. SIMMONS. I think Detroit-Wayne Oounty is unique in. that 
situation, where we have all of these people on our coordinating council, 
and we work in conjunction with each other, and if these guidelines 
are followed as they now are, we are losing money. We have lost about 
$7 million, in planning funds, have we not? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Well, I think it really comes down to the initial 
question of who is setting the priorities. If you mean from the preamble 
of the bill that local priorities should be addressed, you have to give 
us the wherewithal. 

For example, the LEAA discretionary guide for this year says 14 
cities of America will have a major truck-terminal type of project 
with discretionary money. That was not our priority. Now, that is 
what the money is for, and not what we need it for. 

Mr. MCOLORY. Yes, but the priorities we are setting are in relation 
to a fixed formula, and you are getting a fixed formula of funds, de
pending upon population and what the total appropriation is, and not 
on the basis of what the crime need priority is. 

Mr. DANIELSON. The gentleman's time has expired. 
The gentleman from Ohio, MI'. Ashbrook, is recognized. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Ohairml1n, thanks. 
I would like to ask the three panelists if any of you are receiving at 

the present time your salary based on LEAA money 01' any portion 
thereof. 

Mr. ALLEN. I am receiving a portion. My salary is primarily local 
money but our particular planning unit is funcled 75 percent LEAA 
and 25 percent local. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. So you would be here representing 75 percent of 
your salary--

Mr. ALLEN. No, sir. My office, my salary is primarily local. 
Mr. ASHBROOK [continuing]. Asking for continuation of this 

legislation. 
I guess I have to admit I am a little skeptical of all bureaucro,cies 

we luwe spawned as a PI1l·t of this, the State planning agencies and the 
regional agencies. Oould you give me, Mr. Allen, any specifics of how 
you have reduced crime in the Louisville area? 

Mr. ALLEN. I think that is a very good question. It is a difficult 
question to respond to. 
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We have tried to establish priorities which will address crime 
reduction. We have put a substantial amount of money into the area 
of crime prevention and target hardening and preparing citizens to help 
them protect themselves. A national crime-prevention institute--

Mr. /ASHBROOK. This has been done for years without the
and would probably be done anyway. 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, it was not being done in terms of educating police 
officers and the establishment of police crime prevention units. We 
pu t a good deal of money into school and community-based programs. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I was just digging out, some old papers in my area 
and the police were using electric drills and things to mark television 
devices, and all these things were being done 10, 15 years ago before 
LEAA ever came arouncl. I was looking at some the other day, it 
soundecllike it was a brandnew idea, there. 

But to get back to specifics, what specifically has been clone in the 
Louisville area to reduce crime, that would not have been done had 
we not had the State planning administration in the Louisville regional 
criminal justice administration. 

?vIr. ALLEN. I think basically the answer to that is that nationally 
we have not clone a very good job of reducing crime, and I think that 
basically the program has been--

Me. ASHBROOK. I am talking about-I am talking about through the 
program. 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, I think we have done an excellent job of improving 
the local criminal justice system, and I think things like the establish
ment of public defender programs, court administration, alternatives to 
traditional--

1'1111'. ASHBROOK. Public defender is defending criminals; well, I am 
talking about stopping crune. 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, what I am saying is that system improvement is 
what LEAA to this point has accomplished. And I do not lmow that we 
can sit here and tell you that we are going to be able to reduce crime. I 
think our response, though, is that local and State governments need 
not view the progl'il.m as manna or as funds for doing things that 
perhaps we could not otherwise do, but rather as something that will 
have tm effect on the system. 

We can develop a planning process that willlltilize local resources, 
get local government involved in thinking in long-range terms. Let me 
give you a Louisville example. We developed a plan every year that 
establishes priorities Ul the Louisville-Jefferson Oounty area. 'lhose 
prioritie8 m!1y or may not be addressed with funds provided through 
the LEAA program. Local officia.ls are many times put in the situation 
of applying for funds because they are available to do thUlgS they 
mayor may not W!1nt to do. I think our IOCltl governments have clone a 
good job of not doing things just beca.use money is a.vailable. But I 
think thot if local decisionmaking, if local priorities can be set, and if 
money ca.n be made avaihtble to help us do what we woulcllike to do, 
but perhaps cannot beca.use of budgetary limitations, then we are 
going to see actuall'eductions in crime. Suppose burglary is a problem 
in ;Jefferson Oounty. We need a. program that both educates citizens 
and that puts police on the street in concentmtecl activity, using new 
teclmiques. , 

C, ,: . 
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Mr. ASHBROOK. Well, let me say-and I will just say it to you, but I 
find your observation a rather long way around saying you are not 
doing hardly anything to reduce crime-we have had LEAA for 7 
years, and now you are saying we need to fight burglary. Well, what 
have we been doing for 7 years? 

I guess I have to say, just as one member, I think too much money 
goes into too many planning commissions, too many areas of adminis
tration, rather than the police force or something more specific because, 
again, the records show you have not answered my question with 
anything specific that has been done. 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, I think my answer is that nationally we have 
not reduced crime, but I think we have improved the system of 
criminal justice. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I just said something specific, what you have 
done to combat crime in the Louisville area. 

:Mr. ALLEN. Well, we have had metro narcotics strike forces-
Mr. ASHBROOK. Funded by LEAA? 
Mr. DANIELSON. We have a quorum call. Oounsel, you had a 

question. 
Gentlemen, you are free to go if you wish, but--
Ms. FREED. Mr. Allen, I am going to want to direct two brief 

questions to you. One was that you said direct funding of the RPU's 
Will eliminate long funding delays. And I am not quite sure what 
delays you referred to. Mr. Rodino was sitting here earlier and 
mentioned that he thought he had eliminated that problem with the 
1973 amendment to the act. Do you want to suggest why present 
legislation does not require the SPA's to respond to your 90-day 
limit and what problem that is. 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, I think there is more to the funding question 
than the 90-day turnaround. The process is that first local govern
ments develop a plan, a mechanism for addressing crime in whatever 
the county or group of counties. That plan is submitted to the State 
planning agencies which, according to the Kennedy amendment as 
approved in 1973, approve or disapprove them in whole or in part. 
Then there are layers on top of that. The thing goes to the LEAA 
regional office and the LEAA national office. There have been schedules 
in some parts of the country in which the whole planning process 
from the beginning-and we go through pu bIic hearings in Jefferson 
County--

Mr. DANIELSON. The meeting is adjourned. Thank you. 
[Whereupon, at 12 :27 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject 

to the call of the Ohair.] 



LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADIUINISTRATION 

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 3, 1976 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Wa8hington, D.O. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:15 a.m., 
in room 2237, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John Conyers, Jr. 
[chairman of the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Repr~sentatives Conyers, :Mann, and Ashbrook. 
Also present: Maurice A. Barboza, counsel; Leslie Freed, assistant 

counsel; and Constantine J. Gekas, associate counsel. 
Mr. CONYERS. The subcommittee will come to order. The first 

witness is the Chairman of the Advisory Commission on Intergovern
mental Relations, Mr. Robert E. Merriam. The Advisory Commission 
is a permanent national bipartisan body established by Congress since 
1959 to monitor operations of the Federal Government and recommend 
improvements. There are 26 Commission members, 9 from the 
Government, 14 from State and local government, and 3 representa
tives of the general public. 

Chairman Merriam has been involved in Federal problems at both 
the local and national level. He's a former councilman from Chicago, 
formerly an Assistant Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and is 
the executive vice president of the Urban Investment and Develop
ment Corp. of Chicago. 

I welcome you, Chairman Merriam. We anticipate learning a great 
deal from you about the subject that brings us here today. We will 
incorporate your prepared testimony, for which we are grateful, into 
the record at this point and that will allow you to proceed in your 
own right. 

[The prepared statement of Robert E. Merriam follows:] 

STATEMENT OF RODERT E. MERRIAM, CHAIRMAN, ADVISORY COMMISSION ON 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

Mr. Chairman, and Members of the Subcommittee, I am Robert Merriam, 
Chairman of the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. The 
ACIR is a permanent national bipartisan body established by Congress in 1909 to 
monitor the operation of the American federal system and recommend improve
ments. Of the 2.6 CommisSion members, nine represent the Federal government, 1.4 
represent the State and local governments, and three represent the general 
public. A current membership roster is attached to my Statement. 

The. Commission very much appreciates the opportunity to appear before you 
today to present our reading of the Safe Streets record and recommendations for 
amending the Act and improving its implementation. ACIR has a long-standing 
interest in the Federal government's first major block grant program. In 1970, we 
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issued a report on "Making the Safe Streets Act Work" which contained an 
assessment of the early experience under the planning and action grant provisions 
of the Act. We concluded then that although there had been some gaps in the 
States' response to the needs of high crime areas, the block grant was "a significant 
device for achieving greater cooperation and coordination of crimin:11 justice 
efforts between the States and their political subdivisions." The Commission 
recommended that the Congress ret:1in the block grant approach and the States 
make further improvements in their operations under the Act. 

Five years later, ACIR staff began taking a second look at the Safe Streets Act 
as part of a comprehensive study of "The Intergovernmental Grant System: 
Policies, Processes, and Alternatives." Our interest here is two-fold. First, Safe 
Streets provides an opportunity to eX:1mine the operation of the block grant instru
ment over a period of some years. This provides the basis for some firmer judg
ments about the program's strengths and weaknesses and for developing strategies 
for change. Second, the experience of Federal, State, substate regional, and local 
agencies in planning and programming under the Safe Streets Act can provide 
important lessons for policy-makers to use when considering new block grant 
proposals-such as those made by President Ford in his State of the Union 
message-or those existing programs in the health, community development, 
manpower, and social services areas that embody this approach. 

From March through November of last year, ACIR staff gathered data on the 
operation of the Safe Streets program. We were assisted finanCially in this under
taking by both the Law Enforcement Assistance Administrn,tion and. the Depart
ment of Health, Education and Welfare. In addition to LEAA, we worked with the 
National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators, National 
League of Cities, National A~sociation of Counties, and other" in developing a 
research methodology, designing questionnaires, and collecting information. Still 
all disoretion over policy determination, research design, and publication format 
was retained by ACIR as is the case on all Commission research projects whether 
or not they receive outside funding. 

The impact of the Safe Streets Act is difficult to assess. Available data on 
intergovernmental planning, administrative, and financial transactions are 
sometimes incomplete, inaccurate, or irrelevant. To help fill these gaps, our 
staff has employed a variety of methods to obtain a reliable information base. 
We have made extensive use of LEANs Grant Management Information System 
and the States' Planning Grant Applications. We have conducted national 
questionnaire surveys of all State Planning Agencies, Regional Planning Units, 
and cities and counties over 10,000 population. And we have taken a first-hand 
look at the opern,tion of the program in ten States. Each source has its own limi
tations, stemming from the difficulty in obtaining complete and useful data 
input. Despite these and other problems normally associated with survey research, 
our effort has produced a substantiul amount of factual and attitudinal informa
tion regarding experience under the program which provide a basis for assessment. 

At its November 16, 1975 meeting the Commission approved the staff report 
on Safe Streetfl e}'.'perience and actopted ten recommendations for Federal and 
State action. For our purposes todc<y, I would like to briefly review some basic 
considerations that need to be kept in mind in evaluating the effects of the Act, 
the principal findings and conclusions resulting from our research effort, and three 
major areas of change called fol' by ACIR. 

r,EGISLATING AGAINST CRIl>1E: SOME BASIC CONSIDERATIONS 

Mr. Chairman, T.itle I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
WaS a bold experiment in inj;ergovernmental relations. Like many of the initiatives 
taken on the domestic front during the 1960's, the Acb embodied an ambitious 
attempt to tackle a deep-rooted problem of our society. 

The launching of a major comprehensive Federal aid program in response to 
mounting public concern about crime and civil disorders genera.tcd high expecta
tions regarding accomplishments. The use of a new instrument to dispense such 
assistance, the block grunt, raised hopes that many of the administrative and 
policy problems associated with categoricttl grants could be avoided. In this 
atmosphere, certain fundamental features of intergovernmental relationships 
and the State-local criminal justice system were de-emphasized or overlooked 
at the time of passage and during the early implementation period. 

First, the Act underscored the belief that money could make a difference in the 
fight against crime, largely by improving the capacity of law enforcement and 
criminal justice agencies to apprehend and process offenders. At the same time, 
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it was ,recognized by some observers that the most significant infiu('nces on criminal 
behavior could not be significantly affected by the criminal justice systeIIl. These 
include the family structure, income, educational process, place of residence, 
and sooietal attitudes. 

Second, the Act was a major element of the "War un Crime" declared by the 
Johnson Administration and the "law and order" campaign of the Nixon Adminis
tration. Politicization of the crime issue by both the executive and legislative 
branches contributed to an ambitious and somewhat ambiguous Federal role. 
While the Act declared crime control to be a State and local respo;nsibility, 
nation::J attention was focused on the Safe Streets Act and the Law Enforcement 
Asshltance Administration as spearheading this effort. Yet, the appropriations 
level remained at less than five percent of State and local direct expenditures 
for crimina! justice purposes. 

Third, the Act stated that. a major purpose of Federal financial a"gi~tance was to 
reduce crime by strengthening and upgrading the capacity of law enforc('mcnt and 
criminal justice agencies at the State and local levels. But, it all'O ,'pecilkd the use 
of funds for research, development, training, and other purposC's not directly 
related to the day-to-day operations of these agencies. 

Fourth, the Act. called upon representatives of State and local governments, 
police departments, judges, prosecutors, corrections and juvenile delinquency 
officials,' and the general public to work together in comprehem1ive planning, 
resource allocation, program coordination, and other aspects of Safe Streets imple
mentation. Yet. the. fragmented nature of the criminal justice system had been 
well ingrained )1nd, in many places, conflict between the State government and 
larger cities and counties had been long-standing. Moreover, prior to 1968 there 
had been little comprehensive plmming in the criminal justice area and few pro
fessionals .were skilled in this art. 

Fifth, the Act relied upon the States to assl,lme major responsibilities under the 
block grant arrangement as planners, coordinators, innovators, decision-makers, 
and administrators. On the other hand, spokesmen for the Johnson Administra
tion and many Members of Congress at the time were skeptical about the States' 
willingness and capacity to etl'ectively perform these roles. This is the concern 
that has been voiced repeatedly throughout the history of the program. 

Finally, the Act attempted to strike a delicate balance between the achievement 
af national crime reduction and criminal justice system improvement objectives 
with the enhancement of recipient discretion and flexibility. Yet, Congress ini
tially attached several statutory "strings" to the use of fundl", including variable 
matching, Federal plan approval, and a personnel compensation ceiling. This prac
tice has grown increasingly popular over the years. Furthermore, Congress 
reserved 15 pC'rcent of the annual apnropriations for "action" purposes for a 
discretionary fund to be used by LEAA's Administrator much like a categorical 
grant. 

In light of the foregoing. it is not surprising that sharply contrasting views 
exist -with respect to the basic purpose of the I:lufe I:ltreets Act, the nature of the 
block grant instrument, the States' planning and administrative experience, the 
appropriate LEAA role vis-a-vis SPAs, and the statutory changes necessary to 
better nlign expectations with reality. 

TIlE S,~FE STRBI,;Tf: Rl';CORD IN nmBF 

ACIR's research concerning the Safe Streets block grant led to the conclusion 
that after seven years, the program appears to be neither as bad aR its critics con
tend, nor as good as its supporters stat,'. While a mixed record has been registered 
ana State-to-State basis, the overall results are fairly positive. This is not to say, 
however, that changes are unnecessary. In brief, t.he ledger reads us foJlows: 

On the positive side: 
(1) Elected chief cxecutive and legislative officials, criminal justi:;:e profes

sionals, and the general public have gained gr('ater apprecitttion of the complcxity 
of the crime problem and of the needs of the different components of the criminal 
justice system. 

(2) A process has been established for coordination of efforts to reduce crime 
and improve the administration of justice. 

(3) Safe Streets funds have supported mnny law enforcem('nt and criminal 
justico activities that recipients otherwise would have been unable or 1 willing 
to undertake. 

(4) A generally balanced pattern hus evolved in the distribution of Safe Streets 
funds to jurisdictions luwing serious crime problems as well as alllong the func
tional components of the criminal justice system. 

OO-1l87-70-pt. 1--18 
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(5) State and local governments have assumed the costs of a substantial number 
of Safe Streets-initiated activities. 

(6) Many elected chief executives and legislators as weU as criminal justice 
officials believe that the Federal Government's role in providing financial assistance 
through the block gml1t is appropriate and necessary, and that the availability of 
Safe Streets doUars, to some degree, has helped curb crime. 

On the negative side: 
(1) Despite growing recognition that crime needs to be dealt with by a function

ally and jurisdictionally integrated criminal justice system, the Safe Streets 
program has been unable to develop strong ties among its component parts. 

(2) Only a handful of SPAs ha ve developed close working relationships with the 
governor and legislature in Safe Streets planning, policy formulation, budget
making, and progmm implementation, or have become an integral part of the 
state-local criminal justice system. 

(3) SPAs have devoted the vast majority of their efforts to distributing Safe 
Streets funds and complying with LEAA procedural requirements. 

(4) LEAA has not established meaningful standards or criteria against which to 
determine and enforce state plan comprehensiveness and SPA effectiveness. 

(5) Excessive turnover in the top management level of LEAA and the SPAs has 
resulted in policy inconsistencies, professional staff instability, and confusion as to 
program goals. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the block grant approach of the Safe Streets Act 
has helped reduce crime and improve the administration of justice in three main 
ways: stimulation of new activity, much of which was subsequently continued at 
local government e"-pensej coordination of the functional components of the 
criminal justice system; and support for upgmding the opemtions of law enforce
ment and criminal justice agencies. Much has been accomplished after seven 
years. Yet, in the Commission's judgment, much more can be done to strike a 
better balance between achieving national crime reduction objectives and maximiz
ing the flexibility and discretion of state and local governments. 
Future directions 

With this in mind, ACIR has adopted several recommendations which it would 
like to call to the Subcommittee's attention. In the interest of time, I would like to 
focus on those which would: a) reverse the trend of categorizing tho block grant 
and b) increase the authority and capability of LEAA and the States to implement 
the Act. The full text of the Commission's recommendations is appended to my 
Statement. 

REVJmSING THE CATEGORIZATION TREND 

The basic thrust of the Commission's decategorization recommendations is to 
give State and local governments maximum flexibility, within the block grant 
framework, in determining the appropriate mix of the stimulative, supportive, 
and system building purposes of Safe Streets assistance. We would do so by urging 
Congress to remove the Part E corrections and certain juvenile justice require
ments from the Safe Streets Act and shift the funds appropriated under these 
provisions to Part C action block grants. In addition, we would request that 
Congress refrain from further efforts to earmark funds or to establish separate 
program categories for particular functional or jurisdictional interests. 
Decategorization 

In the Commission's judgment, experience has proven that the block grant 
approach is the most feasible way to develop an effective intergovernmental 
criminal justice system. Functional categorization and the earmarking of funds 
undermine the block grant principle. They raise questions concerning the degree 
to which Congress is willing to give recipients actual flexibility in arriving at an 
appropriate functiol1!tl and jurisdictional funding balance and in adapting Federal 
nid to their own needs. And they generate needless duplication of effort and 
increase administrative cost. Indeed, they strengthen the very functional fragmen
tation that Congress ostensibly is attempting to curb through the block grant 
mechanism. By reversing the categorization trend, the Act can be a more effective 
catalyst for police, prosecutorial, court, and correctional activities within 
individual jurisdiotions as well as between cities, counties, and their State 
government. 

1'he Commisqion f!\vors repeal of Part E and of certain juvenile justice provisions 
of the Safe Streets Act. Changes in funding levels within states to reflect changed 
needs and priorities have occurred without categorization of funds. Although it 
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can be argued that the existing categories have had few major adverse effects on 
State planning and administration, this is not to say that individual States have 
not or will not experience difficulty in the future. In some States a balanced 
funding pattern probably would have occurred in the absence of earmarked funds 
as corrections and other law enforcement interest groups became better organized, 
gained greater representation on SPA supervisory boards, and became more 
skilled in developing and defending project proposals. In the Commission's view, 
thorefore, these statutory restrictions on States should be removed. 

The juvenile justice appropriations levels under the 1974 Act have been rela
tivp,ly low to date and the planning, organizational, and maintenance of effort 
requirements have not been burdensome in most cases. The Commission does not 
strongly object to provisions of Title II of the Act establishing national and 
Stute advisory committees. on juvenile justice matters, creating new units within 
LEAA, and encouraging greater representation of juvenile justice interests on 
supervisory boards. However, the Commission finds the requirement that SPA 
prepare and submit an additional functional plan, which mayor may not be 
incorporated into the State comprehensive criminal justice plan, to be duplicative, 
time consuming, and costly. The maintenance of effort provisions also are un
desirable, and probably unnecessary. If, as the Commission believes, the problems 
sf juvenile justice and delinquency prevention are so great and the necessary 
remedial action encompasses both criminal justice and social service agencies, 
then Congress should consider raising the authorization and appropriations levels 
for Title II of the 1974 legislation proportionate to the needs that exist. 

The Commission is fully aware of the reasons both functional areas received 
special attention in the Safe Streets Act. Moreover, it is sensitive to the need to 
invest substantially more resources in the rehabilitation of adult and juvenile 
offenders. Yet, these objectives can be accomplished within the framework of 
the block grant. The States' record in distributing Federal funds, as well as 
utilizing their own resources, has been steadily improving as SPA planning, 
managerial and decision-making capacities have increased over the years and as 
representation on supervisory boards htts become more balanced. While there 
have been some gaps, the Commission is confident that SPAs are equipped to 
effectively respond to the needs of these and other functional areas. 
Additional categorization 

The courts as well as major cities and urban counties have been the most 
recent interest groups to come before the Congress seeking statutory recognition. 
With respect to the courts, it is indisputable that unless our system of justice 
can guarantee the swift, sure, and fair disposition of cases, the public will have 
little respect for the law and potential offcnders will not be deterred from criminal 
activity. To better achieve these objectives, more resources should be provided 
to our nation's court systems. The Commission agrees that the unique position 
of the judiciary warrants speciLtl attention in implementation of the Safe Streets 
Act. The integrity, impartiality, and independence of the judicial branch should 
not be compromised, and the separation of powers principle should not be violated. 

The Commission recognizes the view of some court spokesmen that establish
ment of a separate category of assistance for the eourts for planning and action 
purposes would give appropriate recognition to the separation of powers doctrine 
and remove the judiciary from the political pressures and entanglements presently 
associated with the competition for Safe Streets funds. In our judgment, however, 
categorization is not the only way to resolve the complex and sensitive issues 
involved here. 

The Commission considers the present SPA mechanism to be in need of certain 
modifications to increase its responsiveness to the courts. More judicial represen
tation on supervisory boards is in order. Further,!. members of the judiciary should 
be encouraged to participate more actively in ~PA affl1irs. In part, the funding 
pattern for courts reflects this inadequnte representation and reluctnnt involve
ment, and efforts to ovel'come these tendencies should result in greater financial 
support for court activities. A 1975 report hy the Special Study Team on LEAA 
Support of the State Courts found thnt a ll1rger shl1re of I1ction funds was gen
ernUl awarded to court programs in states having judicial participl1tion in the 
SPA s planning process. 

Some viable procedural options are 111so I1vailable to deal with the sepl1ration 
of powers issue. Basically, court planning should be vested in the judicil1ry. The 
Commission supports the cre!Ltion of !L body composed of State and 10cl1l judges, 
court ndministrntors, and others to formulate plans for court needsl obtain ·loc!tl 
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input, pl'iOl'Hize proposals, and make recommcndations for consideration by thO' 
SPA. Such a court planning body could be created by the legislature, the gov
ernor, or the SPA. While the SPA would scrutinize the court plan and the recom
mendations for implementation contained therein, thc presumption is that the
plan would bc approved and funded in most cases. While the Commission does. 
not feel that a specific target funding level is appropriate, the SPAs could consider 
us a minimum funding level the relationship between the proportion of Safe 
Streets funds aUotted for judicial branch activities and that of State-local direct 
criminal justice outlays for this purpose. 

This basic arrangement ha!'l been used stlccessfully by California seems to be a 
desirable way to ensure the independence of the judiciary without undermining: 
the comprehensive criminal justice Rlanning efforts of the SPA. 

Since the inception of the Safe Streets program there has been heated debate 
over whether SPAs are allocating a proportionate share of action funds to major 
cities and urban counties having the highest crime rates. While Congress hu& 
stll.ted that no State plan is to be approved by LEAA unless it provides for the 
allocation of adequate assistance to areas having both "high crime incidence and 
high law enforcement and criminal justice activity," representatives of the na
tion's local governments have argued that both the States' response and LEANs 
enforcement have been uneven. They assert that greater amounts of action monies 
need to be targeted to high crime areas on a continuous bagis. Such concentration 
of the relatively limited Federal resources is the only way to have an impact on 
erime reduction. 

T4e Commission reeognizes the long-standing concern of those who argue that 
a proportionate amount of Safe Streets dollars should go to areas haying the 
most severe crime problems. We are also aware that several large cities individ
ually: receive substantinlly fewer funds than would 11,ppear wnrranted by their 
share of State crime rates or population. Yet, in several States a jurisdictionnlly 
balanced funding pattern hns been achieved. Given the fnct that cri~e ignores 
the bO\\lldaries of loenl government, and that illterlocal nction is often required 
to detect, apprehend, process, and rehnbilitate ot-Tenders,' it is rensohable to view 
th()se actions within the framework of a city-county erimi11[ll justice system; 
Counties, after all, have been assigned significant responsibilities in operating the 
courts and correctional institutions, as well as performing law enforcement func
tions in unincorporated areas and in some incorporated places. Cities, on the 
other ],land, are heavily involved in providing police protection, and to a lesser 
degree, perform certain prosecutol'ial and judiciL~1 nativities. AnalYSis of the flow 
of block grant nssistance over the years in terms of city-county criminal justice 
systems across the country reveuls that larger jurisdictions have received a por
tion of action funds generally in proportion to their :>hare of t:!tnte population und 
slightly below their share of state crime rates. 

In ::;hort, the present statutory provisions calling upon both LEAA and the 
SPAs to give ndequnte attention to the needs of high crime areas [lppear to have 
had a positive efl'ect. Although gaps still remain in some States l efl'ort, amending 
the Act. to .establish a sepamte block grant program fal' mlljor cities and urban 
counties, or combinations thereof, or to statutorily rcquire SPAs to earmark a 
pcrtion of their Part C p,llocation for these jurisdictions appears inappropriate. 
The Commission is confident that with careful L'ElAA review of State compre
hensive p!Ju1s, more effective monitoring and evaluation of action programs, find 
gren.tcrrepresentn.tion of elected local chief executives and legishttol'S on SPA and 
H.PU supervisory boards, the rc~ponsivencss of thc~e States can be improved 
and further categorization of the Act can be avoided. . 

At the. same time, the Commission is concerned ubout the need to give greater 
certainty to local governments that their efforts to identify and prioritize prob
lems and to pl'epnre plans and applications to remedy them will not be in vain. 
Officials of large counties and cities have ('.ontended that at the local level planning 
frequently tltkes pltWf} in p, vacuum, because the amount of funds available for new 
projects is difficult to determine and that too much time must be spent dcveloping 
nnd defending individual appliCILtions. To these observers, the costs associated 
with obtaining SMe Streets funds may outweigh the benefits derived from sllch 
nid. In the Oommission's view, steps should be taken to remove the procedural 
bottlenecks in the program and to reduce administrative costs. 

The "mini block grant" arrangement, such as is practiced in Ohio, can be a 
significant tool for making Safe Streets implementation at the State and local 
levels more effective nud efficient, Under this procedure, Inrgcl' local governments 
designated by the SPA would prepare plnns for their crime l'edue~ion and criminal 
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justice system improvement needs during the next fiscal' year. Population size, 
-crime rates, and the extent to which such local governments bear a substantial 
financial and administrative responsibility on law enforcement and criminal 
justice would be used by the SPAin determining eligibility. Individual units, as 
well as combinations thereof, meeting these criteria would submit their plan to the 
SPA for approval. Hopefully such plans would be comprehensive, containing data, 
.analyses, and projections similar to those called for in State plans, and would not 
be merely IIshopping lists" for projects. Following approval of such a local plan, 
.a "mini block grant" award would be made by the SPA for its implement[1tion. 

Further applications for individual projects contained in the plan would not. be 
required. It would be the responsibility of the recipient to implement the approved 
"package" of projects and to account to the SPA for results. The SPA, of course, 
would continue to perform monitoring, evaluation, auditing, and reporting 
functions. This "packaging" procedure would therefore free SPA supervisory 
l)onrd and staff time to devote to planning and policy matters instead of grant 
management, reduce administrative costs, expedite execution of projects, and give 
local units a greater incentive to plan for both Safe Streets and non-Federal 
criminal justice resources. 

The Commission is aware that a somewhat similar procedure is already con
tained in the Safe Streets Act--the so-called "Kennedy amendment." However, 
the "mini block grant" approach differs from this provision in two major respects: 
(1) the eligibility of local jurisdictions would be determined by the SPA rather 
than confined to the fixed statutory 250,000 population floor, thus enhancing 
State flexibility and making it possible for smaller units having serious crime 
problems to participate in this arrangement; (2) the present Act does not specify 
that once a pltln has been submitted and approved, no further State level review 
nnd aetion on individual applications contained therein would be required, making 
expeditious local implementation uncertain. Largely as a rcsult of these limita
tions, for example, 71 percent of the 49 respondents to a 1975 survey of the 
nation's largest cities conducted by the National League of Cities-U.S. Confer
ence of Mayors indicated that the "Kennedy amendment" had produced no 
~hange in loeal administration of Safe Streets funds. 

In the final analysis, the feasibmty of the Commission's recommendations for 
"decategorizing" the Safe Streeta Act and avoiding future actions which would 
unduly restrict recipient discretion depends heavily upon Federal and State 
etl'orts to ensure that the intent of Congress is being Mhieved. In particular, the 
overflight and leadership roles of LEAA would have to be strengthened, yet kept 
,consistent with the block grant concept. At the same timc, the authority and 
credibility of SPAs would need to be increased. 

GRJ';A'l'ER LEAA OVEnSIGHT 

The authoriiiY of LEAA to oversee SPA operations and to specifically ascertain 
whether the SPAs ndequlltely address the necds of high crime rate areas nnd other 
Congrossional priol'iti0'3 is clear. DeHpite the wide latitude accorded recipients 
under the block grant approach, a review of the various provisions of the Safe 
Streets Act as amended reveals conHiderable clarity as to both the required sub
stance of State plans and action progrnms and the pI:Qcedurcs hy which decisions 
should be' mftde on these matters. LEAA has the authority to determine the degree 
of compliance of the SPAs with these provisions. This includes,the authority, if 
not the obligation, to disapprove entire State comprehensive plans instead of 
their component parts-something thnt LEAA has been unwilling to do in all but 
a handful of cases «ince 1969. . 

Some State and local officials have complained that TJEAA has not developed 
adequate performance standllrds for evaluating the qUAlity of State plans and SPA 
implementation efforts. While LEAA has made an effort through planning guide
lines to ensure that the States incorporate all of the components of a comprehensive 
plan specified in the Act the COPfuission finds from its revicw of the first seven 
years of the program, that LEAA >!leeds to pay greater attention to more sub
stantive matters. Lacking qtmlitlltive standards,. effective 1ll0l,1itol'ing and ovalu(1.
tion of SPA performance i8 dillicult, and the bases for plo.n. apprQvnl tend to be 
,too subjective, . 
. The Commission belicvos thllt theRe standards and criteria primarily s,hould be 
process-.and IIlllno.gement-oriented. They should not address.basic cl;u~ngesin the 
Stl\te·local criminnljustice system 'or its functional components, slIch as thosn 
developed by tho,No.tioIlltlAdvisory Oomrnissionon Orimino.l Justice Stn)ldnrds 
.and Goals. ,," '.) . .; ' .. , 
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The development of national standards should be accompanied by improve
ments inLEAA's capacity to monitor, evaluate, and audit State performance. 
While reliance on special conditions attached to annual plans by Regional Offices 
has been useful on a case-by-case basis, enforcement of State compliance has not 
been consistent. One result of inadequate Federal administrative oversight has 
been the pressures for functional and jurisdictional categorization and earmarking. 

In short, what has been lucking is not a statutory basis for action but rather an 
LEAA commitment to enforce the letter as well as the spirit of the law. 

'I'he Commission is aware of and encouraged by LEANs recent oversight efforts 
especially in the areas of monitoring and evaluation. However, the Commission 
feels that the pace and priority accorded to these activities-in terms of time, 
personnel, and funds-need to be increased. Moreover, a closer reporting relation
ship between LEA A and the Congress needs to be established. In particular, 
organizational responsibility for monitOring, evaluating, and auditing needs to be 
better focuscd. Each year LEAA should provide a detailed report to the Congress 
on the status of State comprehensive planning, State-regional-Iocal implementation 
efforts, and LEAA central and region[l.l office operations. The impact of the 
Safe Streets Act on the reduction and prevention of crime and delinquency and 
on the improvement of the criminal justice system should be assessed. This infor
mation would provide a basis for more effective, and hopefully more frequent, 
Congressional oversight. 

'I'he Commission realizes that the establishment of national stand[l.rds und the' 
upgrading of Federal monitoring, evaluation, and !tllditing functions are difficult, 
time-consuming, !tnd potentiully controversial undertakings for aU concerned. 
We are familiar with the difficulties encountered in the course of LEANs previous 
efforts to estublish SPA performance criteriu. We are also sensitive to the con
straints imposed by the block grant on the Federal administering !tgency. And 
we are aware of the time demunds on Congress. Still, the creation of such national 
standards and the upgrading of both LEAA und Congressional oversight is essential 
to an evaluation of the program effectiveness and to a determination of whether 
legislative intent has been and will be observed. Such a review would be of further 
use in order to adequately respond to the pressures for further categorization. 

INCngASINO SPA CAPACITY 

The scope and quality of the planning effort envisioned under the Safe Streets. 
Act is difficult for many SPAs to attain. The limited authority of most SPAs, 
tight LEAA plan submission deadlines, inadequate Part B funds, and substantial 
staff time devoted to compliance with Federal guidelines and procedural require
ments makes comprehensive planning difficult if not impossible. As a result, Safe
Rtreets planning has been largely directed to the allocation of Federal dollars. 
'rherefore statutory decategorization and improved LEAA oversight are necessary 
if State Planning Agencies are to fulfill the basic intent of the law. 

The Commission feels these problems can be addressed by modifying the re
quirements for preparation of an annual plan to more realistically reflect SPA 
staff capabilities, as well us the time involved in establishing an effective planning: 
process and in producing a quulity plan. With respect to planning, the pretense 
of preparing 0. comprehensive plan on an annual basis should be scrapped. As a 
substitute for current requirements, States should develop only one plan covering 
a five-year period. Annual statements would be submitted to update the plan and 
report on implementation progress. The intent here would be to focus more atten
tion on a truly comprehensive planning effort. Through this approach the complaint 
thut Itfunding forces out planning" would no longer be justified, and the image of 
State comprehensive plans as glorified shopping lists for projects would be erased. 

The Commission recognized the view of many SPA and local officials that the' 
level of Part B funding has been inadequute. In light of the construints imposed bi 
the nation's recent economic problems, us well as the pressing needs for "action " 
funds to help deal with rising crime rutes, the Commission was reluctant to rec
ommend increases in appropriations for planning purposes. Instead, it believes 
that avuilable dollnrs should be utilized more effectively. A five.year time span for 
planning is a major wn,y to nccomplish this purpose. 

The State ohief executive normally establishes the State Planning Agency, 
names supervisory board members, and directs other State agencies to cooperate 
with the SPA. 'I'he governor also may designate regional planning units. Despite 
their formul responsibilities under the Safe Streets Act, on It day-to-day basis most 
governors have not played an active role in the program. 'rhe governor's influence 
is generally exorcised through the selection of supervisory board members nnd 

I 
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appointment of theSP A executive director. In part, this level of participation re
llects the .heavydemands on the chief executive's time, as well as the relatively 
small amount of funds available under the Aet. One effect of limited gubernatorial 
involvemerit has been the lack of adequate interpretntion of SPA/Safe Streets 
activities with other parts of the state criminal justice system even though the 
block grant·instrument is supposed to address criminal justice in a system-wide 
context. . 

The Commission believes that SPAs should be authorized to collect criminal 
justice data from other Stnte agencies, to engage in system-wide comprehensive 
planning and evaluation, and to influence State resource allocation decisions 
through the review and comment on the 'appropriation requests of its law enforce
ment and criminal justice agencies. These actions would help make the SPA a more 
integral part of the State eriminal justice system. 

Although state legislatures appropriate matching and "buy-in" funds, make 
decisions about assuming the costs of projects and, in 20 of the States, set up the 
SP AI their awareness of and substantive participation in Safe Streets has been 
quite limited. This situation is due partly to the fact that the program is still 
viewed as the governor's and to the fact that relatively low state fun-ding levels do 
I+ot make it a visible priority for some legislators. In too many States, the legisla
ture has no real say in planning and policy decisions, yet is expected routinely to 
fund programs submitted by the governor and the SPA. Lack of state legis1n.tive 
involvement makes it difficult to mesh Safe Streets with other State criminal 
justice outlays, and equally difficult for the le&,,'islature to exercise effec tive over
sight. 

The Commission's recommendations here are geared to increasing legislative 
participation and to moderating the "governor's program" image. 

First, providing a statu tory basis for the SPA would enhance its stability, and 
would particularly help reduce the confusion occurring when a new govenor assumes 
office and/or a new executive director is appointed. It is the Commission's view 
that in designating the composition of the supervisory board, the legislature should 
include an appropriate number of its own members appointed by the leadership. 

Second, the review and approval of State agency portions of the State plan and 
consideration of Safe Streets supported activities together with other annual ap
propriations would provide an opportunity for the legislature to have a major input 
into both planning and funding. With respect to the former, the legislature's ap
proval of this document would give it official status as a police framework for the 
development of a coordinated statewide strategy to deal with law enforcement ltnd 
criminal justice needs. Each legislature should decide whether a general review or a 
program-by-program consideration of the plan is in order. 

Third, requests for Safe Streets matching and "buy-in" funds should be reviewed 
against the comprehensive plan and either lump sum or line item appropriations 
would be made. Under this arrangement, the policy-making process for Snfe 
Streets would follow that used for non-Federally funded programs, under which the 
governor would submit ,programs and a budget to the legislature for its approval, 
modification, or disapproval. The SPA would relate to the legislature in much the 
same manner as other State agencies. 

Coupled with the periodic over~ight by substantive committees, this recom
mendation would substantially increase the legislature's role and responsibilities 
in priority setting for criminal justice, regardless of the source of funds. The Stltte 
of Michigan has come closest to adopting this model. Most legislatures, however, 
do not appropriate all Federal funds prior to their expenditure by State agencies. 

Not to be overlooked, of course, is the willingness and capacity of the legis
latures to enter the Safe Streets area. Some legislativq bodies would not be 
equipped to do so, in light of the biennial nature of or limitations on the duration of 
sessions. Additionally, high turnover of membership fragmented committee 
structure, insufficient staff assistance, and other factors mitigate against meaningful 
r,articipation. But these are questions of overaUlegislative strength and authority. 
Their impact on the criminal justice area generully and the Safe Streets progl'ltlll 
in p!trticularl orily dramatize the need for shedding these shackles. Authol'itu·tive 
reforms in and adequate fiscal support for State-local criminal justice systems, 
after all, depend heavily on the posture of the l(lgislative branch. 

• • • • • • * 
In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and Memberll of the Subcommittee, the block 

grant n\lproMh taken in the Safe Streets Act still is on trial. The seven-yeur 
record is not unblemished. However, considering the complexity of the crime prob-
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lem, the relatively limited amount,:; of available Federal funds, the historic sep
aration of the functional components of the criminal justice system, and the infancy 
of criminal justice planning at the end of the 1960's, significant achievements have 
been attained by all levels in implementing the Act. We would urge you to let the 
experiment continue, to reverse the categorization trend, and to give LEAA and 
thc States the resources and guidance they need to tackle one of society's most pres
sing and perplexing problems. 

Thank you. 

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT E. MERRIAM, OHAIRMAN OF THE ADVI
SORY OOMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

:Mr. MJ<JRRIAr.r. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'd like to introduce two 
members of the ACIR staff who are with me today. On my right is 
David Walker, who is an assistant director, and on my left, ]\tIr. 
Carl Stenberg, who is a senior analyst for the Commission, both of 
whom have been heavily involved in our own analyses of not only 
the Safe Streets Act, but only bloc grant programs that the Congress 
has enacted. 

I thought I would rather briefly summarize the detailecl statement 
which you have inserted in the record, simply to highlight the kinds 
of information we have provided to the committee. Essentially, we 
have covered three kinch, of information in our report to you: First, 
identification of a series of paradoxes and ambiguities in the way the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act was conceived and 
drafted, which we feel are pertinent to its reconsideration at this time; 
second, a brief reyiew of the pros and cons of the 7-year record to date 
of the safe street program in its 7-yea1' history; and third, to identify 
three o,reo,s which our Commission has suggested are in need of reform 
in the program. These three areas are comliderecl by me to be the most 
important of a longer list of recommendations tho,t our Commission 
did adopt late last year, and which we have made available to your 
staff for a more detailed analysis. 

Before turning to the specifics of my remarks, however, I woulcllike 
to underscore what I believe to be the critical importance of this 
review which really goes beyond the question of the renewal of the 
IJEAA program itself. It is one of the early bloc grant programs, and 
therefore does provide a basis for review of the concept and the 
strengths and weaknesses of bloc grants generally. 

Second: It seems to us that the experience of Federal, State, sub
p,t.ate regional, and local agencies in planning and programing uncleI' 
the nct provides some important lessons for policymakers to use when 
considering new bloc grant proposo,ls, such as those recently made by 
the President or when reconsidering the existing programs now on 
the statute books. 

In our study of the Sure Stroets Act, our staff, as directed by Mr. 
Walker, made extensiye nse of the LEANs grant management infor
mation system and State planning grrmt applications. We conducted 
nn,tional q nestionnait'e Slll'yeys of all State planning ltg-encies, regional 
planning units, cities (md eQunties over 10,000 population. We took 
a lll'sthrmd look at the operation of the progl'u,m in 10 selected States. 
N ow, each of these SOUl'ces of information and analysis has its limita
tions, but we felt that we did have nn adequate basis of information 
for our assessment. As I mentioned, in November of 1975 the ,Com
mission itself reviewed staff findings and made its own recommen
dations, some of which I will relate to you today. 



I mentioned at the outset the ambiguities and the ambiguous 
mct~'Vations that led to' the legislaticn. As weaH kncw, the linmching 
of a majcii comptehensive Federal-aid program in respcnse to.mcunting 
public' concern abcut. crime .and civil discrder generated high expec-
taticns regarding acccmplishments. . 
.. The use of the :p.ew instrument, the bloc grant, raised hopes that 
many:,:cl the administ.rative and policy problems associated with 
categcrical grants could be avoided. We believe that in .. this .atmos
phere ·certain critioal intergovernmental relationships of the State 
andlJ.o.cl:\.l criminal' justice system were either deemphusized or over
locked. I'll just quickly mention six of these expectations. 

First:. The act is based on the belief that increased spending would 
reduce crime. . 

Seccnd: Crime became a visible politicized issue with war cn crime 
and slogans of law and cther which raised public expectaticns in a 
way perhaps not reflected in tIle rathcr small commitment cf Federal 
dcllars. And I wculd remind ycu that the appropriations level for 
safe streets still ccnsists cf something less than 5 percent cf the total 
State and local direct expenditures for criminal justice purposes. 

Third: The act stated that a major purpose cf Federal anticrime 
mcney was to' strengthen State and local law enforcement in criminal 
justice agencies. At the same time, however, we know there were fund;; 
specified for research, training, and other purposes not directly related 
to' day-to-day cperaticns of these agencies. . 

Fourth: The act called for comprehensive criminal justice planning 
in the States invclving an elements cf the criminal justice system 
at a time ,when there had been little comprehensive planning in crim
inal justice, few professionals skilled in the area, and afragmented 
system in which the various actcrs were mcre frequently and heavily 
in conflict than in ccllaboration. 

Fifth: The act relied cn the States to assume major responsibility 
under the bloc grant ccncept as planners, innovators, und administra
tcrs, even though many doubted their capacity and even willingness 
to' do the job. 

Finally, the act tried to balance the competing objectives Df assur
ing that States addressed the naticnal goals of reducing crime anel 
imprcving the crinlinal justice system against the desire to' reduce 
the strings that a cluster of categorical aid progl'fims in their area would 
have generated..' , 
. Ncw, we feel, in the light of these ambiguities, it's not surprising 
that there are sharply contrasting views with respect to' the purpose 
cf the· 'act, the nature of the bloc grant instrument, the States' 
plmming and administrative experience, the appropriate LEAA role 
vis-a-vis the State planning agencies, and the statutory changes 
neceSSal'y to better aline expectaticns with reality. 

In looking at the record our Commission concluded that'the pro
gram had a mixed record: Neither as bad, we felt, as its harshest 
critics claim, nor as good as its supporters state. Thererare a lot of 
variations, cf course, from State to' State-problems in the LEAA 
Administration itself which clearly, in cur cpinion, need to be 
corr.ected. 

The law"we believe, needs to' be strengtheI).ed, nnd chllifie~ ·but 01). 

balal,l.ce,oul! evoluation te;nded to' he positive. Let me)ist the po~itive 
and negative findings very quickly. 
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On the positive side, the elected chief executive and legislative 
officials, criminal justice professionals, and the general public have 
gained a greater appreciation of the complexity of the problem and 
of the needs and of the different components in the criminal justice 
system. . 

Second: There at least has been established a process where coordi
nation of efforts to reduce crime and to impr0ve the administration 
of justice can occur. 

Third: Safe street funds have supported many law enforcement 
and criminal justice activities that recipients otherwise would have 
been unable or unwilling to undertake. 

Fourth: A fairly balanced pattern has emerged in the distribution 
of funds to jurisdictions having serious crime problems, as well as to 
the functional components of the system. 

Fifth: State and local governments have assumed the cost of a 
substantial number of safe streets initiated activities. And finally, 
many elected chief executives and legislators, as well as criminal 
justice officials now believe that the Federal Government's role in 
providing financial assistance through the bloc grant is appropriate 
and necessary and that the availability of safe streets dollars,. to some 
degree, has helped curb crime. 

On the negative side, first: Despite the growing reco~nition that 
?rime has to be dealt with by a functionally and jUrIsdictionally 
mtegrated system, the program has been unable to develop as yet 
strong ties among its component parts. 

Second: In our opinion, only a handful of the State planning agen
cies have developed close working relationships with the Governor and 
legislature in planning policy formulation, et cetera. 

Third: The State planning agencies seem to have devoted the vast 
majority of their efforts to distributing funds in complying with pro
cedural requirements and this obviously implies they have spent 
less time in the overall plnnning effort. 

Fourth: LEAA, in our opinion, has not established meaningful 
standards or criteria against which to determine and enforce State 
planning comprehensiveness and State planning agency effectiveness. 

And finally: 'rhe excessive turnover in the top management level 
of LEAA and in the SPAs themselves has resulted. in policy incon
tlistencies, staff instability, and confusion as to goals. 

Our recommendations, with reference to the program and its 
extension, are as follows. First, we do strongly encoura~e the contin
uation of the bloc grant concept in dealing with crimmal justice. I 
had mentioned earlier that we have a long list of recommendations. 
'rh1'ee of our thrusts I would like to mention today. 

Fit'st: We would urge that the tendency to recategorize this program 
be reversed. 

Second: We would recommend that there be an increase in the 
authority and the capability and responsibility of LEAA to see that 
the act is implemented. 

Third: We recommend that the SPA's, and their capacity to imple
ment the act be impt'oved. 

lviore specifically, in the decategorization area, our basic thrust is to 
ur~e that the State and local governments be given maximum flexi
bilIty within the framework of the bloc grant in determining the 
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apprQpriate mix Qf the stimulative, supPQrtive, and system-building 
purpQses Qf the act and its assistance. 

We urge CQngress to. remQve the part E cQrrectiQns and certain 
juvenile justice requirements frQm the act and shift the funds apprQ
priated under these prQvisions to. part C-actiQn blQC grants. We 
suggest that CQngress refrain frQm further effQrts to. earmark funds 0.1' 

to. establish separate prQgram categQries fQr particular functiQnal 0.1' 

jurisdictiQnal interest. 
In QUI' jUdgment, experience has prQven that the blQC grant apprQach 

is the mQst feasible way to. develQP an effective intergQvernmental 
<lriminal justice system. Regarding functiQnal cate~QrizatiQn, the 
.earmarking Qf funds undercuts the blQC grant prinCIple and raises 
'questiQns cQncerning the de~ree to. which CQngress is willing to. give 
recipients actual flexibility 1ll arriving at an apprQpriate functiQnal 
and jurisdictiQnal funding balance in adapting Federal aid to. their 
.own needs. Yet, this is the basic cQncept Qf blQC grants. 

Further categQrizatiQn generates needless duplicatiQn Qf effQrt and 
increased administrative cost. Indeed, it strengthens the very func
tiQnal fragmentatiQn that CQn~ress Qstensibly IS attempting to. curb 
thrQugh the blQC grant mechamsm. 

We believe that by reversing this categQrizatiQn trend, the act can 
be a mQre effective catalyst fQr PQlice, prQsecutQrial, CQurt and CQr
rectiQnal imprQvements within individual jurisdictiQns, as well as 
between cities, cQunties, and State gQvernments. 

NQw, there are two. prime examples Qf prQPQsals, Qne Qf which I 
understand yQu'll be hearing frQm later tQday with reference to. the 
PQssibility Qf further categQrizatiQn. I refer, Qf CQurse, to. the CQurts and 
to. majQr cities and urban cQunties which have been the mQst active in 
urging yQU to. create new earmarked funds. 

As I've already indicated, in Qur judgment, this WQuld be a mistake. 
We recQgnize the view Qf SQme CQurt sPQkesmen that establishment Qf 
a separate categQry Qf assistance fQr the CQurts fQr planning and actiQn 
purpQses WQuid give apprQpriate recQgnitiQn to. the separatiQn Qf 
powers dQctrine and remQve the judiciary frQm the PQlitical pressures 
and entanglements PQtentially assQciated with the cQmpetitiQn fQr 
Safe Street funds. But in QUI' judgment, categQrization is not the Qnly 
way to. resQlve the cQmplex and sensitive issues invQlvedhere. And I 
must say that the separation was nQt meant to. be a diVQrce. 

The CQmmissiQn suggests that the present SPA mechanism be 
mQdified to. increase its resPQnsiveness to. the CQurts. MQre judicial 
representatiQn Qn supervisQry bQards, in QUI' QpiniQn, is in Qrder and 
members Qf the judiciary shQuld be encQuraged to. participate mQre 
actively in SPA affairs. 

In part, the funding pattern for courts rcflects this inadequate 
representatiQn and rcluctant invQlvement, but this concern abQut 
peing invQlv~d in the apprQpriatiQns prQcess is never s?lved because ~t 
Just lUQveS It frQm the legIslature to' the Oongress, If that rQ},lte IS 
fQllQwed. 

SQme viable procedural QptiQns are also. available to. deal with the 
sepn;rations Qf power iAsue. Because CQurt planning shQuld be vested 
in the judiciary, the Commission supports the creation of a body 
cQmpQsed of State and local judges, CQurt administrators, and others 
to. fQrmulate plans fQr CQurt needs, Qbtain lQcal input, and .make 
recQmmendatiQns fQr cQnsideratiQn by the SPA's. , 
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While' a State planning agency would scrutinize the court plan and 
the recommendations for implementation contained therein, the pre
sumption is that the plan would be approved and funded in most cases. 
In other words, as the courts have asked, the burden of proof 'Would 
be, in-·effect, transferred to the SPAs. . 

With regard to the contention that major cities andl\l'ban counties 
shottld' have special status, it should be noted that the present statu
tory provisions which call upon both LEAA and the SPAs to give 
adeqtta:teattention to the needs of high crime area'l appear to have 
had a; positive effect. We certainly agree that gaps still remain in some 
States'·efforts. But amending the act to establish a sepal'ate block 
grant program for major cities and urban counties, or combinations 
thereof or to statutoriolly require SPAs to earmark a portion of their 
part 0 allocation for these jurisdictions, in our opinion, appears 
inappropriate. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Merriam-
Mr.· JvIERRIAM:. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CONYERS. IVe'd like to move to our questioning or we're never 

going'to get out of here. 
Mr. MERRIAlII. Very good. 
N!l'. OONYERS. Do you have a conclusion? 
1vbi. MERRIAM. Yes, sir. On the urban areas, I merely call to your 

attenti..0n the miniblock concept that has been ui-ied in Ohio, which is, 
in flssence, a part of Senator Kennedy's newly introduced bilL We 
think that concept would solve the urban qnestion. 

On the question of LEAA oversight, I would simply say that what 
we are suggesting is that their attention be shifted from rules and 
regulations to policy formulation, if you will, and guidance. 

And with reference to the SPA's capacity to perform their job, we 
have a number of recommendations on how we think they can do a 
better task aml be more tightly tied into the operations of State 
government and perhaps avoid the situation that Governor Brown 
once commented on when he saw the organization r.hart of the State 
of Oalifornia. '1'here was one box which had no lines going anywhere. 
And it was the Oalifornia SPA. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would say that the Safe Streets Act 
certainly is still on trial. The 7 -year record is not unblemished. Yet, 
considering the complexity of the problem, the relatively limited 
amounts of a.vailable Federal funds, the historic separation of the 
fnnctional components of the criminal justice system, the infancy of 
ct'iminal justice planning at the time this program started, we can say 
that some significant achievements have been attained in implement
ing the act. We would urge you to let the experiment continue; to 
reverse, as I had mentioned, the categorization trendi and to give 
LEAA and the States the resources and guidance they need to tackle 
one of society's most pressing and perplexing problems. Thank yon. 

Mr. OONYERS. You know, one of the benefits about holding hear
ings on one subject is that you begin to learn about other operations 
of the Fecleral Government, namely YOHl'S. 'rhe Advisory Oommission 
on Intergovernmental Relations is an operation about which I have 
very little personal knowledge. 

Ithinkyon've done an excellent job here. I think you've been overly
genCl!OUS to. th~ Government agency that you are analyzing and I 
think your criticisms are cel'tl1in~y well founded. 



Now, if this was 11 welfare program amI we caught somebody chisel
i.ng $4.4 billion for 8 years, you wouldn't be able to get through thfi 
first 20 pages of the Washington Post for months and yet we. begin 
this hearing confronted ith the fact that crime is increasing, the fear 
-of crime is increasing. And do you know what this committee meets? 
We meet requests for additional money for the program.W e have 
people saying, "Well, yes, subcommittee, crime is increasing, but you 
know what we need'? We need more money for LEAA." 'That's pre
dsely what welve been doing for 8 uninterrupted years. Nobody comes 
up here talking about failures. We bear: "But there are negatives and 
there are positives." It's almost incrodible. 

Now, as one member of this subcommittee, I need some help. The 
question is-and I nsk the entire Federal Government, all of its 
grantees, all of its intelligentsia, and everyone remotely connected to 
LEAA: "What are we to do about the escnlating crime rate in the 
United States of Anierica?" 

Granted, there are all kinds of questions about revenue sharing and 
block grants. I'm perfectly preparea to concede that the block grant 
method is probably suitable as a vehicle in this situation. But to me 
it's totally beside the point. The point is that we're not addressing 
the problem in any of our respective organizations. 

And the Congress would reflect some credit upon itself if it would 
intelligently examine the question for a change, listen to the people 
who are thoughtful about it on all sides, and come to some kind of 
conclusion that could stand the test of reason and experience 6' months 
nftel'wards. 'That's all we're trying to do. 

We have to do more than tell these fellows that we're not going to 
go into categorization and that, "You ought to get a little bit more 
efficient and cut some of the infernal redtape," which probably was a 
result of the fact that there was no tape at all for Geveral years in the 
beginning of this operation. 

But the whole point here is that the objectives we have set have not 
been met and it seems to me that we ought to be talking about them 
and that an organization of your distinction and ability should be 
able to help us. Maybc you can't get into questions of public policy; 
perhaps this cuts too close to reality. 

But there's no point in us having another perfunctory hearing on 
a $1 billion program, listening to all of the people with obvious self 
interest pnrade before us and request more money. 

N ow, we could do this for a few weeks, renew the bill, send it to 
·Congress. Odds are it will probably pass and we will have done a 
grave disservice tl) the Government nnd to the people in this country. 
"rhis subcommittee would like to do something different and we would 
welcome any suggestions on or off the record nnd in a continuing 
wny. 

We know that this hearing for a few minutes here today isn't going 
to begin to deal with the dimensions of the problem, even the points 
thn,t you raise. But somehow we've got to do better than we have and 
we lleed more help. And I suspect that you and your orga.nization can 
be helpful in that respect. 

Mr. MERRIAM. Well, Mr. Conyers, you posed, of course, the gut 
que~tion of the whole mntter a.nd you posed it very well .. In November 
when our Commission met in Ohicngo to consider these recommend a-
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tions, I very vividly r€:cu,ll that the headline in the newspaper that 
morning was that the crime rate had risen to its highest point ever. 
And this was the setting in which we met. 

N ow, recognizing that, we certainly have no concern about wading 
into public policy questions. We do it regularly. But our Commission 
looked at it from the vantage point of where this criminal justicfr 
system was when the program started. One of the weaknesses as well 
as strengths of our unique Federal system is that we have dividecl 
responsibilities among the levels and branches of government and 
nowhere more dramatically than in the criminal justice field. 

We have been painfully slow in finding ways to get all of these 
governmental entities working together. We have a tremendously long 
way to go in the urban areas, as you know from your own community 
and as I do in my home community of Chicago. But what we were 
looking fit was what had been the starting point in the criminal 
justice system and whether this injection of money-and it is a 
tremendous amount of money, although it is a small portion of the 
total, as I mentioned, that goes into criminal justice-had some useful 
effects, useful enough to warrant our coming before you and recom
mending it be continued. 

When one realizes that the police and the courts and the correctionu,l 
people in many communities really hadn't sat down prior to this 
program in any organized way to try to Telate their activities one to 
the other, when one now realizes that a dialog has been started, this, 
we think, is some progress. It hasn't solved the problem and I tried 
to point out in my testImony that one of the troubles was the expecta
tion that, by an injection of Federal funds, we automatically solve 
the problem. 

All this suggests to us that money is not the total answer. But we do 
see progress. We do see these various entities talking one to the other. 
We do see them beginning to plan together on how their interrelated 
programs for criminal justice-whether for police, the prosecutors, the 
courts or the corrections agencies-impact on one another. 

And this, we think, is a major starting point. Like you, I would hope 
that we could see the results of this show up much more clearly in 
public attitudes toward what is happening in our cities and urban 
areas. And I have to say very frankly that you're absolutely right: In 
those terms, we have not seen results. 

But in terms of beginning to form a system, or as Mr. Stenberg has 
said on several occasions, lito create a melting pot which will get these 
entities together) we have made progress." When I first was involved 
in city government in Chicago, for example, if a criminal robbed a bank 
and then headed straight for the city limits, he was in pretty good 
shape because the police in Chicago didn't even have a radio network a 
few years ago to be able to tell the suburban officials that somebody 
was on the way. 

They now have an areawide network, of course. And I cite that as a 
tiny example of the progress that's been made. If we believe in our 
Federal system-and I know I do and I know you do-of divided 
responsibilities, we have to accept the fact that we have to work very 
hard on a complex issue like crime to see tangible Tesults. 

But as I indicated, on balance we feel that the progress to date in 
getting these diverse and sometimes often warring agencies together 
has been sufficient to warrant the p:r.'ogram's continuation. I don't know 
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if I've answered totally your question. I guess there isn't a total 
answer to it. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Mann? 
Mr. MANN. Well, I think the dialog you just had is very significant 

and expresses the thinking of each of us on the committee, I believe, 
although I must say that the new directions that we're seeking are not, 
in my judgment, served by throwing money at States in lumps instead 
of categories. We've had a program of fiscal relief. Why don't we just 
add it to revenue sharing? I think you said it well in what has been 
accomplished: "Elected chief executive and legislative officials," and so 
forth, "have gained greater appreciation of the complexity of the 
crime problem and of the needs of the different components of the 
criminal justice system." 

N ow, in sitting down to try to get part of this Federal money, they 
discovered some of their problems and maybe more was accomplished 
in that process than in any other way, because what they've done with 
the money, I don't believe, could be classified as impressive. Oh, they've 
bought hardware and they've done some studies. They've been highly 
deficient in sharing what they learned. 

The LEAA has been highly deficient in what has been learned, and in 
sharing that. So I, for one, am looking for some bulwark to do more than 
supplement State and local efforts with money and to perhaps supple
ment State and local efforts with ideas. Now, we've had testimony
there's been discussions in the committee about the failure of the 
research effort because no one has the answer. 

And that's the reason we need to be looking for it. And we're not 
going to look for it in 6 million communities, the results of which or the 
experience of which we don't have a system to capture. Nor are we 
going to find it by financing the radio systems for every police force in 
the country. Nor are we going to find it by having some embryonic 
research effort goin~ on under the auspices of the local chief of police. 

So what is the role of the Federal Government in this matter? We 
look to other more significant problems like energy conservation and 
other problems and we say: "Well, there's no profit motive there. 
There's really no capability for private industTY to do it 01' for local 
government to do it, so the Federal Government perhaps is the only 
agency that can do it and do it well." 

So what do you think of a pTogram that cuts off money to State and 
local governments? After all, it's a Tesponsibility that they have 
traditionally cal'l'ied out and one that we would not disturb, except in 
the Federal trends of the past few yeaTS, shared part of that income 
tax money. So what's wrong with the Federal Government undertak
ing, through some different type of agency, a pure research pTogram 
given the necessaTY tools, of COUl'se, to have demonstmtion proj ects, to 
require reporting, statistical gathering and what not and cut out this 
doling out of money? 

Mr. MERRIAM. Well Mr. Mann, I would answer that in two ways: 
First of all, I do feel-and our commission felt-that the continuation 
of the effoTt to get the States to do that which, maybe you would say 
and I might say, they should have done in any event, but hadn't, is 
useful. And that Teally is the purpose of a block grant, as I understand 
it, in the sense that it is beaming money at a broad area of national 
need and problem. And goodness kno,vs, crime fits that category. 
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I j)fll'sonally would not feel tha.t it would be advisable to cut th!1t 
off. But now let me go to the other half of your suggestion, in terms 
of more Federal leadership, whether it be in research or in program 
evaluation and development. And here I would totally agree with you. 

I have to say to you, 1\'11'. :Mann, that we did not in our recent 
analysis take a hard look at the work that the Institute has done and, 
therefore, I'm not able to give you what I consider to be a professional 
judgment on what they l~ave done. 

But as I understand It, there has been a rather ~azy, at best, 
relationship between the Institute, and the rest of the LEAA. And if 
this is indeed correct, then it doesn't make sense to me. Second, it 
seems to me that, as I indicated in my testimony, the LEAA itself 
has spent too much time on procedure and not enough time on its 
own program orientation. 

And here I am somewhat contradictory. I don't want to decategorize 
this program and see a whole lot of strings. But on the other hand, 
it docs make sense if we're going to have a program, that the Federal 
Government give it some policy guidance, if you will. And I don't 
think those two are inconsistent. It's just a question of where the 
emphasis is placed. 

So on those two counts-certainly on a research effort, the Federal 
Government, I believe, has a very ke~T role-not only in terms of 
resources, but in terms of being able to drn.w upon all of the elements 
tlu"Lt go into a research program. 

I'm familiar in detail personally in my private capacity with one 
phase of the research effort. And this has to do, Mr. Mann, with the 
whole question of the demonstration programs in various urban 
locations-residential, commercial, and so forth-in trying to get a 
combined program for safety and security. We are involved in the 
development of a new town-in-town in Ohicago, where we consider 
the security question to be a critical one. Whether it will be a success
ful development or not, hinges roughly on this iSRue. And we think 
thet'e is a role for good, sound research here. 

On balance then, certainly agree that the rcsearch effort could be 
emphasized more. Yet, I would still hope that the action moneys 
wonld be continued for the time being, at least, to encourage this 
melting pot of the diverse elements of the criminal justice system. 

11r. MANN. Well, then, there certainly are some encomaging 
signs, the recent attention, the court reform. And I have no doubt 
that in each State, assisting all segments of law enforcement com
munities is a bottomless pit. I would not downgrade the priority of 
that in anyway. But as we leap up this criminal justice system, we 
have to recognize that the basic-that the solution is crime preven
tion. And we have to realize that when I say "crime prevention," 
I'm talking about the " ... hole parameters of society-just every 
conceivable segment. 

But as of now, after these years, I haven't been exposed to one 
o-oocl conclusion leading toward crune prevention. Oh, sure, better 
lighting of streets and a few items of that nature. But I know of no 
substantial conclusion that has been reached as to which direction 
the assistance should be going in or in which direction society should 
be going in in order to try and achieve reduction of crime. 

And there must be some beefed-up central facility to accumulate 
tho information. IUs not going to come easy. It may not come. But 
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than to keep doling the money out thinking that serendipitously 
some idea is going to come forward. 

Now, you speak of the intergovernmental cooperation that this 
prograrp. has brought about. I agree that it has had a salutary effect 
on the cooperation of States, State law enforcement agencies, and 
local law enforcement agencies. 

I haven't had a chance to read your statement completely. You 
touch on the problem of the multiplicity of jurisdictions in this country 
and the problems tliat that gives rise to-fragmented efforts. And if 
we can keep. throwing money at that fragmented effort and if we allow 
States and local governments on the block grant system and keep 
throwing money at it-if we apply Federal controls, they would border 
on the oppressive by requiring changes in the political structure, but 
it's a very difficult problem. 

If we could come up with some comparative studies that may result 
in voluntary action along those lines, we would be getting somewhere. 
Well, I am pleased to know of your commission and its work. And 
might I inquire what full-time staff does the commission have? 

Mr. MERRIAM. We have, Mr. Mann, a 37-person professional staff, 
full-time, headed by an executive director, Mr. Wayne Anderson, and 
assisted by two assistant directors, Mr. Walkel' being one of those two. 
The staff is divided essentially into two groups: The one headed by 
Mr. Walker deals primarily with program, if you will, and structure, 
and the other headed by Mr. Shannon deals prima.rily with the fiscal 
aspects of intergovernment matters. 

And each of those gentlemen has a top-flight research staff. We have 
a small group that is involved in what we call "implementation," 
which brings om recommendations to the attention of the appropriate 
State and local officials so that they'll be aware of our thinking on the 
subject. 

Mr. MANN. And we're talking about the whole range of government, 
not law enforcement alone? 

Mr. MERUIAi\L Yes, sir. That is correct. 
Mr. MANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
MI'. CONYERS. Mr. Ashbrook? 
MI'. ASIffiROOK. 'rhank you, Mr. Chairman. I would have to say

somebody, I suppose, has to be the devil's advocate-but the more I 
read, the more I listen, the more I see, the more I wonder what in the 
world they've been doing for 7 years. 

I call your attention to page 6 and I gness I just can't understand 
such talk. I'll say at the out8et-I've known you since your days in 
Chicago on the Budget Bureau and so forth-and I just can't believe 
that these conclusions are yours. It sounds so bureaucratic. You say, 
for example, liThe program appears to be neither as bad as its critics 
contend or as good as its supporters state." I don't know. 

Three of the six reasons-let's just look at three of the six reasons. 
These are supposed to be on the positive side. One, "elected chief 
executive and legislative officials, criminal justice professionals, and 
the general public have gained greater appreciation of the complexity 
of the crime problem and of the needs of the different components of the 
criminal justice system!' Now, that's bureaucratise at its worst. 

Four, Ita generally balanced pattern has evolved in the distribution 
of safe street ilmds to jurisdictions having serious crime problems as 

60-587--76--pt. 1----10 
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well as among the functional components of the criminal justice 
system"-ditto. 

SL~, "11any elected chief executives and legislators as well as crim
inal justice officials believe that the Federal Government's role in 
providing financial assistance through the block grant is appropriate 
and necessary and the availability of safe streets dollars, to some degree 
has helped curb crime." Wow. If those are the reasons for the extension 
of this program, I just don't understand, Mr. Merriam. I think that's 
about the most insane reason that we could have. And I just can't 
believe it's coming from you because I watched your record over the 
years. And certainly there have got to be better reasons for a con~ 
tinuation of the program than such gems as that. I just can't believe 
that kind of talk and frankly that's all we're getting. 

I keep asking questions specifically to pin them down and I get all 
of this talk about "improved understanding." Do you really think it 
took 7 years of LEAA. for elected chief executives to have a better
understanding of the complexity of the crime problem? I mean, is that 
an honest statement? 

11r. MERRIAM. Yes, unhappily, it's a quite accurate statement. This 
was one of the basic findings which our study indicated, Oongressman 
Ashbrook-and I must say parenthetically that being back in private 
life, I'm used to being referred to as a bureaucrat, but I will accept 
it in the sprrit with which you rendered it. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I don't think you are, but it sounded like that. 
111'. MERRIAM. Well, we have to, of course--
Mr. ASHBROOK. Grind it out. 
Mr. MERRIAM [continuing]. Provide a very short summary on a very 

complex subject and it isn't easy to do. We do have behind this a 
very detailed study of the operations of the program with examples 
of where we think it has worked and where we think it has not. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. And this is on the plus side--
Mr. MERRIAM. I assume that this material has been or will be pro

vided to the subcommittee and it goes into very considerable detail 
and fully documents these broad findings. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. You know, if one major conclusion on the positive 
side is that now elected officials understand crime better and under
stand the Federal Government's role is appropriate and necessary, 
that really is an accomplishment for 7 years. That really is a fantastic 
accomplishment for $7 or $8 million. 

I guess the lack of specifics-to come fairly close to a specific, I 
suppose, is "3." You say, "Safe Street funds has supported many 
law enforcement and criminal justice activities that recipients other
wise would have been unable or unwilling to undertake." I guess that's 
the advantage. You can't spend a few billion dollars without doing 
some good. It's just a question of how much good is done. A couple of 
days ago, somebody was here proclaiming that LEAA has presided 
over some 80,000 projects. 

I myself don't count that as a pIns. The fact that they presided over 
80,000 projects probably indicates to me that they can't possibly know 
what they're doing. Well, jumping to your statement on the SPA's on 
page 12, you indicate "More judiciall'epresentation on supervisory 
boards is in order." If I were a Federal district judge or a State su
preme court judge, the last thing in the world I would want to do is 
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become enmeshed or mired down in SPA's or the type of bureaucracy 
this has created. Do you have any understanding of what has happened 
in education-the title 10 rules that go back to schools-now they've 
gotten money? 

Any time there's Federal money involved, there's strings attached . 
. And if I were a Federal district judge or a supreme court judge, I 
think the last thing in the world I would want to do is become en
meshed and mired down in this type of a proposal, on the theory that 
sooner or later they'd be telling me how to administer our courts. 

N ow, how do you get the judges involved in these al'ens without the 
usual pattern? Involving Federal money means some degree of regula
tion and participation in guidelines and some degree or loss of inde-
pendence. . 

Mr.1I1ERRIAM. Well, we have suggested, Congressman Ashbrook, in 
the next paragraph beyond the one you alluded to, the creation of a 
special court-planning group, which would be composed of State and 
local judges as well as court administrators, not Federal judges, in 
effect, draw up and formulate plans for court needs which should then 
be turned over to the SPA as, in effect, the Gourt plan. 

And the implication, as I said perhaps before you came in, was that 
the burden of proof would be put on the SPA as to whether any changes 
would be made in the court plan. I'd just like to point out to you that 
the judiciary, most certainlY'fmust be involved in both the legislative 
process and it has been invo ved, in effect, in some of the executive 
process, whether we like it or not. 

And if they are talking about the question of appropriations, as I 
also mentioned, you have to get money somewhere. If you're not 
gettmg it through the State legislature, you're getting it through the 
Congress and you are involved in the muddiness of appropriations one 
way or the other. 

Now, it may be that the air is clearer here than in the State capitals, 
but I think that point could be argued. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Well, let's just go back to that same point. I read 
it hurriedly. On that same page: 

A 1975 report by the Special Study Team on LEAA Support of the Rtate courts 
found that a larger share of action funds was generally awarded to court programs 
in states having judicial participation in the SPA's planning process. 

N OW, that's obvious. If you go along, you get the money. 
Now, look down in the-this is what would scare the daylights out 

of me-in your last paragraph. 
While the SPA would scrutinize the court plan and the recommendationR for 

implementation contained therein, the presumption is that the plan would be 
approved and funded in most cases. 

Now, again, that's bureaucratise-that we get the money where the 
plans are the type that we like, go along with, that we can ~ently push 
you in this direction. Judges and courts generally aren't O'omg along. I 
think the theory in our country is everybody feeds the alligator on 'the 
theory that it will be the last one to be eaten. You always think that 
you can do it. 

And the same things that have happened to everyone else won't 
happen to you. 
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The same oppressive buildup of regulations, title 10's, title 9 type of provisions 
that effect schools, ,"on't effect us. vVe can keep our hand in there and our hand 
won't get bitten. 

I don't think that we can ask judges to really participate, but they 
operate in the real world of seeing what goes on where Federal funds 
are involved. Now, black and white, you're saying-you're sending 
telegrams that those that have judicial plans, those that have SPA 
plans that are approved will get the money and those that don't have 
plans that are approved won't get the money. While the SPA would 
scrutinize the plan, the presumption is the plan would be approved 
and funded in most cases. You know, that's exactly the kind of talk 
I'm referring to. 

Mr. MERRIAM. I understand. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. That's what gets them in that mood. 
Mr. MERRIAM. No. I disagree, Congressman. I think that what 

we're saying here very c1early is that there is an interrelationship 
between the judicial operations at the State and local level and the 
police and prosecutorial and correctional operations and we are sug
gesting that the one really good thing-and I'm not at all bothered 
that you feel that that's too general-is that these groups are finaly 
working together, talking together, and are beginning to evolve some 
means whereby their actions one on the other, will be taken into ac
count. Out of this, we are saying there will be a system of criminal 
justice, and not four different, separate-tlut-equal functions. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Well, I would just conclude-and obviously, as I 
say, I have great respect for you and I had the pleasure of watching 
you participate in various areas over the last 20 years-and this 
sounds more bureaucratic than I WOUld have expected from you. And I 
guess the thing-there's almost a Plutonian principle in Federal fund
ing, you know, that every e}"-penditure in every grant is directly pro
portional to the degree-the square of the distance of the old Newton
ian principle said that-going in the direction that the people who are 
giving out the money want. So the degree of money is almost directly 
proportional to the direction in which they go, if it's a favorable direc
tion from the people who are handing out the funds. 

And I can see great problems when you go to the judiciary and the 
courts and I would find it very easy to believe that it's going to be 
harder to get judiciall'epresentotion-something that you're moving 
in the direction of advocating. That's just one person's opinion and I 
don't want to take any more time. 

Mr. MERRIAM. The judiciary is not adverse, os I gather it, to 
accepting the Federal funds. The questions they have raised is as to 
what their share of those funds should be and how they should be 
transmitted to them. So to that extent, they're, if you'll forgive the 
expression, pregnant. So we're not arguing about whether Federal 
funds are somehow or other going to affect the judicial system. There's 
no argument on that subject. 

The question is the manner in which they are funneled and the 
degree to which the judiciary'S use of those funds should be tied in 
with the other uses. And I must say that the interrelated approach 
does not bother me as a philosophical principle. 

IVIr. ASHBROOK. Ole Thank you. 



287 

Mr.OONYERS. Ohairman :Merriam, this subcommittee needs more
help in several areas. First of all, we need an understanding of what the 
problem of crime is. It's very hard to come up with solutions until you 
have figured out what the problem is. 

And already in these hearings, hardly begun, we have witnesses that 
are always sure to tell us that it goes beyond LEAA; it goes beyond 
police; it ~oes beyond courts; it goes beyond the Justice Department. 
And I'd lIke to get something a little more tangible in that kind of 
description. 

It also occurs to me that how many other people in law enforcement 
recognize that. There are some incredible attitudes bouncing around 
inside this sytem, and if we don't begin to examine them, I think 
we're all deluding ourselves about what good any amount of money 
coming in any kind of system is going to do. 

We need help on analyzing why our programs and why our efforts 
thus far have failed to reduce crime, in plain language, minus bureu,u
cratise, as Mr. Ashbrook would say. We don't even have any mention 
of the question of the obligation to enforce equal opportunity regula
tions in the Government which LEAA has flaunted arrogantly 
since its inception. 

And one of the more fundamental principles, as I understand it, 
is that we'll never get on top of this problem unless we're involved 
specifically withul. the community. We need some evaluu,tion in 
terms of how or why there has been a failure in this area and what we 
need to to to improve it. Ou,n you help us there? 

111'. MERRIAM. Well, of course, you posed really a question in 
terms of the whole structure and fabric of our society, and in partic
ular, the governmental side of it. Although quite clearly, that is 
only one part of it. 

The Advisory Oommission has expended a considerable amount of 
time in recent years, by way of example, in recommending some ways 
in which the structure of our public educational system can be 
improved. This is another very key part of this whole subject, as we 
all know. 

You also have to get beyond that into the question of housing, its 
availability, recreational facilities, and training programs. What 
you're really asking is a total program for social evolution of our 
society. I'm not sure precisely whether it could be done short of a 
book. After aU, we have to go UltO the whole interrelationships of 
man to his society and his Government. 

It is not an easy subject. You are quite right. And one of the 
things I was trying to point out in my testimony was that, in my 
opinion, some peoples' hopes were raised too high when tIllS program 
was initially instituted. This is true, if I may respectfully say so, of a 
number of other programs that we entered into. I thlnlc-in our 
enthusiasm, and understandably in terms of dealing with problems 
that we tlUnk have national import--we sometimes get carried away 
with our understanding of what will result from the expenditure of 
the dollars that come from the Federal Government, 

And that's not limited to LEAA. I'm talking about housing and 
numerous other program areas, 

Mr. OONYERS. WeH, thank you. I thlnk we scratched the surface 
anywu,y. I hope that we 'n be u,ble to work with your Oommission as 
we continue these hearings, 
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1vIr. MERRIA;",f. I would certainly want to make it very clear that 
-'the staff is available for whatever use you care to make of them. We 
-will submit to you, if we have not done so, the full text of our report, 
which is still in galley proof. And I hope, Mr. Ashbrook, that you 
would read the full report which gets into specifics, which I have 
only summarized here today. 

Mr. OONYERS. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 
Mr. MERRIAM. Thank you. 
Mr. OONYERS. We are next privileged to hear from the chief justice 

of Alabama, Justice Howell Heflin, who is additionally chairman of 
the Oommittee on Federal Assistance to State Oourts, which is part 
of the Oonference of Ohief Justices of the United States. Justice 
Heflin comes to us with obviously a deep understanding of the crim
inal justice system. 

He has pioneered an appellate court system which has attracted 
great and fu.vorable comment to Alabama and he has been rewarded 
and distinguished by a number of recent appointments and honorary 
commissions. 

We're very happy to have you here, Justice Heflin. It's good to see 
you again. We appreciate the time that it took you to prepare your 
statement, in addition to your numerous court duties. It will be incor
porated into the record at this point, and that will give you a chtlnce 
to give us your views about ft subject matter tha~ is increasingly a 
concern of this committee: Namely, what role is the judiciary to play 
in LEAA? 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Howell Heflin follows:] 

STATEMENT Oli' CHIEF JURTICE HOWELL HEFLIN, CHAIRMAN, FEDERAL FUNDING 
COMMITTEE, CQNFEJ1.ENCE OF CHIEF JUSTICES 

ln 1973, 1974 and. 1975, the Conference of Chief Justices at its annual meeting 
'unul)imously adopted resolutions expressing dissath;faction with the operation of 
the LEAA Program. The resolutions adopted at the annual meet.ings in H174 and 
1975 urged cnngressionnl changes in the LEAA Act. During the past 3 years 
many other judicial organizations including the National Conference of State 
Trinl Judges and the National Conference of State Court Administrators have 
adopted Rimilnr resolutions. In February 1075 the American Bar Association 
included in a resolution the following: " * * * That Congress iA urged to amend the LEAA Act so as to provide 
ren,<'onable and adequate augmenting funds to state court systems under a pro
cedure by which political pressures on state judges are not invited and by which 
the independence of state court system~ and the sepnration of powers doctrine are 
maintained and fostered, lwaring in mind that planR and projects for the improve
ment of state judicial sYRtems shonld be developed and determined by the respec
tive Rtnte court s~'stems themselves i * * * " 

After Mr. Richard Velde became the Administrator of LEAA, he commissioned 
a study of the problems that state (lourts have had with the LEAA Program. Th,' 
study commission was chaired by .Tohn F. X. Irving, the former State Directol\ 
of the Illinois Law Enforcement Planning Ag(;'llcy and now Dean of the Law 
School at Seaton Hall University. The findings contained in the report of the 
Irving Commission substantially supported the charges made by judges through
'Qut the nation relative to the operation of the LEAA Program. 

Richard Velde conducted a series of conferences hetween representatives of the 
Conference of Chief Justices, Conference of State Court Administrators, Confer
ence of State Trial .Tudges, and other judicial organizations and the National 
Association of State Planning Agencies Direct.ors for the purpose of endeavoring 
to reach a consensus on a program to improve the relationships of courts with 
LEAA in the future. It was hoped that, as a' result of these conferences, the SPA 
in eD.Ch State would eBtahlish plans deRigned to ease the tenrions which have 
.developed between the sttLte court system and the state planning agency. 
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After all of this activity, it was anticipated that some program would be devel
oped to give courts a better position in the so-called "comprehensiveness" of 
state planning agencies' yearly plans. However, to my amazement, I recently 
learned unofficially from officials in LEAA that a study of 1976 annual plans 
submitted by the state planning agencies to LEAA did not show an increase in 
the allocation of funds to courts but, instead, revealed a reduction of the percentage 
of state block money from approximately 6% in 1975 to approximately 5% in 1976. 

Reports indicate that there may be a substantial congressional cut-back in the 
funds made available to the states under the LEAA Act next year. Tough competi
tion for present LEAA funds by all elements in the criminal justice system is a 
way of life now. If there is to be a comprehensive LEAA Program for each state 
where courts are adequately included, it is inescapable that it will take congres
sional action and direction to accomplish this goal. The SPA just will not 
adequately provide for courts in most states. 

I testified before the Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and Procedures of the 
United States Senate Committee on the Judiciary on October 22, 1975. I would 
like to incorporate as part of my testimony here my statement which was filed 
with that subcommittee. 

In the time remaining, I want to dIrect your attention to three areas of concern: 
the separation of powers doctrine, the adequate allotment of funds for courts, 
and a reasona.ble representation of judicial officials on state planning boards and 
their executive committees. 

In approaching the separation of powers problem, I would like to pose to the 
members of this committee the following question: 

Is there anyone on this committee who feels that, under our constitutional 
concept of separation of powers, the President of the United States and/or 
his appointed executive agents have got the right to tell the federal judiciary, 
including the Supreme Court of the United States, "Either you plan, organize 
and operate your courts in accordance with our wishes and plans or else you 
will receive only the funds that we want to give you?" 

I don't believe there is a single member of this committee who can answer the 
question affirmatively. Congress has established for the federal judiciary a judicial 
planning and training agency which is separate and apart from the executive 
branch of the federal government. This agency is known as the Federal Judicial 
Center. Congress recognized the separation of powers problems between the 
judicial and executive branch when it created the Administrative Office of the 
U.S. Courts. 

The National Conference of Chief Justices wants the state judiciaries to be 
treated in the same manner with regard to separation of powers between the 
executive branch of government and the judicial branch. Instead of recognizing 
the separation of powers doctrine of each state, Congress has in the past not only 
authorized but directed the governor of each state or his appointed executive 
agents to tell its judiciary: 

"Either you plan, organize and operate your courts in ac!)ordance with our 
wishes and plans or else you will receive only the LEAA funds that we want to 
give you." 

The time has come to correct this defect in the LEAA Program. The Conference 
of Chief Justices urges Congress to amend the LEAA Act to provide that court 
improvement plans and projects be developed and determined by an independent 
judicial planning entity, designated or created by the Court of Last Resort of each 
state. 

N ext, the Conference of Chief Justices urges Congress to assure that a reasonable 
and adequate portion of all LEAA funds, including state block grants and national 
scope discretionary funds, will be dcsignuted for the improvement of the courts of 
the states. In the past Congress, in its efforts to remedy the failure of state plan
ning agencies to comprehensively plan for particular elements of the criminal 
justice system, has used categorical grants in dealing 'with the problems of correc
tions and juvenile justice. I-I.R. 8967, which has been referred to as the Rodino 
Bill, proposes a system by which 10 % of state block grant ftmds are designated for 
court purposes, with the funding of an additional 10% to state court systems 
through a national scope discretionary program. The Conference of Chief Justices 
has adopted a resolution advocating the adoption of this plan and this approach. 

Reports indicak that there is considerable opposition to the use by Congress of a 
designated percentt,ge across the hoard for all states for one of the elements of the 
criminal justice syst,~rn. It is up to Congress, of course, to determi'l.e the method to 
be used. However, it appears to be inescapn.ble that, if Congress aesires to provide 
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courts with an adequate and reasonable portion of LEAA funds, it must take 
affirmative steps to remove from the state planning agencies the right to determine 
the percentage or portion of state block grant funds that courts will receive. If 8 
years of history means anything, then it is clear that, in most states, courts will not 
receive a fair or reasonable percentage of funds if the present system of determining 
aliocations continues. 

In the event Congress does not pursue the categorical grant approach for courts, 
it is essential that Congress come up with an alternative which will remove from 
the SPAthe determination of amount, proportion, or percentage of state block 
grant monies that courts will receive. While independent judicial planning entities 
are essential to prevent separation of powers violations, still an independent judi
cial planning entity without a reasonable aliocation of funds determined in ad
vance can do little to fight the battles of court congestion and court improvement. 

The third area I would like to direct your attention to involves judicial represf'n
tation on state planning agencies boards and their executive committees. The 
Rodino Bill calls for one-third representation of judicial officials on such boards. 
A resolution adopted by the American Bar Association on February 16, 1976, 
urges Congress to amend the LEAA Act to provide that judicial representation of a 
minimum of one-third be required on each state planning agency board and the 
executive committees thereof, with the judicial representatives being appointed 
by the court of last resort. The Conference of Chief Justices advocates that at 
least one-third of the membership of state planning agencies boards and executive 
committees be representatives of the third and equal branch of state government. 

In conclusion, I would like to take this opportunity to voice my personal opinion 
and desire that the LEAA Program will be continued by Congress. The LEAA 
Program has had a tremendous impact on the criminal justice system in each of thE:' 
states. It has provided leadership, planning and funding for the states to undertake 
programs which were sorely neglected before the passage of the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. If the LEAA Program was terminated today, 
it would, nevertheless, leave a legacy in the many improvements that have occurred 
in law enforcement, courts and corrections. However, as we have previously pointed 
out, the program can stand improvement and comprehensiveness, particult\rly in 
regards to courts. Hopefully, Congress will take the necessary steps to remedy 
these ills of the LEAA Program. 

STATEMENT OF CHIEF JUSTICE HOWEI,L HEFLIN, ALABAMA, CHAIRMAN, FEDERAL 
FUNDING COlliMITTEE OF CONFERENCE OF CHIEF JUSTICES BEFORE THE SUB
COMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL LAWS AND PROCEDURES, SENATE COMMI'rTEE ON THE 
JUDICIARY ON 'rHE CRIME CONTROL ACT 

It is my pleasure and honor to be the official spokesman for the Conference of 
Chief .Tustices at this hearing. The Conference of Chief Justices is a national 
organization composed of the highest judicial officers of the states and certain 
territorial governments. 

For the past three years the Conference of Chief Justices has unanimously 
adopted resolutions expressing dissatisfaction with the operation of the LEAA 
program. The resolutions adopted at the annual meetings in 1974 and 1975 call 
for congressional changes in the LEAA Act. The American Bar Association, the 
National Conference of State Trial Judges and the National Conference of State 
Court Administrators have adopted similar resolutions. 

While the chief justices are critical of the LEAA program as it relates to conrts, 
they would like to make it clear that they appreciate the cooperative attitude 
and attention Mr. Richard Velde, the Administrator of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, has shown to court problems. In fact, after his appear
ance at the 1974 meeting of the chief justices, Mr. Velde commissioned a study of 
the problems of courts with the LEAA program to be made under the aegis of 
American University. The chairman of this study commission was John F. X. 
Irving, the former state director of the Illinois Law Enforcement Planning 
Agency and now Dean of the Law School at Seaton Hall University. Among the 
findings contained in the Report of this Irving Commission, which was published 
ill March of this year (1975), are the following: 

"Planning by state planning agencies for the judicial branch is uneven in 
commitment and scope and raises constitutional problems caused by the SPA's 
responsibility to plan comprehensively for the total system. Courts have had the 
lowest level of participation in the LEAA support program of the three criminal 
justice system components." 

* * * * * * * 



291 

"Concern about erosion of the independent and equal. status of the judiciary 
.as an equal branch of Government under the present LEAA administrative 
structure is reaching crisis proportions." 

"Court planning in most jurisdictions is ill developed. Even where court 
systems have a planning capability, it is of recent origin and is generally embryonic 
in nature. 

"A primary need for court improvement is at the trial and municipal court 
levels, yet LEAA money is only trickling down to those courts which have the 
most serious day to day problems of case management. * * *" 

*. * * * * * * 
I'The state planning agencies have tended to superimpose their programming 

{Joncepts on the state court systems. State planning agencies tend to ignore the 
{Jourts or to give them a subordinate role in the LEAA program. 

I<There is little court representation on the state and regional planning agency 
boards. Where judges are appointed to such boards, they are often not deemed 
to be official representatives of the court system but are selected by the Governor 
without consultation with the relevant court leadership. * * * 

"Almost universally, thE' study team found that judges and other members 
of the court communIty appeared to have deep resentment at so-called 'inter
ference' by those outside (whether the SPA or LEAA) dictating what is good 
for the 110urts. * * * 

"Universally, courts have received con~iderably less financial support than 
LEAA hus claimed. In Georgia, for example, 13 per cent of its FY 72 block grarr. 
funds were attributed to the 'courts'. The percentage actually spent on the courts, 
us narrowly defined, was 2.2 per cent. These ftmds are obviously inequitable and 
insufficient. Much of these discrepancy arises because LEAA counts grants to 
prosecution, defense, information systems, and other programs as grants to the 
-courts." 

• • • • • • • 
"From the national office of LEAA down to the lowest local planning board, 

there is a disturbing shortage of court specialists and few devote full-time to this 
responsibility. * * * *" 

The above-quoted findings selected from the report of the study commissioned 
by LEAA itself illustrates what state court systems have experienced with the 
LEAA program. While I am not in complete agreement with many of the phases 
-of the report of the Irving Commission, nevertheless, the above-quoted sections 
point out many of the short-comings of the LEAA program. Time doesn't permit 
me to discuss all the ills of the LEAA program so I will limit my rliscussion to 
three problem areas. 

The first problem area that I will mention is I<politics." While it if' <!l.ti'9 i!~I,aual 
for participltIlts in the executive and legislative branches of state g;\,~'l!l'nmenC t,o 
-engage in activities lmown as "log-rolling," "back-scratching," "rll1.,,-,,-tlo!Jh'2,.1l 
I<knife-back-stabbing," "mud-slinging," I<political intimidation" and u<.lnmlJrO
mise" while involved in political arenas and particularly in the appropriat.ion pit 
of state government, the judiciary should at all times be removed and protected 
from such political activities. However, the LEAA program is organized in such 
4l. manner that state court systems and judges are placed in an arena of political 
competition for federal funds with numerous agencies of the executive branch of 
-state government including police, corrections, probation, prison and prose
cutorial agencies. To compound this dilemma the decision-making power as to the 
granting of LEAA funds in this pit of competition is subject to complete control 
by an executive body or commission. In other words, the umpires and the opposing 
competing players are all on the same team. Such a system affords the opportunity 
for the exertion of political pressures on judges at every level and creates an 
atmosphere conducive to political entanglements. To state it mildly the LEAA 
program increases the potential for compromising the integrity, impartiality and 
independence of the courts. 

Next, the LEAA program is bringing about an erosion of the concept that the 
judiciary is a separate and independent branoh of government. This argument 
has been voiced to LEAA officials by judges many times but it seems to have 
fallen on deaf ears. Hopefully,. it will not fall on deaf ears here for if there are any 
students of government who should be lmowledgeable about the constitutional 
{Joncept of the separation of powers they should be the members of the Senate 
.and House Judiciary Committees. 
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Each state in the Union has language in its constitution, which from the very 
beginning of its statehood has been interpreted to provide for the separation of 
powers. The LEAA program as presently structured by Congress and admin
istered within the borders of a state by an executive agency violutes this consti
tutional doctrine. Perhaps I can make this point clearer and more emphntic by 
asking you three questions. 

First. is there anyone on this committee who fe('ls that, under our constitutional 
concept of sepamtion of powers, the PreRident of the United States and/or his 
appointed executive agents have got the right to tell the fedcral judir.iary, includ
ing the Supreme Court of the United StateR, "Either you plan, organize and oper
ate your courts in accordance with our wishes and plans or else you will get no 
funds"? 

The second question is this: Is there anyone on this committee who believes or 
thinks that, under our constitutional concept of separation of powers, the governor 
of any state or his appointed executive agent.'! have got the right to tell the 
judiciary of a state, "Either you plan, organize and operate your courts in ac
cordance with our wishes and plans or else you will get no funds"? 

The last quC'stion is one that strikes at the very heart of the present LEAA 
program. Is there anyone on this committee who feels that, under our constitu
tional concept of separation of powers, the governor of any state or hi'! appointed 
executive agents have got the right to tell the judiciarJ' of a state, "Either rou 
plan, organize and operate ~Tour courts in accordance with our "'ishes and plaIL.'! or 
else you will receive only the funds that we want to give you"'1 

I don't believe there is any member of this committee who can conscientiously 
answer anyone of those three questions affirmatively. But Congress, by its LEAA 
program, has affirmatively provided a program through which the separation of 
powers doctrine of each state has been violated and will continue to be violated 
unless that program is changed. 

The next problem area is the "short-changing" of courts in regard to LEA A 
funding. Thrre srems to be no doubt that courtR have received a disproportionately 
small amount of funds when compared with the other components of the criminal 
justice system. 

When we analyze LEAA funding we find that there are two varying definitions 
of the word "courts". One definition would include within its Rcope prosecution, 
defense, probation, pre-trial divergion, criminal law reform, and variolls other 
functions which with few exceptions are normall~' undrr the jurisdiction of the 
executive branch. On the other hand, when the chief justices refer to the term 
"courts," they are thinking of programs which come under the jurisdiction of the 
judicial branch alonr and that normally arc funded in fltate judicial budgets. 'l'hrse 
p,rograms CiO not include proReeutions, defrnse, probation, etc. Thus there arc two 
'court" categories-one is LEAA's broad definition of COurtR and the other is the 

limited definition which rC'fers to the judicial fumtion only. So it is wise whenever 
the term "courts" is used in regard to statiRtics to ascertain which oategory of 
"courts" iR being refrrred to. 

A debate has been going on for sr:>veral yr:>ars aR to how much money LEAA has 
p1aced in the second cal;egory. LEAA publiRhed information that reflected, 
according to its computerized Grants IVIn.nagement Information S~'stem (which is 
u:mally referred to as GNIIS), that courts in their pure sense received 5.12% of 
LEAA monies in the fiscal year 1971 and that "purely courts" percent.age drclined 
to 3.61 % in the fisc11.l year 1973. However, when confronted with the smallnesS 
of these figurcs the agency took another look 11.nd its computer CHme out with 11. 
figure that stated that about 17% was spent on purely court projects. An analysis 
of the computerized priut-outs rewal that more than two-thirds of these "purely 
court" rrOjectfl turned out to be such things as "alternatives to institutionaliza
tion," I community baRed detention," "pre-tri11.l detention, "investigatory unitR," 
"youth services programs," «probation programs" and other non-judicial scrviccR. 
LEAA stopped using thiR figure after it became cOllvinced that the figure was 
unreliable. 

Now it is my underst11.nding that LEAA contend!-l th11.t the correct figure for 
current LJ']AA spending for courts is ] 6%, but candidly admits that this includes 
non-judicinl fUllctions nnd thnt tho applico.blf:' c11.tegor'y is the brand-definition one. 
Frankly, it appears that under the present method of keeping statistic!; it is 
impoRRible for LEAA to give an accurate figure as to the percentnge of LEAA 
funding that goes to court!=! 11.lo11e. 

It Is the judgment of the chief justices and of the st11.te court11.dministrators ba9cd 
on their actunl rxperirnce in their stateq, that the judicial-branch ,:hare now 
averages 11.bout 6%. Some states receive more and some states less. For instance, 
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lithe courts of Rhode Island have received no more than 3% of the state block 
fund,," according to a stutement filed with this committee by Chief Justice Thomas 
H. Roberts. While the Irving Commission did not study euch state, u sampling 
analysis brought them to the following conclusion: 

"Universally, courts have received considerably less finuneiul support thun 
LEAA hus claimed. In Georgia, for example, 13 per cent of its FY 72 block grant 
funds were attributed to the 'courts'. The percentage actually spent on the 
courts, as narrowly defined, was 2.2 per cent. These funds are obviously inequitable 
and insufficient. Much of this discrepancy arises becuuse LEAA counts grants 
to prosecution, defense, information systems, and other progrums as grunt:; to 
the courts." 

It is m~r opinion thut LEAA Administrator Richurd Velde is ularmed by the 
lack of reliability of LEAA statistics as they relute to courts and that he honestly 
desires to ascertain correct stutistics. He has just recently commissioned a study 
to be made by the American University to determine sta.te by state what courts 
have actually received for the 1972-75 fiscal years and to refine the GMIS so thut 
it cun more precisely account for spending in the courts ureu. 

The chief jnstices and court administrators are conyinced thut both IIcourts" 
in its judicial definition sense und "courts" in its broad LEAA definition sense, 
have received inudequute and disproportionate funding throughout LEAA's 
history. There are many reasons for this ehort-ehunging of courts. It is inescupable 
that executive control at the state level is the major reason. There are also reasons 
that originate in judges themselves. Frankly, there are some states where the 
judiciul leadership is most reluctant to become embroiled in the politics of an. 
executive agency. 

The Irving Commission's conclusion of the effect of the LEAA program Up014 
state courts is contained in these words: 

"By and large these courts have not received the interest, technical assistance· 
or financial support from LEAA that are absolutely essential for sound growth 
and progress: In fact, since the initiation of the federal wur on crime in 1968,_ 
mnny state courts have fallen further and further behind in their ability to relute· 
to rising crime rates and to the more sophisticn.ted police, prosecutors, defenders,. 
and correctionn.l personnel who have received generous support." 

Since the LEAA program has contributed directly or indirectly to some irll· 
provement in the judicial system of almost every state and to marked improve-· 
ment in a few states, such as Alabama, I am not in complete agreement with the 
last-quoted excerpt from the Irving Commission's report. However, it is in
escapable thut the judicial branch has been the n.rea receiving the least interest, 
technical assistnnce, p,nd financial support of the LEAA program at the state 
level. 

I wOllld next like to direct your attention to how these problems can be solved. 
The Conference of Chief Justices is firm in its position that it is impossible to 
bring ubout the needed improvement in and to the court systems of the stn.tes 
under the present congressional nct und that, therefore, changes in the legislation 
are necessary. Two approaches to legislative change were glven consideration by 
the Conference of Chief Justices and the Conference of State Court Administrators. 

The first approach was to propose to Congress a new congressional act, designed 
to bring about improvement in the court systems of the states, which would 
create a new administrative agency completely disassociated from LEAA. The 
second approach was to recommend an amendment to the LEAA Act which would 
provide for separate treatment for the judicial system und which would be re
fen·ed to as "Part F." This amendment would be similar to the amendments that 
created special parts of the act for corrections and juvenile justice. 

The decision was made to follow the second approach. The decision to plmme 
this second alternative was made for a number of reasons. First, it was felt that 
Congress would dislike the idea of the creation of a new bureaucratic agency. 
Next, it was felt thn.t Congress would not be receptive to a new, sepn.rate program 
for state courts when it wonld be possihle for the program to be administered 
within the orga.nizational framework of LEAA. Finally, since Congress lHtd given 
priority to corrections and juvenile jllstice through amondments to the baRic 
act, it was felt tht\t Congress would be more receptive to n. similar upproach for 
courts. 

The Conference of Chief Justices urges Congress to adopt the proposed amend
ment to the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 which was 
introduced by Congressmn.n Peter Rodino at the request of the Conference of 
Chief Justices and which is now referred to as I-I.R. 8967. In lieu of spending a 
long period of time explaining the deta.ils of our proposal, I have attached as 
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~xhibits to this statement three documents. Exhibit "A" is a nontechnicalexplana
tion of R.R. 8967; Exhibit "B" is a copy of R.R. 8967; and Exhibit "0" is a 
technical explanation of that bill. 
. If the chief justices are in error as to the receptiveness of Oongress to the 
"Part F" amendment approach we urge this committee to consider alternatives. 
In any state court improvement act, regardless of whether it be by amendment to 
"the basio act or by separate and independent legislation, certain basio principles 
and guidelines should be considered. The following principles and guidelines, 
which are listed in numerical order, but without intent to give priority to one over 
the other, should be considered: 

1. Oourts and judges should be removed and protected from political activities 
that are prevalent at the state level in the arena of competition for LEAA funds. 

2. The provisions of a court improvement act or amendment should be written 
in keeping with both the separation of powers doctrine of the state constitutions 
and the principles of federalism. 

3. Provision should be made for courts to receive a reasonable and equitable 
share of total funds provided by Oongress. 

4. A multi-year comprehensive plan for court improvement should be devel
oped by the judiciary of each state and approved by the state planning agency 
and the national office of LEAA. 

5. Responsibility for planning and funding of court improvement projects in II. 
state should be vested with the judicial branch in accordance with the multi-year 
comprehensive plan. 

6. Provisions should be made for liaison between the judicial branch and the 
state planning agency in order that comprehensive planning for the entire criminal 
justice system can be coordinated. 

7. Adequate representation from the judicitll'Y on the state planning agency 
board should be required. Such representation should assist in the liaison and 
coordination between the judicial branch and other components in the criminal 
jWltice field. 

8. Oourts should have priority over the other elements in the criminal justice 
field for a limited number of years in order to "catch-up." 

9. A reserve to supplement state block grants designated for courts should be 
established so th!tt there will be flexibility in funding to assist those states that 
demonstrate a willingness and an ability to bring about improvement where the 
state block grants al.'e inadequate and to assist those states that have just begun 
court improvement planning. 

10. Planning and funding should be made Il.pplicable to all trial and appellate 
'courts, not just criminal courts, since improvements in all courts are sorely needed 
and since all courts interrelate directly or indirectly with the criminal justice 
sYRtem. 

11. Provision should be made to support the work of national organizations 
associated with court improvement such as The National Oollege of State Judici
ar3', American Academy of Judicial Education, American Judicature Society and 
'other similar organizations. 

12. Particular attention should be given to the National Center for State 
Courts. In March of 1971 the Nationttl Oonference of the ,Judiciary was held 
at Williamsburg, Virginia. There all elements from the judicial branch came 
together from the different states to discuss court problems. Ohief Justice Warren 
Burger recommended to that group that there be crC'ated a National Oenter for 
State Oourts which would have responsibilities similar to thorlC of the Federal 
Judicial Oenter. Such an organization is now in existence. It is the country's 
only comprehensive national court organization. It serves as an agency to conduct 
research for state judicial systems. 

Training of state and locnl judges and their administrative personnel is another 
undC'rtaking of this organization. It Rerves aR a national clearing house for the ex
Imustive amount of information about conrt problems and provides leadership in 
court modernization efforts. Hopefully, the stateR will eventually assume financ
ing of this organizntion as they hewe the National Oonference of Governors and 
the National Oonference of State LegiRlatures. However, it is ap]?arent that it will 
be some time before state legislatures will approve such funding. This organization 
is presently almost entirely dependent upon LEAA financing and programs. The 
Oonferenco of Ohief Justices earnestly recommends to Oongress that provision 
be made for the funding of this organization free of any federal control for a 
short period of years until the stntes can be convinced to assume the funding 
responsibility, 
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In conclusion, I would like to take this opportunity to voice m~ personal hope 
and desire that the LEAA program will be continued by Congress . .Lhe LEAA pro
gram has had a tremendous impact on the criminal justice system in each of the 
states. It has provided leadership, planning and funding for the stntes to undertake 
IJrograms which were sorely neglected before the passage of the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. If the LEAA progrnm was terminated today 
it would, nevertheless, leave a legacy in the many improvements that have 
occurred in lnw enforcement, courts nnd corrections. Hopefully, Congress will not 
terminate this program but improve it. With improvement in the congressional 
act the program can be much more effective. 

My presentation would be incomplete if I did not praise the work of Richard 
Velde, the Administrator of LEAA. He impresses me as being most concerned 
about the problems in the criminal justice field, including court problems, and 
willing at all times to listen. I find Mr. Yelde to be extremely objective and atten
tive to the concerns voiced by the Conference of Chief Justices. I realize that we are 
adversaries before Congress since he opposes the changes in the legislation which 
the Conference of Chief Justices propose, but, nevertheless, I feel that I should 
make known to Congress that he has been the most cooperative ndministrator 
with whom court organizntions, like the Conference of Chief Justices, have dealt. I 
feel towards Mr. Velde as I do towards nn attorney in my home area of Alabama. 
It seems like every time I was involved in a lawsuit before I went on the bench I 
found this lawyer at the opposing counsel table. We would approach the issues as 
adversariel:l and each fight as hard as we possibly could to win. Regardless of the 
heat generated by the courtroom battle I never lost respect for my opponent for he 
was truly a professional. He was a great advocate and a tough opponent, but, 
above all, he was always a gentleman. I can say the same about "Pete" Velde. 

TESTIMONY OF CHIEF JUSTICE HOWELL HEFLIN, ALABAMA 
CHAIRMAN, FEDERAL FU.NDING COMMITTEE OF THE CONFER· 
ENCE OF CHIEF JUSTICES 

Ohief ,Justice HEFLIN. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. I was privileged 
to hear the testimony that just was presented. It's my understanding 
that the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relationships 
does not have any judicial members. It would appear to me that such a 
Oommission has (\, void since it has no judicial members. It is my 
understanding that the Commission did not soek the advice or views 
of judges in their study of the LEAA program. 

It was interesting to hear some of the comments this morning. I 
would like to take (\, minute or two to make a general statement. I feel 
the matter of crime prevention is essential if you're going to reduce 
crime. 

There are some efforts being made in the United States today in 
which you might be interested. First-in regfl,rds to school educfl,tion
there is a movement to reform the curriculum as it fl,pplies to low~ 
related courses. 

Most elementary, junior high, and high schools have fl, civics 
course-maybe a little bit of economics-but now there is the begin
ning of a movement to teach school children their rights and their 
responsibilities as citizens. This movement has received some financial 
support from LEAA. 

I would suggest you contact the National Conference of La'W
Focused Education in Ohicago and the American Bar Association 
about this movement. To me, school curriculum reform designed to 
spotlight law in American society affords an. excellent opportunity to 
improve law observfl,nce among the youth of this Nation. 

We are planning in Alabama a citizens conference on crime preven
tion this spring. Hopefully it will generate activity on tbe pal·t of 
citizens designed to reduce crime. 
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Of course, the reason I am here is to represent the Conference of 
Chief Justices and to speak in its behalf on the problems of the LEAA 
prog~·am. Th~ point that ~lr. A.sh1~t?0~ brought up is most impor~ant. 
Ihe llld~pend~nce of t?-e State JudICIarIes, we ~eel, must be recogruzed. 
In the bill whIch was mtl'ouuced by Mr. Rodmo-H.R. 5967-which 
was at the request of the Conference of Chief Justices, there is a state
ment that Congress finus that the principles of fedel'aJiHm essential 
to the Constitution of the Uniteu States requires tha.t the State courts 
be improved according to plans developed by the States rather than 
the N a tion 01 Government. It further recites that Cono-ress finds 
that the independence of the judicial branch is a vital aspect of the 
separation of powers embodied in the Constitution of the several 
Sta~es, as well as that of the Federal Gover?IDent. It continues by 
statlll!?; ~hat the State. court system can be unproved only by both 
recogm~mg the .es~~ntIal State a!l~ local nature of the problem and 
respectmg the dlvlsIOn of authol1tIes among the cooruinate branches 
of State government. 

The chief justices feel that there should certainly be no Federal 
strings attached as it is applied to the State judiciary as may have 
.occurred in other endeavors in the past. 

IvIr. CONYERS. How come? 
Chief Justice HEFLIN. No.1, as to the operation of the courts from a 

Judicial decisionmaking function, State courts are controlled by deci
sions of the U.S. Supreme Court on Federal constitutional issues. 
State courts should and do follow such opinions. 

But as to the organization, structure, and operntion of State courts, 
these are matters which shou1(1 be developed and controlled by the 
judiciary within each State. Oongl'ess has sepamted the executive 
branch from the judicial branch by creating a planning and trainin~ 
agency within the Federal judicial branch known as the Federal 
Judicial Center. You also have separated from your executive branch 
your Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts. And in effect, what 
State cotlTt systems are asking for is that the concept of sepllL'atioll of 
powers should be recognized not only in the Federal Government but 
also in State government. 

'1'0 point out some of the problems that we have had with the LEAA 
progl'flm, the Conference of Chief .Justice;; for 3 years have adopted 
unanimously l'csoultions expressing dissatisfaction with the LEAA 
program as it applies to courts. In the pm;t 2 yearB, 1974 and 1975, 
the resolution called for congressional change. When Mr. Velde, the 
Administrator, took office, he attended one of the conferences of the 
chief justices, and immediately thereu.1ter became interested in tl'ying 
to have a colloquy between the State courts and LEAA. 

And as a result of hio:; concel'll, he commis;;ioned a study under the 
a.egis of the American University, whieh was chail'ed by Den,n Il'vin~, 
who will also teHtify todn,y. 'rhe report of that Commission substantially 
supported the charges of State j lldgos. 

Following the l'{~port of that Commission, a number of conferences 
betwe~n repl'esentH,tive? o~ llational c,ourt ol'gan.izations (l,nd re.pl:e~ 
sentatlves of the orgnmzatIOn or the State -plan.mng a9;ency admlllls
tratOl'Fl were held with NIl', Velde present. The State -planning agency 
adminiRtl'at01'f; met in ,June, and approved some of the recommenda
tions of the Irying Oommission, including one that courts Hhould be 
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given top priority . .After all of this activity, we felt that some improve
mont would occur. 

Then to my utter amazement, just recently, I have been unofficially 
informed that a study of the 1976 annual plans submitted by the 
State planning agencies to the LEAA did not show an increase in the 
allocation of funds to courts, but instead revealed a reduction of the 
percentage of State block money from approximately 6 percent in 1975 
to approximately 5 percent in 1976. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, maybe the administration did it. 
Chief Justice HEFLIN. No. This reflects the composite attitude of the 

State planning agencies. Each SPA submits an annual plan which re
flects the annual allocation of moneys to the various elements in the 
criminal justice system. And my information from an LEAA official is 
that, after all of this talk about COllrt emphasis, there was a decrease 
in the amount of money that has been allocated to courts and to court 
improvements by the SPA's throughout the country. 

:Mr. CONYERS. Well, let me put it another way. Maybe the White 
House doesn't like it. Maybe they support that idea. 

Chief Justice HEFLIN. Well, I don't think this would come from 
Washington. I think tllis is what is coming from each of the States, 
frolll the State planning agency witllin each State. 

:Mr. CONYERS. So they become a now power in and of themselves 
that would help determine what this Fedeml policy is going to be? 

Chief Justice HEFLIN. Well, they--
Mr. CONYERS. In advance of the Congress. 
Chief Justice HEFLIN. Well, under the present program, the entire 

use of LEAA funds within a Stute is determined by a State planning 
agency. I point out that while there has been a lot of talk about em
phasis on courts, the reverse has occurred. 

I apologize for my statement. I only had a very short time to prepare 
it und I reully wouldlilce to polish it up before'it's finully filed. But I 
wouldlilce to direct your uttention to three problem ureus: One is the 
sep~aration of powers doctrine. 

Perhaps I can best put that in focus by asking the question: Is there 
anyone on this committee th!tt feels that under our constitutional con
cept of the separation of powers that the President of the United States 
or his appointed executive agents have got the r!ght to tell the Federal 
judiciary, including the Supreme Court of the United States, "Either 
you plan, ol'gani~~e or operate your courts in accordance with our plans 
or wishes Ol~ else you'll receive only the funds that we want to give 
you."? 

N ow, if there had been such executive control over the U.S. Supreme 
Oourt, I wonder what the Watergate tape decision might have been. 

Mr. OONYERS. I was just going to remind you that that's a very 
interesting question to pose to members of this subcommittee, who 
have constituted a part of the Impeachment Committee. And I'm 
glad you posed that as a hypothetical because that would be another 
set of hearings in trying to frame a res120nse for you on that question. 

Chief JustICe HEFLIN. Congress, as I have pomted out, established, 
separate from the executive branch, an administrative office of courts 
that handles administrative matters. 'rhe Federal judiciary has a 
separate judicial j)lanning and training agency, which is called the 
Federal Judicial Oenter. And all we seek is to be treated in the same 
manner in regards to the separation of powers. 
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Instead of recognizing the separation of powers doctrine of each 
State, Congress in the past has not only authorized, but directed the 
Governor of each State or his appointed executive agents to tell its 
judiciary, "Either you plan, organize, or operate your courts in ac
cOl'dance with Ollr wishes and plans, 01' else you'll receive only the 
LEAA funds that we want to give you." 

Now, we feel the time has come to correct this defect in the LEAA 
program. We advocated that there be an independent judicial plan
ning entity. Frankly, when we approached this problem originally 
there were a number of chief justices and other judicial officers that 
felt there ought to be a separate Federal program for the improve
ment of courts, entirely separate from LEAA. 

But we were told that there were people in Congress who would 
object to the creation of another entity or a bureau. So it's felt that l\, 

court improvement program could be administered effectively by 
LEAA but in keeping with the separation of powers doctrine. And so 
the concept as contained in the Rodino bill attempts to do just that. 

N ow, the next matter to which I would like to direct your attention 
is the question of categorical grants. Congress in the past has in effect 
said, "All right, State planning agencies have not given attention to 
certain areas that need attention so we will require that a percentage 
be allocated to insure that attention is given." You've said, "All right, 
corrections need more attention." Next Congress said, "Juvenile 
justice needs more attention." 

So State judges attempted, in drafting a bill, to follow patterns 
Congress had set in the past by the usc of a percentage of moneys. 
Now, we understand that there is considerable opposition to the idea 
of continuing categorical grants. Our position, of course, is that we 
support a categorical grant for courts. But in the event Congress, in 
its wisdom, feels that it should not continue to follow this pattern, 
then we feel that it's up to Congress to determine a method by which 
there will be sums of money set aside for courts, because it's inescl1p
able that if Congress wants to provide a courts emphasis program then 
it must take oJIirmative steps to remove from the State planning 
agency the right to determine the percentage or the portion of State 
hloc funds that courts will receive. If 7 or 8 years of history mean any
thing, then it is clear that, in most States, courts will not receive a fair 
or a reasonable percentage of funds if the present system of deter
mining allocation to the courts continues. 

Now, in the event Congress does not follow the categorical grant 
approach for courts, it's essential that Congress come up with an alter
native which will remove from the SPA the determination of the 
amount or allotment of State bloc grant moneys that the courts will 
receive. 

Now, you can give us an independent judicial plunning entity, which 
is needed, but if we're going to attack the problems of court congestion 
and the problems of court reform, courts can do very little to win theRe 
battles if courts do not have Ilclequl1te funds. 

It is our judoment, after thm,e 7 or 8 yen.!'s of experience, thl1t if it's 
left to the sP:A\, courts will not receive 11 fnil' share. Another reason 
for this fear is that there is alot of talk n.boup a congressional cutback 
in the amount of LEAA funds thn,t will be made available to the States. 

Already there is tough competition between all elements of the 
LEAA program at a State level. There is backscl'l1tchillg; there is log-
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rolling. All sorts of such activity will continue with increased intensity
so that other elements of the criminal justice system can keep and 
continue their programs that are in existence at this time. With in-· 
creased competition for LEAA funds I feel courts will continue to be 
shortchanged. Oourts should never get into the arena of competition. 
or into the pit of competition and have to fight other elements for 
funds. Whenever courts get into a pit of competition, inevitably an 
atmosphere is created whICh is conducive to political influences. This. 
would be abhorrent to think about. 

N ow, the other matter is a question of representation of judiciaL 
members on the SPA boards. In most of the States, there has been 
very little representation of judicial members. There are people who 
say, IIWell, this is a question of the separation of powers also." 
Under the Oanons of Ethics, which the Federal judges operate under
and which the State supreme courts have adopted for practically all of 
the 50 States, there is an encouragement to participate in and become 
members, officers, or officials of various boards and commissions 
which are designed to improve the legal system or to improve the 
administration of justice. 

And so we feel that there has been a determination by the U.S. 
courts and by the State courts that the participation by judges in an 
overall program to improve the legal system is not violative of the 
separation of powers doctrine. However the courts should be pro
tected. They should be protected from the politics of SP Als. We 
feel that courts ought to be further protected by having an independ
ent judicial planning group and by having a method by which fund 
allocations are determmed, whether it be categorical grants or by a 
method on a State-by-State basis. There should be a difierent method 
that determines the amount of money that is allocated to the courts 
rather than the present method. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, it sounds like you want it both ways, Mr. Ohief 
Justice. You'd like to have an isolated Federal funding on behalf of 
the courts and you'd also like to have some representation, although 
you don't want to get into politics. 

Now, there are only six little positives that Ohairman Merriam 
of the Advisory Oommission preceding you was able to serve up as 
reasons for continuing the multibillion-dollar program. Two of these 
would be knocked out, as weak as they are, if we follow your sugges
tion. Because he claimed that on the positive side, one of the big 
advances coming out of this program was that chief executives and 
elected and legislative officials and criminal justice professionals-I 
guess you'd fall into that category-and the general public have 
gained a greater appreciation of the complexity of the crime problem 
and the needs of the different components. 

That's No. 1. If we separate you out independently, then all of 
this great understanding is going to be floating out on a separate 
constellation somewhere, like that Governor Brown chart. 1'hon 
item 6 J?1ight also be jeopardized-that many elected chief executives 
and legIslators have been able to cooperate and understand roughly 
the need for them to work together in solving the crime problem. 
But how can we rationalize taking a component as vital as the judiciary 
outside of a pro~.ram that seems to be hopelessly fragmented already? 

Ohief Justice .thULIN. Well, as I said earlier, some of our members 
wanted a completely separate program. However, the majority of 
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"the members went alon~ with the Rodino bill which provides for 
a separn.te planning entIty in regards to the judiciary within the 
framework of the LEU program. 

At the same time, the Rodino bill calls for one-third representation 
on the State planning boards. Now, I think judges can participate 
in the overall criminal justice program and provide some rather 
good expertise. I think they are in a position to lend help to the 
.overall program. 

Mr. OONYERS. I yield now and turn the chair over to the gentleman 
:from South Oarolina, JYIr. Mann. 

Mr. MANN. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
I fully appreciate what you are saying about the separation of 

'powers, but let me needle you about it a little bit. You lobby 'with 
the State legislature pretty effectively, I imagine. 

Ohief Justice HEFLIN. Well, in connection with the constitutional 
·separation of powers doctrine, there is a check and balance concept. 
'1.'here is nothing that I know of that says. that the executive branch 
is to constitute one of the checks or be involved in the balance against 
the judiciary. 

On the other hand, the legislative branch has always been con
sidered a part of the checks and balance system as it is applicable to 
,courts . 

. Mr, MANN. Now, it is a distressing fact that in the aggregate the 
req uests through State planning agencies or the State plan as developed 
for 1976 is a reduction over 1975 in spite of the fact that I see an emerg
ing effort to upgl'acle, improve, and reform the court system. 

Now, to what do you attribute that--as long as we know that per
haps we aren't understood well-but to what do you attribute that 
fact to? 

Ohief Justice HEFLIN. What do I attribute the movement that has 
taken place in the State governments today to reform judicial-

Mr. MANN. No, no-that State agencies or a State planning agency 
to whom we will attribute tlus result of reduced requests for courts, 
to what do you O'eneral1y attribute that result? 

Ohief Justice I-IEFLIN. They are basically political animals. How:' 
ever, I do not use that term to degrade them. The word "animal" is 
probably not the proper word. I merely point out that most SPAs live 
by the political sword. Oourts don't. In some States legislatures have 
approached the appropriation process with the attitude : "You scratch 
my back; I'll scratch yours" as to certain projects. A Governor usually 
gets his pet projects funded. 

Politics, I think, is basically creeping in and permeating the State 
planning agencies. 

MI'. MANN. Well, it's obvious that you don't want to take your 
chances with an increased block grant system, as recommended by the 
Intergovernmental Advisory Oommission ancl I can understand that. 
01' would you take your chances if you had the representation of the 
State planning agency? 

Ohief Justice }lEFIJIN. I'm not familiu,l' with what they recom
mended. I did not understand that they recommended that there be 
additional Federal funds over and above--

MI'. MANN. '1.'hey would tend to dbapprove, although specifically 
they may have given some lip service. 'rhey would tend to disapprove 
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categorical grants to any segment that would leave it to the State 
planning agencie~. 

Ohief Justice HEFLIN. Well, we-first, our position is that you 
should do to courts what ybu've done to corrections and to juvenile 
"justice. And I might say this: I understand that before the Senate 
Subcommittee on Oriminal Laws and Procedure, the Attorney General 
was asked by a member of that committee, "What do you think should 
,be clone to reduce crime?" And his reply was: "Sure and swift disposi
tion of cases and sure and swift punishment of the guilty." 

And he turned to Mr. Velde nnd said, "How much is being given to 
-courts?" And Nh. Velde indicated 16 percent, which was for a brond 
category of courts-not just solely courts, but included prosecution, 
,defense, law reform, and probation. 
, Some of the committee members expressed, at that time, amazement 
that such a low percentage was being spent for this priority to reduce 
'ci"ime. Now, in approaching it, either a categorical grant or some 
method to change the present system is essential. I don't profess to 
have all of the answers. And I hope that Oongress can come up to an 
answer. 

But I know this: That if you continue the present system of letting 
'the SPAs determine the amount or percentage of the funds of LEAA 
within the State to go to the courts, the courts are going to get the 
short end of the stick. 

Mr. :MANN. And, of course, that is a sad commentary. But on the 
other hand, why should the Federal Government determine within 
eneh State, or on a minimum standard for all States; what the status 
of their court system is vis-a-vis other parts of the law enforcement 
system, which is what we would be doing? We would be determining 
the priority within that State when the facts may not support that 
priority. 

'Ohief Justice HEFLIN. Well, if you plan a catchup program for courts, 
then it is necessary to clearly proclaim a priority program, along 
with a procedure to insure its accomplishment. 

We've gone through a year's experience of negotiation, hoping that 
SPAs would see the error of their ways and voluntarily correct this 
ill. Now the figures that are given us by offi,cials of LEAA indicate 
the reverse has happened. The criminai justice planning adminis
trators met at their annual conference in June 1975 and agreed with 
the Irving Oommission that the courts should have top priority. This 
turned out to he only lip service. Now, what do you do? 

Mr. MANN. Well, I share your concern about it, but one suggestion 
is: Why can't the legislation, through the use of State funds, correct 
that imbalance? Why should we blame all of the inequities on f!1e 
Federal funding portion of the money? 

Ohief Justice HEFLIN. Well, it was my understanding that one of 
the major reasons for the passage of the Omnibus Orime Oontrol and 
Safe Streets Act involved a recognition that States had neglected the 
criminal justice field. One of the hopes of the program was to use 
Federal money to beef up police, courts, and corrections so it could 
be demonstrated that the war against crime could he won hy the 
States. '1'he plan was that the programs would eventually be taken 
over by the States and supported by State money. If you don't have 
a beefing-up program for courts, then there is nothing to demonstrate 
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or nothing for the States to take over. If you don't give courts enough: 
to develop a program then it seems to me that it is self-defeating
certainly in regards to the rationale that caused the creation of the
LEAA in the beginning. 

Mr. MAN~. Well, true. And I certainly don't want to be in a posi
tion of quibbling with you. But there are just so many dollars that 
are going to be made available to each State and as of now, you know, 
85 percent of it is on a formula basis and 15 percent is discretionary,. 
I guess. And if the State planning agency uses those funds for some 
purpose other than the courts or the courts don't get their fair share, 
and after all of the emphasis on courts, which we recognize as coming' 
along in the last few years, the courts aTe still not getting their fair' 
share, isn't it ridiculous for us to be sitting at the Federal level, 
pointing the finger and saying, lIy ou don't have to allocate funds to· 
courts?" Isn1t it ridiculous that somewhere along the line someone 
has failed-and when I say "someone," I'm talking about a lot of' 
someones. I'm talking about the American Bar Association; I'm 
talking about the State court system itself; I'm talking about aU of 
the other agencies that are involved in pointing the finger of where· 
the problem is in the law enforcement system-that we haven't 
come up with a better image, as for as the needs of the courts are· 
concerned. Is it a part of the problem that we lawyers have to be· 
loved and appreciated? 

Is it a part of the pay scale that judges have vis-a-vis cherished?' 
What is the problem? 

Ohief Justice HEFLIN. Well, I think part of the problem is in the 
inherent nature of the judiciary. The judiciary really ought to be
looked after. Judges should not have to be politicians. If we allow 
politics to creep into the judiciary, then the rule of man will prevail 
instead of the rule of law. 

Mr. :MANN. What makes us any more capable of doing this than 
the State legislature? 

Ohief Justice HEFLIN. Well, let me say that legislatures, in some· 
States, in recent years have helped courts particularly in your Stato,. 
Mr. Ashbrook's S'tate and in my State. In recent years there has been 
a considera,ble amount of court reform in those three States. Increased 
financing of courts has occurred. Some 2 years ago in my State, 
t,he annual State appropriation for the judiciary was probably approxi
mately $5 million. Next year it will be in the neighborhood of $20' 
million. 

In your State of South Oarolina much progress has occurred. I am 
familiar with this progress since I participated in the South Oarolina 
Citizens Oonference on Oourts in 1971. I was back in your State a. 
couple of years later speaking to your State bar association so I am 
familiar with South Oarolina's progress. In Ohio, your Ohief Justice· 
O'Neill has had remarkable suecess with court reform. 

The progress that hu.s OCCUlTed in these three States is the result 
of a national movement to reform State courts and LEAA has played 
a part in this movement. I certainly feel that LEAA has played a. 
substantial part. I know in Ohio and in Alabama, LEAA has supported 
court reform. In Alabamn. we have gotten what we've asked for, with 
some exceptions. However, some unpleasuntriefl have accompanied. 
their support. 
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Throughout the United States there is the beginning of a movement 
-to improve courts. Also there is a similar movement to give State 
judiciaries more independence. 

I really feel that if you get down to it, it is inescapable that much 
progress has occurred in court reform; but I think we have a long 
'way to go. Oourts have got to rethink many concepts and ideas. 
Take congestion in criminal courts. We have had the goal of disposing 
of cases within 6 months from indictment. But if the concept of sure 
and swift disposition of cases is to play a meaningful role we must 
reduce that disposition goal to 60 days. 

Oongress has come up with somo ideas on tIns. However at the 
State level there still is a tremendous amount of congestion. In 
some States it is not uncommon to find cases backlogged for 2 and 
.3 years. Civil congestion is even worse in siome places. 

Soneone has referred to the State judicary as being t·ue neglected 
:branch of government of State government. TIns was certainly 
true up until the last few years. 

Mr. MANN. I agree. Mr. Ashbrook? 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Thank you, Chief Justice. I listened to your state

ment. It certainly rang clear to me. I hadn't read your question you 
raised to us. But it seems to me that it's basically'some of the point 
I was making to Mr. Merriam. I would say the problem I have seen 
in many of these programs-and they are unanswered questions
where you have a program enacted by the Congress and its purpose, 
legislative in its thrust, but judicial in operation, you've got a real 
hangup. 

In fact, the Legal Service-I was on the Education and Labor Com
mittee, the original poverty program, the Legal Service-it's very 
,difficult for legislators to enact a program that's judicial in its operation 
and legislative in its overall thrust or commitment. We got into the 
very sv/me problem, there. We end up saying: "OK, you can be a legal 
service program, but don't get any criminal cuses. It can be a legal 
services program, but don't get into civil rights. Don't get into riots. 
Don't get into things there were unpopular at the time." Some have 
-even added rent strIke and would have added boycotts. 

It's very hard to have a legal service program and say, "Go out and 
be a legal service program," but then take all of the proscriptions that 
we put around their operations. And I can see the exact problem here 
in the very same wl,ty. LEAA is a legislative program, but the degree 
to which it becomes judicial in its operation is sort of a never-never 
land that we never in tIns body have seen :fit to either bridge, put a 
wall, or compromise-one of the three things, I suppose, could be done. 

What we're talking about, I assume, is either no intervention at all, 
which would probably be my position. Bridging the separation of 
powers because we do put the money there, and, therefore, most people 
at least here in Washington-"If we put the money there, we've got 
something to say." Or the third, some compromise between the 
position of those in the judicial branch and the legishttive branch. 

As you would view it as a spokesman for chief justices-and I 
appreciate your mention of Justice O'Neill. I keep in very close touch 
with him and he has done a wonderful job and ends up being a source 
of much information to me as to what the chief justices are thinking . 

. Between those three areas: in effect, keeping the wall, getting the 
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money but not the control, the Congr~ss jumping over and some way 
or other bridging the separation or some compromise-what do YOLl 
suppose the chief justices think. is the reasonable position for you tend 
for us to take? . 

Chief Justice HEFLIN. The Rodino bill. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. You think that would be the fust-that it would 

probably insulate, in the chairman's words, would insulate the moncy 
you get without ha~ing the degree of controls or the usual guidelincs,. 
et cetera, that go WIth Fedel'almoney? 

Chief Justice HEFLIN. Well, there are several approaches. We are 
on record as supporting the Rodino bill. We realize this is a compli-
cated problem. . 

No. I, I think State courts have got to have an independent entity 
to determine their planning. Courts must be removed from the arena. 
of competition for funds at the State level particularly with the exeCH
tive bmnch where the players and the umpires belong to the same 
branch of government. .. 

Judges can participate, I think without any violation of any judicial 
canons of ethics or the sepamtion of ]Jowers doctrine in the overall 
planning of the entire criminal justice system. Even if judges hase an 
independent planning body nevel'theleSH there will be a fight for 11-

percentage of money. So it is essential that there be a procedure to
remove from the SPA's the determination of the allotment of fllnds. 
that gocs to courts. Otherwise, COllrts will be in an arena of competition. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Well, 1 could havf> imagined you were here listening: 
to my line of questioning. I couldn't have put it better as you did on 
page 3 when you say: "Either you plan, organize and. operate your 
courts in accordance with our \vishes and plans or else you will receive 
only the LEAA funds that we want to give you." 

That'A basically the concol'll that I expressed to Mr. 1{erl'iam-bn.si
cally my concern with the SPA's. One last question-I don't want to
put you on the spot too l'l11lch-I'd have to say that the SPA's do not. 
impress me at this point as adding that much. What has been the 
experience with the chief j llstices in dealing with the SPA's.? 

Do you really think or do you CtU'e to comment-do you roally 
think that the 7-yeal' record of the SPA's has been such as to retLlly 
improve the orderly processes of justicel administration of justicr.? 

. Chief Justice HEFLIN. ",VeU, J;on'l'e really, in effect, asking about 
the LEAA program. I think there has been much progress as arc-.;ult 
of the LEAA program. The goal of reducing crime may be self-clefeu,t
ing because of an overall good program. 

Let's take the case of automobile thefts. The FBI has a classification 
known as "cleared by arrest." Five or six years ago only about 25 per
cent of auto thefts were cleared by an arrest. 

TheLEAA program has ma.tie great progress in professionalizing 
the police. Police are now better trained. They apprehend far more 
offenders than they used to. Now the percentage of arrests for auto 
thefts is increased above 25 percrnt. If you have a more professional 
police foree then more crimes will be 'reported to the police. It is 
amazing the number of crimes that are not reported; in many in
stances more than 50 percent of certain types of crimes. The more 
crimes that are reported make crime statistics rise. The increase ill 
crime statistics has resulted in part because of better police methods. 
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It may be a self-defeating result. I honestly feel that if LEAA was 
abolished today, it would leave a legacy of considerable improvement 
in the criminal justice field. 

LEAA has brought about a more professional police force within the 
country. It has brought about improvements in corrections. It has 
brought about improvements in courts. Nevertheless, I think there 
are inherent ills within the LEAA program. I would certainly advocate· 
that the program be continued, with corrective action to remedy ills. 
Every time the media spotlights increases in crime statistics, I feel 
they should explain also that there has been a decrease in the unsolved 
crimes and an increase in reported crimes. 

So every time you see figures on crime increases-you also ought to· 
ask for the statistics on unreported crimes and unsolved crimes. 

I don't think you can just look at the overall LEAA program and 
say, "LEAA has done a horrible job." I think it has basically done a 
good job. However there are certain ills about the program, in my 
judgment, that ought to be corrected. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I would only conclude that the only difference
that I find with your point of view is that I do not look at the courts,. 
the police, and the system as being either the answer or the problem in 
the area of crime. In a philosophic sense, law and order is 98 percent 
attitude and 2 percent force. And unfortunately, the public feels that 
policemen and the courts can do what they have not done on attitude. 
You mentioned unreported crimes and the problem of witnesses. 
Across the board, the problem to me is more one of attitude on the 
part of the people than it is force. Only about 2 to 5 percent of the 
effectiveness in the fight against crime comes in the force. The rest of 
it has to be in public attitudes. And the public attitudes aTe such that, 
in my judgment anyway-the peTson is, I suppose, a little bit tougher 
and a little bit more of a disciplinarian, one who believes that people· 
ought to be Tesponsible fOT what they do. 

As long 11S we have the pTevailing attitudes, I don't think we can 
look at the courts and the police and say, "You failed." I guess what 
I'm saying is that I doubt the LEAA would really solve the problem as 
long as the prevailing attitude remains in society, which seems at least 
in my judgment, to be one of the causes of crime. 

Ohief Justice HEFLIN. It seems to me that it may wen be that part 
of the thrust of the LEAA program should be directed toward estab
lished and traditional institutions that affect a.ttitudes, such as schools, 
families, and citizen education. Improvement of these established 
institutions, in my judgment, can affect the attitudes of the public. 

111'. ASHBROOK. Of course, then you get to the same problem
brainwashing-the same problem of propaganda, indoctrination, incul
cation, invasion of parental and family rigbts. It's a very tough 
problem across the board. Well, I do a,ppreciate your Rtatement and 
I'm one of those on your page 3 that would anSwer in the affirmative. 
I don't think that under 11 constitutional system that we should give 
money and have a carrot and stick approach when it comes to the 
judiciary, even though that does not mean in every case that I agree 
with the judiciary. But I certainly recognize that separation and I 
won]dlike to see it honored. 

Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
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Mr. MANN. Mr. Chief Justice, we do appreciate your taking the 
·time in coming to us and we appreciil.te your work that you are doing 
'on the Committee of the Conference of Chief Justices. Thank you very 
much. 

Dean John F. X. Irving is the dean of Seton Hall Law Center, 
Newark, N.J. He is chairman of the Special Study on LEAA Funding 
<of the Stll!te Courts, published by American University, February 1975. 
He was the initial chairman of the National Association of State 
'Criminal Justice Planning Agencies. He consults in the fields of criminal 
.. and juvenile justice and is chairman of the board of regents of the 
National College of Criminal Defense Lawyers and Public Defnnders. 

Dean Irving, it's a pleasure to have you with us. I notice you have a 
prepared statement which will herewith be made a part of the record 
'and you may give it such treatment as you choose. 

['fhe prepared statement of Dean John F. X. Irving follows:] 

STATEMENT OF DEAN JOHN F. X. IRVING, SETON HALL LAW CENTER, AND 
CHAIRMAN, SPECIAL STUDY ON LEAA FUNDING OF THE STATE COURTS 

The criminal and juvenile courts of this country to a great extent set the tone, 
the pace and thf3 quality of the entire criminal justice system. In fact, the courts 
.are often called upon to pass judgment on the other components. of the system: 
the police, corrections, the community agencies involved in crime prevention and 
-control including the schools. Furthermore, even the state courts are becoming the 
social planners of our society as the legislative and executive branches of state 
government create a void by their ineptness or intimidation at the dimensions of 
the current domestic turmoil. 

In such a context, the increase in anti-social behavior; the paltry budgets of the 
'state courts; the complexity of litigation; the fragmented court structure and 
endless appeals have produced such a crisis in many of the state judiciaries that 
many commentaries have warned of their pending collapse. Meantime, federal 
LEAA funds have increased police capability so that more arrests are being made. 
The prosecution and-to a lesser extent-the defense have been upgraded since 
the initiation of the national war on crime seven years ago but the state courts 
have not kept pace. Though the reasons are complex, the solution is clear. 

Because the courts exercise a central rAe in dcaling with antisocial behavior, 
good planning would suggest that the state judiciaries participate fully in the 

-opportunities created by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968 and its progeny. That simply hafl not occurred. A study I chaired last year 
,demonstrates persuasively that in the LEAA planning and funding cycles, the 
state courts are "separate and unequal." 

It is more than a matter of inequity. Short.comings of the courts aggravate the 
problem of crime and induce cynicism and hostility among defendants and their 
'families and with the young, the poor and minority groups. Let me point out the 
three open wounds in the administration of justice which have left the courts 
staggcring almost without exception at the state and local levels: 

1. The municipal courts are the most visible, the most utilized and often, the 
poorest example of American justice. lVlany are an outright cancer, Political 
"considerations, inefficiency and haphazard procedures are most comfortable in 
these home town courts. Study after study has called for their absorption into a 

·statewide judiCial system; 
2. The juvenile courts are an unsuccessful experiment in providing indi

vidualized justice for minors. Begun at the turn of the century, these courts 
"have limped along over all these years giving evidence of permanenl tardation. 
As Justice Fortas said in the landmark Gat/lt decision, juvenilE !(\t :ts afford 
neither the care and treatment postulatcd for children nor the c.:... titutional 
protections available to adults. The juvenile courts in most jurisdictions operate 
under the premise that American children are not "personfl" within thi.: protec~ 
tion of the Fourteenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. '.rhis ul.,Qurdity 
denies them the safeguards of a grand jury, a public trial and other rights given to 
adults accused of crime without providing alternntively humane treatment or 

:remedial cme: 
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3·, Judicial 'selection, 'training and performance ·have been so substandard and: 
erratic for flo.longas to impede the entire courtsYfltelus in most fltates, The merit. 
system for judiCial selection recommended by the Amcrican Bar Association ever 
since 1937 has yet to be adopted in half the country. Pre-service training is a. 
rarity and meaningful in-service training opportunities still elude most judges. 
It's startling to realize in this nation that we give a policemen a gun, put a man on 
the criminal court bench and assign. cases to corrections personnel without first. 
providing minimumtrainin,g. They say doctors bury their mistakes and judges 
send theirs to prison. In rural communities especially and in juvenile courts, you 
find judges today who have no legal education, no law books and no law clerks. 
Inadequate resources are the rule rather than the exception in criminal justice. 

Partly as a result, disparity in sentencing is outrageous and rightly resented 
by defendants who are at the mercy of this form of Russian Roulette. At the 

. same time the casual observer is shockcd by the delays, the plea bargaining and 
the clear up rates. 

There can be no doubt that the state courts need federal help in upgrading and. 
modernizing their structure and procedures. To date however, as our study 
showed the courts have been getting only 5 or 6 per cent of .the LEAA appro
priations as they filtered through the various state planning agencies. Furthermore, 
some of these funds were spent on court-related projects conceived of by the 
executive branches without support of the top court personnel in the participating' 
states. 

I have worked with the LEAA program since its inception: first, as director of 
the Illinois State Planning Agency; later as the initial Ohairman of theN ational 
Oonference 'of Oriminal Justice Planning Agency Directors and in recent years as 
consultant with The American University in ten states for LEAA-cfunded 
programs. In many respects the LEAA effort has been enormously successful in 
initiating planning, research and innovative programs in criminal justice. 

The state courts however have not had the opportwlity given the police and 
corrections. We found that state planning agency staffs were often ignorant of 
the needs of the courts and unsympathetic to their plight. Nor has LEAA spoken 
out to correct this inattention. Therefore I support Oongressman Rodino's bill 
(H.R. 8967) in principle but I would urge the elimination of any fixed.percentages 
of LEAA funds earmarked for the courts. 

A fixed percentage will·destroy the prospect for comprehensive planning at the 
state level; encourage state legislatures to ignore their continuing obligation .to· 
provide the basic court budget; and, I am afraid, encourage waste or scandal in 
the hasty expenditure of large sums of money. 

I would prefer that each state planning agcncy be restructured so that, as our' 
study recommends, up to one third of the policy board consist of court designees, 
and private citizens. That board should then determine what is a reasonable
amount of SPA funds for court projects. 

The essential needs of the courts that LEAA can help meet are: 
(1) Oreation of a planning capability within each state court system. 
(2) establishment of a judicial council made up of judges from every level of 

the courts to advise and supervise the planning staff. 
(3) acceptance by the SPA of the pInns and projects developed by tb,e court 

planners as prima facie valid. Although not all these emerging projects can be· 
funded, the courts not the executive will set the court priorities and the agcnda 
for reform. 

(4) the regional LEAA offices should reject any state plans that do not both 
identify the legitimate needs of the courts and allocate anticipated LEAA funds 
to the courts in reasonable amounts. 

(5) restructure of the state planning agency policy boards so that the private 
citizens together with court designees comprise one-third of the total board: 
thereby creating a more neutral forum for consideration of state court projeci;s. 

I would not tinl(er with the current legislation beyond these few changes. The' 
program has been in flux since its inception. Each year guidelines from LEAA have 
changed the thrust of state planning leaving the local people constantly off' 
balance. There is now some evidence that the state criminal justice planning agency 
concept is beginning io work. Initially it was a foreign transplant into the body 
politic because it sought for the first time to bring police, court and corrections. 
people together to make a system out of the llonsystem of justice. Let us,give it a.. 
chance. 
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'TESTIMONY OF DEAN JOHN F. X. IRVING, SETON HALL LAW CEN· 
TER, AND CHAIRMAN, SFECIAL STUDY ON LEAA FUNDING OF 
THE STATE COURTS 

Dean IRVING. 'I'hank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and Congress
'man Ashbrook and fellow attorneys. I think I'm the only witness this 
morning that comes before you having worked in the system. By that, 
I mean working within the SPA-LEU program from its inception. 

I was the first director of the Illinois effort. I worked with LEAA to 
try to develop some reasonable guidelines in this program. I'm also, 
I think, the only witness probably this morning who has done a 180-
degree turn in the last year and a half in terms of the question of 
'whether the courts havtj, in fact, been short changed by LEAA. 

When I was asked by American University to eboil' this committee, 
this national study-and incidentally, I have submitted copies of this 
to you and I'll talk about that briefly. 

Mr. MANN. Very good. 
Dean IRVING. A. judge from Kentucky was on the committee and a 

researcher from Calfiornia. I initially felt, going into the study and 
chairing it, that the courts had a traditional, but unfair gripe that the 
rest of Government was against them. 

In Illinois, we tried very hard in the early years to get the COUl'ts to 
participate. In the early years, the State courts felt that taking 
Federal money for the judicial branch, coming as it was through the 
executive branch of the State government, made the money doubly 
tainted. They didn't want it. By the time they decided that, the Con
gre::lS of the United States, through the LEAA, was causing a serious 
dislocation by upgrading the police-and in a free society, that's very 
dangerous. You upgrade law enforcement and surveillance possibilities 
with Federal money and you do very little to upgrade the supervision 
responsibilities and capabilities of the courts and I suggest we are 
approaching a troubled situation. 

And I think thaVs why, in answer to a question earlier, why the 
Congl'eBs has got to move to address these grievances by the courts 
because the LEU program, unintentionally, has cMlsed tIllS dis
location. 

But let me go back a bit, if I may, I1nd I want, "vithout taking too 
much of your time, to be able to give a few ideas and then answer your 
questions. In onr national study, we concluded that we should take 
and recommend to the Congress a moderate position: and that is that 
the best of the experienced of the State planning agency concept should 
be kept. 

And I think the experience is that it's begilllllng to work. For the 
first time in the history of the country, we have agencies at the State 
level that are trying to pull police, courts, corrections people together, 
to sit down unemotionallv and talk about how to make a system out 
of a nonsystem of justice 'and how to deal with Johnny Buck who has 
now passed from the schools to the police to the courts to juvenile 
corrections to adult corrections. We're beghmiug to make some steps 
in that direction. 

So we don't want to throw that out in our study. On the other hand, 
we are strongly opposed to fixed percentages of FI3c1eral funds for tho 
courts. I'll explain the reason for that in just it moment. 
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Let me say :first, if I may, that as you know fiS 9,ttorneys and :f.,1em
bel's of the Congress, the criminal and juvenile courts at the State 
Jevel, to a great extent, set the tone and the pace and, indeed, the 
-quality for the whole criminal justice system. 

And furthermore, the courts are, by their very nature, required to 
-pass judgment at times on what law enforcement agencies and COlTec
tions does, as well as pass judgment on community agencies and schools 
in their delinquency prevention role. 

And even at the State level, courts are becoming more and more 
social planners, if only because of the ineptitude of the executive and 

legislative branches, which refuse to come to grips with some of the 
maior domostic problems of the time. 

Now, in that context., then, what I see is greater expectations being 
pushed on the courts. As one legislator said to the courts in New Jer
sey, "We've got to run for election every 2 years. You fellows in the 
Supreme Court don't. We want you to redefine the tax formula for 
the public schools of New Jersey." And to a greater and greater degree 
ih3 courts are being forced, if only because of an abdication of legisla
tive respon;:;ibility, the courts are becoming more and more the social 
:plnnners. 

Now, in that context, the increase in antisocial behavior, the com
:plexity of litigation, the paltry budgets of the State courts, the frag
mented court structures have produced a crisis in many of the State 
judiciaries that commentators have warned will lead to a sure collapse. 

lvIeantime, Federal funds, as I said, increase police capability. To 
some extent, prosecution and defense capabilities have been increased, 
but the State courts have not kept pace. Although the reasons are 
.complex, I think the solution is clear. 

Because the courts have a central function in the justice system, one 
'would think that good planning would suggest that the courts partic
ipate. fully in this effort to upgrade the system through the opportuni
ties erNl ted b:y the Safe Streets Act, which incidentally, in my view 
after living with this for 7 years, is part of the hoax of the whole 
,proh1em. 

The very fact that the Congress called this the Safe Streets Act im
plied there would be enollgh money to make the streets safe. And you 
know that that's impossihle. When I was in Illinios, the police depart
ment budget for Ohicago had reached $200 million a year. The LEAA 
funds avnilo ble for the entire State, police courts, and corrections, was 
10 pC'rcent of that. So to t.hink with $20 million we could make the 
streets even of Ohicago safe was an illusion. 'rhere are other reasonR 
for the failure of LEAA and the SPA's to achieve a reduction of 
·crime, but I'm not sure they're germane this morning. 

The study that I chaired a year ago and we submitted some reports 
to yon, as I've s~dd, demonsti·n.tes, I think, persuasively that in terms 
·of LEAA planning and funding, the State courts are separate and Ull

·eqllnl. I think it's more than a matter of inequity. 
The shortcomings of the courts aggravate the problem of crime 

'ftnd induce cynicism and hostility among defendants and their families 
and certainly in the young-I see in the people coming into our law 
Rchoo1. 'l'hey have a distain especially for the juvenile justice system 
01' the juvenile injustice system. Oertainly the poor minority groupE! 
have rcal questions o,bout how just our system is, ... 
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Let me point out briefly three open wounds in the administration 
of justice that I perceive that we need to deal with in terms of a crisis. 
that now confronts the State courts. No.1, I would point out the 
municipal courts, which the Amerian Bar Association has long urged 
be absorbed into a statewide system and it be depoliticized. 

As you know, and I'm not the first to say it by any means, municipal 
courts are the most visible courts, the most widely used, and the least 
effective showpiece of our justice system. No.2, the juvenile courts 
are an unsuccessful experiment in providing individualized justice. 
'fhese were started, as you know, at the turn of the century. They 
have limped along all of these years and I think you've evidenced now 

Q a permanent retardation. 
As Justice Fortas said in the Gault decision, these courts don't 

give the care and treatment postulated for children in the original 
theory nor the constitutional protections afforded to adults. The fact 
that juvenile courts in most jurisdictions take the position that 
children are not persons, not persons within the protections of the 
14th amendment, because persons have certain constitutional rights
indictment by a grand jury, speedy trial, public trial. 

These are not given to children, nor are they given anything by way 
of attractive substitutes. And the third open wound that I see in ollr 
justice system has to do with the method of selection of judges at the 
State level, the training or lack of training, and the erratic performance. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Do you think those wounds, whether they be self~ 
inflicted 01' open wounds, whatever you want to refer to, come basically 
from the legislative, executive, or judicial? The legislative, obviously~ 
set up the juvenile system, not the judges. The legislative has had a 
lot to do with this. Which would you think the most culpable of the 
three? 

Dean IRVING. I'm not sure that I would point the finger to one more' 
than the other. It seems to me that the municipal court, the juvenile 
court, are specialized courts that have not maintained the interest of 
legislative bodies, OK? They're not getting the funding required. 

And the courts, I think, have been very ineffective in trying to' 
articulate the needs of these courts. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I guess my point was: I know in my State, for a 
long time when I was in the l~gislature, we still had justices of the· 
peace. 

Dean IRVING. Yes. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Then we went to county courts without county

wide jurisdiction. Then little by little, the county municipal courts got 
countywide jurisdiction. So you know it's an ambling process and it's 
mostly legislative at the heart rather than judiciaillt the heart. That's 
why I wondered. 

Dean IRVING. Well, I think it is, but there are real politicnl concerns 
that preclude the unification of courts into a State system. The 
disinclination of municipalities to give up control of the municipal 
court-that kind of concern. But the fact remains that we are in a 
crisis situation and we have people sitting in the courts who are of ton 
selected without merit, without t1 merit system. 'fhey get little or no 
tl'aining and their performance tends to be erratic. 

So that as it result of that-
Mr. MANN. Dean--
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Dean IRVING. Yes? 
Mr. MANN. I apologize for the need for our answering the floor call, 

and I question-you have a marvelous statement. And you are 
stating very concisely and succinctly your impressions . .And you have 
that supportive document there which I hope that the committee will 
study. 

Suppose let's take about 3 minutes and you get to your essential 
needs that LEAA can meet and we can all save an hour or so of time 
by not having to reconvene and what not. I hate to cut you short. 

Dean IRVING. No. I perfectly understand. I perfectly understand. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Off the record. 
[Discussion off the record.] 
Mr. MANN. Back on the record. 
Dean IRVING. Well, may I then summarize what really is the 

conclusion. of this national study? 
Mr. MANN. Yes. 
Dean IRVING. We have found, No.1, that the State courts are get

ting 5 or 6 percent of the total action moneys that are coming down 
to the Stf),te level. We found that the LEAA funds were inflated. We 
found, hljwever, that a fixed percentage for courts will do great harm, 
invites scandaL When fixed sums are thrust upon a branch of govern
ID{:nt, I think that it eliminates a healthy check and balance. I think it 
would encourage the State legislatures to say to the State courts: 
"The Federal Governmf'nt is now starting to fund you. We can stop 
what is logically expected by way of State revenues for your courts." 

OK. What we recommend to Members of the Oongress is that the 
State planning agencies be required, under the e}':isting legislation, to 
change the composition of the State planning agency policy board, so 
up to one-third would be comprised of judges and citizens. That would 
be a more neutral forum for court plans to be reviewed. 

We think the courts should have their own planning capability and 
that no regional office of LEAA should approve a State plan unless it 
takes into account the reasonable needs of the court, insofar as Federal 
and State funds are lwailable to deal with that. 

Oheck and balance, more court representation, but avoid a fixed per
centage of funds like the plague. Thank you very much. 

Mr. MANN. We're reluctant that we have to conclude. We'll have to 
do it another time. 

[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon
vene at 10 a.m., 'rhursday, March 4, 1976.] 
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room 2237, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John Oonyers, Jr. 
[chairman of the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Oonyers, Mann, McOlory, and Ashbrook.. 
Also present: Daniel L. Oohen, counsel; Timothy J. Hart and 

Leslie Freed, assistant counsel; and Oonstantine J. Gekas, associ
ate counsel. 

Mr. OONYERS. '1.'he subcommittee will come to order. In continuation 
on the hearings on LEAA, we are pleased to have today the Deputy 
Attorne~' General of the United States, the Honorable Harold R. 
Tyler, formerly a district judge. He has a distinguished career in 
government and in law enforcement in general. We are pleased to· 
have you here today, Deputy Attorney General Tyler. 

We note that you have been kind enough to prepare a statement for 
the subcommittee. And I would presume that you are going to go first, 
unless you and the Administrator want to proceed at the same time. 

Mr. TYLER. Well, Mr. Ohairman, I thank you. I'm preparea to go 
fu'st, if that's all right with the Ohair. 

Mr. OONYERS. It is. 
Mr. TYLER. And as you say, I do have a written statement, which 

the subcommittee has. And I'd be glad to either summarize it or-
Mr. OONYERS. Please. 
Mr. TYLER [continuing]. Have it part of the record-however you 

see fit. 
Mr. OONYERS. Well, let's do both. Let's make it a part of the record 

and that would free you to make any personal embellishments that. 
you would honor us with today. 

[The prepared statement of Harold R. Tyler, Jr., follows:] 

STATEMENT OF HAROLD R. TYLER, JR., DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you and the members of the Committee for
the opportunity to testify on reauthorization for the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. 

In his message on crime, the President spoke of three ways in whioh the Federal 
government oan play an impertant role in law enforoement. It oan provide leader~· 
ship to State and looal governments by enaoting laws whioh serve as models for
other jurisdiotions and by improving the Federal oriminal justice system. In 
addition, it oan enaot and vigorously enforce laws covering criminal conduot that. 
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>cannot be adequately handled by local jurisdictions. Finally, it can provide 
financial assistance and technical guidance to State and local governments in 
their efforts to improve their law enforcement systems. LEAA is the means by 
which the Federal government performs this last and important function. 

As you know, when LEAA was established by the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968, it was the first Federal program to rely primarily 
on bloc grants to States rather than on categorical grants for specific purposes to 
smaller units of government. In establishing. the LEAA, program, Congress 
recognized the essential role of the States in our Federal system. The Act reflects 
the view that, since crime is primarily a local problem and criminal justice needs 
vary widely, a State is generally in a better position than the Federal government 
to determine its own criminal justice needs and priorities. 

Under the LEAA bloc grants, States have spent their grant funds according 
to their perceived needs. Under the basic bloc grant approach embodied in Part 
C of the Act, however, LEAA is intended to be much more than a mere conduit for 
Federal funds. Although, as you know, basic bloc grant funds are allocated 
annually to each State on the basis of population, each State is required to con
sider certain factors and develop an approved State plan before becoming eligible 
to receive funds. These factors are set forth in Sections 301 through 304 of the 
Act. Thus, the LEAA program encourages each state, in cooperation with the 
units of local government, to engage in a comprehensive analysiS of the problems 
faced by the law enforcement and criminal justice system in thut State. In re
viewing the State plans, LEAA is responsible for ensuring that LEAA funds 
are expended for the purposes intended by the Act, while leaving to the Stutes 
the responsibility for designating the projects which will receive funds. 

The LEAA funding program does not consist exclusively of bloc grants. LEAA 
also makes categorical grants for corrections progrums und luw enforcement 
education and training. In fiscal year 1975, $113 million, or approximately 14 
per cent of the LEAA budget, was allocated to cutegorieal grants for correction~: 
institutions and facilities, and $40 million, or approximately 4.0 per cent of the 
LEAA budget, was allocated to the law enforcement education and training 
cutegoricallgrant program. These progmms have provided needed visibility and 
emphasiS in these special areas. 

In addition, LEAA conducts a discretionury grant program designed to "ad
vance national priorities, draw attention to programs not emphasized in State 
plans, and provide special impetus for reform and experimentation within the 
total law enforcement improvement structure created by the Act." 

One obvious and lasting contribution of the discretionary grant program is 
the work of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals. This Commission, funded by LEAA, has issued a series of reports 
with numerous specific suggestions for improvement of luw enforcement and the 
criminal justice system. In response to the Commission's work, Congress has 
required that each State establish its own standards and gonls for the expenditure 
of LgAA bloc grant funds. Since 1!J73, LEAA has prOVided over $16 million in 
discretionary funds to 45 states to ussist them in the development of these stand
ards and goals, which are already reHected in the State comprehensive plans 
now being submitted to LEAA. 

'fhe discretionary grant program also permits funding of demonstration pro
grams designed to test the effectiveness of promising approachrs to difficult 
problems. An important current exalllple is the Career Criminal "rogram. In 
recent years, there has been a growing appreciation of the amount or crime com
mitted by repeat offenders, often while they await disposition of outstanding 
charges against them. Last year, Pr('sident Ford asked the Department of Justice 
to develop and implement 11 prog~'l1m to del11 with career criminals, with the 
objectives of providing quick identification of persons who repel1tedly commit 
seriolls offenses, t\ccording priority to their prosecution by the most experienced 
prosecutors, and assuring that, if convicted, they receive nppropriate sentences to 
p~ "vent them from immediutely returning to society to viotimize the commullity 
once I1gain. LEAA discretionary grimts are nOw financing such programs in eleven 
cities, If they prove successful! it is expccted tl1at they will be institutionalized in 
those communities, with the i::itate and 10on1 governments assuming the cost, and 
widely imitnted elsewhere. 

Complementing the discretionary gmnt program is the Nl1tionul Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. As the research arm of IJEAA, the Insti
tute presently serves to encourage and eVt\lU:l,te new programs and to promote the 
nationwide implementahion of those which are successful. Its current activities 
inolude projects concerning crime prevention through environmental deSign, the 
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'reduction of sentencing disparity, the efficacy of police patrols, and the evaluation' 
of the impact of federal assistance on the national criminal justice system. 

In essence, we believe that the present balance between discretionary and block 
'grants provides for appropriate Federal initiative in the law enforcement area, 
while nreserving a sizable block grant program that iR responsive to State and local 
priorities. LEANs current structure provides support for the continuum of 
services needed for an effective enforcement program. These include basic and 
applied research to identify new approaches to solving problems, discretionary 
grants to demonstrate these programs in selected areas, and block grants to 
implement them, and other programs, on a nationwide basis. The success of each 
of ,these is interdependent. 

H.R. 9236 embodies several clarifications and refinements that we believe would 
improve the efficacy of the LEAA program, First of all, H.R. 9236 proposes that 
the Act be clarified by expressly stating that LEAA is under the policy direction of 
the Attorney General. The Act now provides that LEAA is within the Department 
of Justice, under the "general authority" of the Attorney General. In accordance 
with this language, the Attorney General is deemed ultimately respon:>ible for 
.LEAA. To make this responsibility meaningful, the Attorney Geneml must con
cern himself with policy direction. Under the proposed language change, responsi
bility for the day-to-day operations of LEAA and particular decisions on specific 
grants will remain with the Administrator, as they are now. Thc proposed addi
tionallanguage will make clear what is now assumed to be the case. Close coopera
tion between the Department and LEAA should not only enhance the activitiof; of 
LEAA, but increase its helpfulness to the Department as well. As part of the effort 
to promote this, H.R. 9236 also proposes that the Director of the Institute be 
appointed by the Attorney GeHeral. 
. In our view, the LEAA program could also be strengthened by establishment 
of an expert aGlvisory board as suggested by H.R. 9236. It is envisioned that the 
board', appointed by the Attorney General, would review priorities and prOgrams 
for discretionary grant and Institute funding, bnt would not be authorized to 
rcview and approve individual gl'l1nt applications. The discretionary funds 
awarded in fiscal year 1971') were at the level of $183 million. I believe it will be 
useful to have an advisory board take an overview of the discretionary grant 
program as it proceeds, so that the Administrator and his staff will have the 
benefit of both criticism and enconragement from informed persons outside the 
Federal system. The views of the Board would not be binding, but I am sure they 
wonld be helpful. 

H.R. 9236 also aims at further clarification of the Act's intention to improve 
the law enforcement and criminal justice system as a whole, includinf, State and 
local court systems. As the President noted in his message on crime, 'Too often, 
the courts, the prosecutors, and the pnblic defenders are overlooked in the alloca
tion .of criminal jU'ltice resources. If we are to be at all effective in fighting crime. 
State and local court systcms, including prosecution and defense, must be expanded 
and enhanced." We continue to be committed to the belief that the block grant 
approach affords the best means of addressing this problem, which varies in di
mension from State to State. In order to emphasize the importance of improving 
State and local court systems, however, I:I.R. 9230 proposes that a provision be 
added in order to explicitly identify improvement of court systems as a purpose 
of the block grant program. While the proposed provision would not require the 
States to allocate a specific share of block grant funds for court reform, it would 
provide a clear baRis for rejecting plans that do not take this interest into account. 

Sevel'l11 LEAA studies suggest that many State and local court systems do not 
have a capability to plan for future needs. Thus, they have been hnndicapped in 
participating in the comprehensive state planning process, which is the key feature 
of the LEAA program. ILR. 9236 would make clear that block grants can and 
should be uscd to enho,uce court planning capabilities. In addition, $1 million of 
fiscal year 1975 discretionary funds have been earmarked for this purpose. To
gethel', these efforts should increase the capacity of court systems to compete for 
block grant funds. 

The court s~Tstem should also bencfit from the proposal in H.R. 9236 authorizing 
the Institute to engage in research related to civil justice, as well as criminal 
justice. In many respects, civil and criminal justice are integrally related. In the 
conte;,<t of court systems, for example,. the civil and criminal calendars often 
compete and conflict. Judges and juries frequently hear both criminal and civil 
cases, and the same management systems may apply to all cnses. In addition, 
measures affecting Federal courts invaria1)ly have effects on State and local 
courts. Thus, it is proposed that the Institute retain its emphasis on State and 
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local law enforcement tmd criminal justice, but be permitted to fund appropriate 
civil justice and Federal criminal justice projects as well. Accordingly, it is pro
posed that the Institute be renamed the "National Institute of Law and Justice." 

H.R. 9236 also proposes providing increased resources for areas with high crime 
rates through the discretionary grant program. As the President noted in his crime 
message, "In many areas of the country, especially in the most crowded parts of 
the inner cnies, fear has caused people to rearrange their daily lives." For them, 
there is no "domestic tranquility." 

This condition poses a difficult dilemma for the Federal government. Although 
substantial, LEAA funds constitute a relatively small portion of the annual 
criminal justice expenditures in this country, representing only 6 per cent of the 
national total. The Federal government could not afford to underwrite a nation
wide war on crime through the block grant system. Indeed, as the concept of 
LEAA affirms, it would be inappropriate for the Federal government to attempt 
to do so. Nevertheless, there is an immediate, h11man need for more to be done. 
We believe that this need can most appropriately be addressed by increasing 
LEAA discretionll.ry grll.nts for demonstmtion programs in areas with the highest 
incidence of crime and law enforcement activity-typically urban centers. 

H.ll. 9236 also includes several significant provisions regarding prevention of 
juvenile delinquency. One would authorize the use of LEAA discretionary funds 
for the purpose of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act of 1974. A comple
mentll.ry provision would eliminll.te the related maintenance of effort requirements. 
of the Crime Control Act and of the Juvenile Justice Act. 

Authorizing use of LEAA discretionary funds to implement the Juvenile Justice 
Act would integra.te this program with the other activities administered by 
LEAA. If LEAA is given this authority, the need for the maintenance of effort 
provisions, which are inconsistent with the philosophy of the block grant ap
proach, 'would significa.ntly diminiSh. The States would be free to determine their 
own juvenile justice needs, while LEA A wonld be free to finance innova.tive 
programs or compensate for perceived miAa.llocations of resources at the State 
level. '1'he suggested changes do not, of course, reflect any weakening in our 
resolve to tackle the importll.nt problem of the juvenile offender. It is a most 
important problem. 

I will be pleased to respond to any questions you may have on H.R. 9236 and 
on the general issue of reauthorization for LEAA. 

TESTIMONY OF HAROLD R. TYLER, JR., DEPUTY ATTORNEY 
GENERAL 

1,fr. TYLER. Well, Mr. Oh airm an, as you know, the Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administratioll was established in 1968, and, as the 
first Foeleral program to rely primarily on block grants to the States 
rather than on categorical grants to any gl'e!1t extent, it h!1s been 
designed by the Oongress to recognize the essentiall'ole of the States 
I1nd of local governments in our Federal system. 

The original act reflects the view that crime and criminal law 
enforcement 111'e prim!1rily St!1te !1nd 10c!11 problem". It is pl'cmisccl 
on the ide!1 th!1t, since the criminal justice needs of the several States 
tend to vary from place to place and from time to time, it is wise to 
try to a"sist the States without unduly fettering their discretion and 
programing. 

Mr. OONYERS. Do you still think that holds true? 
1ifr. TYLER. vVell, there are arguments pro and con. As youlenow, 

Mr. Ohairman, there are some who feel that certain parts of the State 
systems don't have enough to say. I believe your subcommitteo has 
already heard testimony fro111 persons who sincerely hold that view. 

But it is 0,1so true, as you UTe well awm.'e, that the LEAA funding 
program does not consist exclusively of block gl'!1nts. There are 
certain. Ct1tcgoricu,l gmllts and always have been since the enabling 
legislation. was enactecl in 1968. In the past fiscal year, $113 million 
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'or about 14 percent of th~ LEAA budget was devoted to these cate
gorical grants for correctional institutions and facilities and so on. In.. 
addition, of course, categorical grants for law enforcement, education,. 
and training represented a significant part of the 1975 fiscal year 
budget. Finally, as you also know, there is a discretionary grant 
program which has, as its focus and purpose, the advancement of 
national priorities. It is desi~ned to draw attention to programs which 
are not emphasized in the titate plans. This reflects an intention on 
the part of o ongress , I believe, to see to it that the Federal Govern
ment continues to experiment so as to provide a model for both the. 
] ederal and the State criminal justice system. 

I'd like to say a word, Mr. Ohairman, if I might, about the work or 
the National Advisory Oommission on Oriminal Justice Standards 
and Goals. This is a Oommission funded by LEU. It has issued &. 

number of reports with specific suggestions for improvement of law 
enforcement and various facets of the criminal justice system. Since 
1973, LEAA has provided over $16 million in discretionary funds to. 
most of the States in the Union to assist them in the development of 
these standards and goals. I might say parenthetically that at the 
moment the American Bar Association, ,vith support from foundations 
and, to some extent, from LEAA, is trying to evaluate and bring up 
to date the standards and goals which have been promulgated as a 
result of this program and interest by LEAA. . 

I'd like to mention briefly another matter which is discussed in my 
prepared statement, namely, the career criminal program. As you and 
everyone interested lmow, there's been a growing appreciation that 
a lot of the crimes in our cities and towns may well be committed by 
recidivists or repeat offenders, and that often these repeat offenders 
commit additional crimes while they're awaiting the disposition of 
outstanding criminal charges against them. This is a subject which 
has been covered in the papers in this city this week, as you know, as 
a result of what was called, at least by the press and the law enforce:" 
ment officers involved, Operation Sting, which came to its climax this 
past weekend in Washington, D.O. It was reported that over 70 
percent of the arrested persons were persons who apparently were 
repeaters or recidivists. 

Last year the President asked the Department of Justice to develop 
and implement a program to deal with these so-called career criminals 
with the purpose of providing quick identification of those individuals 
who repeatedly commit serious offenses, of according priority to their 
prosecutions by the system and by the most experienced people in the 
system, and of assuring that, if persons are convicted, they receive 
prompt disposition by sentence. 

Now, I think that at the moment LEAA discretionary grants are 
supporting these progrums and evaluations in 11 cities across the land. 
The fmalretul'lls from the proO'ram are not in, but it is expected that? 
if these programs are successful, they will be institutionalized in those 
11 communities and in others as well. We hope that if the program is 
successful, it will be widely imitated by States and local governments 
with their own personnel and their own funds to a major extent. I'd 
like to sneak briefly also, MI'. Ohairman, about the National Institute 
of Law Enforcement and Oriminal Justice. rrhis, as you know, is the 
!'esearch arm of LEAA. 
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One of the features of the present legislation submitted by the 
administration here in the House is the suggestion or recommendation' 
that the National Institute Chairman be an appointee of the Attorney 
General. We think that the National Institute has made its mark with 
the academic and research branches of the criminal justice systems in 
the several States, as well as in the Federal scheme of things. 

We continue to believe that the Institute's research activities are 
well worth the effort, the devotion of the people involved, and the 
money required, even if it turns out that a particular ,)roject is 
unfruitful. 

. The National Institute continues to support research projects in 
all parts of the system, whether they have to do with the courts, the 
juvenile justice system, the efficiency of police work, and so on. 
Granting that LEAA has had certain proposals and programs over 
the years that have been criticized, we continue to think that the 
basic thrust of the statute is a sensible one. This is not to say that this 
House cannot consider legislation, as it is now doing, to improve the 
basic structure in order to make it more effective, 
. We agree with the general LEAA approach. As you know, n.R. 
9236, which is the administration bill, contains certain proposals, one 
of which I've already mentioned. Another would make clearer the 
language dealing with the responsibility of the Attomey General in 
respect to LEAA. We think that it would not only clarify the responsi
bility l~g in the Office of the Attorney General, but perhaps also 
bring about even closer cooperation between the Department of 
Justice and LEAA, thereby enhancing the activities and work of 
LEU in the bargain. 

We have proposed, as you know, Mr, Ohairman, in this legislation 
the establishment by statute-and with the approval of Congress, 
therefore-of aN ational Advisory Board, which could review priorities 
and programs, particularly for discretionary grant and National 
Institute funding, I should say parenthetically that this prop0801 
makes it clear that this National Advisory Board would not be called 
upon to review and approve individual grant applications as such. 

Discretionary funding in fiscal year 1975 was at the level of $183 
million. The Attorney General and the Department feel-and the 
administration agrees-that it would be useful to have this Advisory 
Board to take an overview of the discretionary grant program in 
particular as it proceeds, in order to give both prospective and retro
.spective advice and review. 

I would also like to dwell on something which I'm almost certain, 
even though I haven't been here when other witnesses have been here, 
has come up. And that is the concerns of the court systems in the 
States about LEAA programs which would support those State court 
·systems. Vel'y briefly, there can be no doubt that whatever is done 
for other elements of the system, if the courts are unable to proceed 
and do theil' work efficiGntly, it follows that the best work by the 
police, the best work by the correctional authorities and the like, 
reany isn't very efficient. 

We continue to think that the block grant approach is the best way 
of helping because it allows the several States to focus upon their own 
individual problems, including courts. On the other hand, we cer
tahlIy do not disagree with those who want to emphasize the impor-
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tance of improving State and local court systems. As you know, H.R. 
9236 proposes that a provision be added to the existing law in order to 
specifically identify improvement of court systems as a purpose of the 
block grant program. 

I might say, as my prepared statement points out, that there are 
some studies in existence, Mr. Ohairman, suggesting that several of . 
the State and local court systems do not presently have a capability 
for planning for future needs and development. Thus, those particular 
systems lmdoubtedly have been disadvantaged or handicapped in 
participating in the comprehensive State planning process, which is, 
of course, a key feature of LEAA programing. 

H.R.. 9236 tries to stress that block grants can and should be used 
to enhance court planning capabilities. And I might say that LEAA . 
has already earmarked in the past fiscal year about $1 million of dis
cretionary funds for this precise purpose. LE.AA, I'm sure, agrees 
thn.t more has to be done in this direction. 

It is perhaps not irrelevant to mention briefly that the National 
Institute has a very important role and should continue to have a 
very important role and should cont1..nue to have a very important 
supportive role in research matters l'dated not only to the criminal 
jurisdiction of the State courts but to the civil jurisdiction as well. One 
of the things that is constantly-and quite lmderstandably perhaps
overlooked in our efforts to achieve as speedy an,d fair a criminal jus
tice system as we can is the way the courts are 'oro'anized: 'l'L.jy also 
have to do civil work. Thus, whatever the courts do on the civil side I 

casts light and shadows on the criminal justice work that they do 
as well. 

Hence, we believe that we cannot ignore the civil aspects of the 
courts for both research and planning pruposes. It is to reflect just 
this concern and this fact of life, Mr. Ohnll'llan, that we propose to 
the House that the National Institute be renamed the N ationol 
Institute of Law and Justice. 

In concluding, I would like to mention the high crime impact pro
gram, which, of course, was featured by the President in his crime 
message earlier this year. Here there is a considerable amount of 
interest and concern in seeing to it that LEANs flmding goes into 
those so-coIled "high impact area.s/' particularly the crowded urban 
areas where people ha.ve had so much cause to be fearful of getting 
out on the streets and doing their work and their socioJizing in the 
normal course. 

It is true, of course, that we ca.nnot-and properly so, in my view
do anything that would make the Federal Government the supercops 
for the cities and towns of America. It is also true that no matter 
what the budget of LEAA may be, its funding, no matter how gener
ous, represents a very small percentage of the funds devoted to~the 
criminal justice system throughout the Nation. 

LEAA cannot be expected to lea.d the na.tionwide war on crime, 
even with its funding. Nevertheless, the high impa.ct crime area. pro
gram does) in our judgment, set forth a chance for discrete Federa.l 
leadership a.nd assistance. Weare hopeful that this program will 
continue to be fruitful, particularly in aiding those urba.n centers 
which are most troubled. 
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Finally, I want to mention the juvenile justice program. In this 
past year, we have obtained, as head of that program, a long-time 
juvenile expert, Mr. Milton Luger. The funding which the Congress 
has so far generously provided is now, we hope, beginning to take hold 
:and have some effect in that specific area, as well as in the block grant 
funding area. 

The States, of course, have to be free to continue to determine their 
own specific juvenile justice needs. At the same time, howeve~, that 
should be no reason or excuse for the Federal Government to 19nore 
their needs or for LEU, in particular, to ignore their needs. 

We are hopeful that we will finance some innovative programs and 
research projects which \vill represent a prudent expenditure of funds 
and maybe even prove a little bit daring and innovative. The impact 
of the juvenile offender is too well known to this committee for me to 
el"t.cidate it. The statistics make that all too clear. 

That concludes my summary, Mr. Chairman. And I'll be pleased, of 
cQ.nrse, to respond to any questions which you and the committee may 
have. 

Mr. CONYERS. Thank you, Deputy Attorney General. It's been sug
gested to me that we move to the Administrator himself, Mr. Richard 
Velde, who has been Administrator of LEAA since 1974. He had been 
Deputy Administrator for Policy Development before then and prior 
to that '.vas an Associate Administrator. 

We note that Mr. Velde is familiar with the ways of the legislative 
nctivity on the Hill, having been minority counsel for the Senate Sub
.committee on Criminal Laws, as well as a counsel for the Senate Sub
·committee on Juvenile Delinquency. 

He has a distinguished legal background and we welcome :you today 
for your testimony. We will incorporate your prepared statement into 
the record and that will, of course, free you to make additional com
ments. 

[The prepared statement of Richard W. Velde follows:] 

STATEMENT OF RICHARD W. VELDE, ADMINIS'rRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT As
SISTANCE ADMINISTRA'l'ION 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thunk you und the members of the Subcommittee 
for the opportunity to testify regarding reauthorization of the Law Enforcement 
Assistunce Administrn.tion and on legislation to mnend the Omnibus Crime Con
trol and Safe Streets Act: H.R. 9286, H.R. 8967, I-I.R. 7411, H.R. 11194, und 
H.R. 11251. My testimony will address ·the Administrn.tion bill, H.R. 9236, cer
tain issues which you indicated you wished discussed, und other legislation pending 
before the Subcommittee. 

The President, in his crime message of June 19, 1975, stated thut the individuul, 
politicul, and social costs of crime cunnot be ignored, that they. demand our 
attention and coordinated uction. The President Mlled on all levels of govern
ment-Federal, State, und locul-to commit themselves to the goal of reducing 
crime by seeking improvements in the criminal justice system. He urged that 
the program of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration be extended 
through 1981 in order to provide the necessary finuncial and technical assistance 
to help Stute and 10cu1 governments to uchieve this goal. 

The basic assumption underlying the establishment of the LEAA program in 
1968 wus thut In.w enforcement uuthority is l)l'imurily reserved to State and local 
;governments and that crime control is essentially their responsibility. In 1976, 
this is still the basic philosophy behind the LF,AA program. LEAA fulfills its 
mandate through u program thut fully recognizes the State and local responsibility 
for crime control. 

The LEAA progrn.m cre!ttes a unique Federnl, Stute, and local partnership. 
DudeI' the progmm, State governments serve us planners, udministrators, co
.ordinators, und standard setters. Local governments plan for programs and 
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stari,dards, and carry out programs at the locallevcl with LEAA funds granted 
by the States. 

The Federal Government exercises general oversight responsibility to see that 
the funds are spent in accordance with the Crime Control Act, the State plan, 
and other requirements of Federal law. 

Each State, in cooperation with the units of local government in the State, 
establishes its own programs for criminal justice and law enforcement improve
ment through a planning process which includes a total and integrated ana1ysis 
of the problems faced by the law enforcement and criminal justice system in that 
State. The State progra.ms must demonstrate determined efforts to improve the 
quality of law enforcement and criminal justice in ways that we hope will prevent 
and reduce crime and delinquency. 

Once LEAA has determined that a particular State's plan conforms with 
statutory mandates and regulatory provisions the designation of which projects 
will receive funding is a State responsibility. 

LEAA also provides technical assistance to the States, assists in statistical 
tmalysis and systems development, conducts research into new methods, tech
niques and equipment for crime control and system improvement, evaluates the 
impact of its progmms and projects, and provides discretionary grant funds for 
innovative and promising programs such as LEANs Career Criminal and Court 
Planning ProgramR. 

H.n.9236 

The legislation which the Administration has submitted to reauthorize LEAA 
'Would make a number of amendments to the Crime Control Act to strengthen 
the program. I would like to discuss some of these proposals. 

COURTS 

A recently completed LEAA-funded project reviewed the court-related aspects 
of the LEAA program in four representative States: Arizona, California, Georgia, 
and Wisconsin. One of the points emphasized in the report of t:le study team is 
that State courts generally do not have the capability to plan for future needs. 
For this reason, State court systems have not been able to participate adequlltely 
in the comprehensive planning process which is the key feature of the LEAA 
program. 

To begin to remedy this situation and to assure that State court systems will 
be able to develop the neceAsary planning capability, one million dollars in 
fiscal year 1975 discretionary funds were earmarked to support State court 
planning. R.R. 9236 would continue placing special emphasis on improving 
Stllte llnd local court systems by both LEAA, through discretionary funding 
and ~he State planning agencies, through block grllnt ftmding. Moreover, Part (J 
funds could be used to support State court planning, as well as action programs. 
It is expected thllt this focus on strengthening courts will promote increased 
State court involvement in the LEAA program. 

Another key amendment which should have a beneficial effect upon courts 
is the one authorizing LEANs National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice to conduct research rclated to civil justice, in addition to criminal 
justice. In keeping with this new thrust, it is proposed that the National Institute's 
name be changed to the National Institute of Law and Justice. The Institute 
would further be authorized to conduct research relative to Fedemllaw enforce
ment and criminal justice. 

HIGH CRIME AREAS 

LEAA's experience in programs aimed at high crime areas indicates that 
there is a need to be even more directly responsive to the needs of these juris
dictions. As the President stated in his crime message: "In many areas of the 
country, especially in the most crowded parts of the inner cities, fear has caused 
people to rearrange their daily lives. They plan shopping when they think the 
possibilities of violent attacks me lower. They avoid commercial areas and 
public transit. Frightened shop owners arm themselves and view customers 
with suspicion." 

In 1970, JJEAA's enabling legislation Was amended to provide for the allocation 
of adequate assistance to deal with law enforcement problems in areas charac
terized by both high crime incidence and high law enforcement activity. This 
set the basic pattern for directing funds into areas of high crime. LEAA, through 
its discretionary funding, established the Pilot Citics and then the Impact 
Cities programs. 
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The Pilot CitIes Program was begun as an effort to establish laboratory settings 
in which to conduct comprehensive research, development, testing, evaluation, 
and demonstration programs. The goals of the program were: To demonstrate 
the ability of a research and analysis team to work in the criminal justice system 
to improve crime reduction capabilities and the quality of justice; to institution
alize gains made; and, to understand more clearly the process by which change 
takes place in the criminal justice system. 

While difficulties were experienced and the Pilot Cities Program pl1ased out, 
there were positive accomplishments. In virtually every target city, planned 
and unanticipated benefits in the nature of development of planning and evalu
ation skills, technical assistance provided, and projects implemented, were 
realized. 

The High Impact Anti-Crime Program is an intensive planning and action 
effort designed to reduce the incidence of stranger-to-stranger crime and burglary 
in eight, American cities by five percent in two years and twenty percent in five 
years. Since the announcement of the program on January 13, 1972, more than 
$152 million has been awarded to the eight target cities. Components of the 
program have included: the establishment of crime analysis teams in each city; 
analysis of target crimes, victims, and offenders; formulation of comprehensive 
objectives for target crime reduction; development of programs and projects 
responding to identified needs; and, monitoring and evaluation of individual 
projects of overall programs. In their final phase activities, the target cities are 
responding to the programs' goal of "institutionalizing" those capabilities and 
activities introduced by Impact, thus providing for a lasting contribution from 
an intensive, short-term federal demonstration program. 

Under the sponsorship of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, the Mitre Corporntion conducted an intensive examination of 
the High Impact Anti-Crime Progmm. The evaluation identifies what tended to 
promote good planning, implement(ttion, and evaluation, and what did not; 
what moved agencies toward coordination and what did not; what stimulated 
innovation and institutionalization and what did not; and, what new knowledge 
was gained from the program and what failed to be gai!1(~d-lmd why. 

In particular, the evaluation estabJishf'S what happened in the development of 
each city's progrnrn, speaks to the ft'asibility of two program innovations-com
prehenRlve crime-oriented planning, implementation, and evaluation, and Crime 
Analysis Teams-and examines anti-crime efforts at the project level. While 11 
copy of the draft executive summary of the evaluation waR previously submitted 
to the Subcommittee, I would like to submit for your information at this time 
a copy of the final summary and entire report. 'rhese documents contain a wealth 
of material which should be hrlpf111 to you in your deliberations. 

Because of our experience in this area, !vIr. Chairman, an amendment is being 
proposed in H.R. 9236 which would provide additional authorization to LEAl\. 
to provide funding of up to $262.5 million through 1081 for special programs 
aimed [l.t redUCing crime in hravily populated urban areas. These funds would 
be in nddition to funds committed by the States from LEAA block grants. 

FIVE YEAR Ji)XTJ~NSION 

The Adminifltration is reqt!eflting in H.R. 9236 a five-year extension of the 
LEAA program. The types of progrnms ultimately fllnded by the States will, to 
a large e:.."tent, be determined by the length of reauthorization of. the LEAA 
program. 

One of the key features of the LEAA program is the comprehensive planning 
process through which each State reviews thoroughly its law enfol"Cement and 
criminal justice programs, and sets long-range needs and priorities for resource 
allocation. TIllS planning, to be effeotive, must necessarily have long-range 
implications. A shortel· authorization would be disruptive of this planning process 
and allow States to give comdderation only to short-term needs. 

The possibility of an abbreviated LEAA program and the uncertainty as to 
future assistance would have further adverse effects on State and local efforts. 
The nature of projects supported could change drasticallyfronl. innOVL\tive 
programs expected to have permanent beneficial effects, to projects which merely 
continue the status quo and support normal operational expenses. JUrisdiotions 
would be hestitant to make a commitment to many significant undertakings or 
hire new personnel because of the possibility of abrupt loss of support. 

Short-term programs also encourage the purohase of equipment or the use of 
training programs by localities, since a tangible benefit lasting for some time 
would be guaranteed. Such projects would also have the benefit of requiring no 
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follow-up planning or evaluation. There could additionally be a chilling effect on 
the raising of matching funds by localities which did not wish to make a sub
stantial investment in a program which would possibly remain in existence for a 
brief period, or which might be drastically changed in nature. 

Finally in this regard, Mr. Chairman, I should like to point out that the Ad
ministration's proposal for renewing LEAA's authorization was submitted in 
compliance with the Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 
1974 (Public Law 93-344). That legislation has as one of its primary objectives 
the development of long-range planning capability by the Federal Government. 
Extension of the LEAA program for five years would be consistent with this 
objective and would assure stability in this aspect of Federal assistance. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL'S AUTHORITY 

Several administrative provisions would be added to the Act to clarify the 
Attorney General's authority over LEAA. The Agency has always operated with 
the understanding that, while day-to-day operations are the responsibility of the 
LEAA Administration, general policy direction comes from the Attorney General. 
With the proposed amendment, this policy would be clearly set forth in the 
LEAA Act. The amendment is consistent with the intent of Congress, W'I indi
cated by the legislative history of LEANs enabling legislation. In addition, 
authority to appoint the Director of the National Institute of Law J~nforcement 
and Criminal Justice would vest in the Attorney General. 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR DISCRr.:TIONAl~Y PROGRAMS 

While block grant action funds arc designed to meet State-defined priorities 
and needs, discretionary grant funds arc viewed as the means by which LEAA 
can exert national leadership in achieving our gOltl which is, in partnership with 
State and local governments, to reduce crime and improve criminal justice. 

The thrust of the LEAA discretionary grant program can best be explained by 
a statement from the LgAA discretionary grant guide. The guide states that 
discretionary grants arE' used to: c/ • •• udvance national priorities draw attention 
to programs not emphu"ized in State plans, and to provide special impptus for 
reform and experimentation within the total law enforcement improvement 
structure created by the Act." 

LEAA, therefore, wants the dif;cretionary grant program to be as effective as 
possible. A provision in H.R. 9236 would authorize appointment of an Advisory 
Board to review grant programs utilizing discretionary funds. This amendment 
would give statutory recognition to tt Board whiun the Department of Justice 
and LEAA already have administrative authority to create. In fact, appointment 
of such a Board will be announced shortly by the Attorney General. The Board 
will include recognized experts and practitioners who will bring a broader bnse of 
knowledge into the program area than is now available within the Federal 
establishment. 

It is requested that the Board be given a statutory bURis to emphasize' its 
importance and permanence. Through such visibility, the Advisory Board will 
achieve the status and prestige now ttccorded the National Advisory Committee 
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The perspective of the new 
Board should increase the ability of LEAA to support the development of pro
grumsthat will etrectively help reduce crime and improve criminal justice . 

• Tuv1mn,E DFlLINQUENCY PREVlilN'l'ION 

Two provisions are proposed which relate to juvenile delinquency prevention. 
One would authorize the usc of LEAA funds for the purposes or" the Juvenile 
Justice find Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 so that a unified juvenile justice 
thrust can be assured. Irhe second provision eliminates the maintenance of effort 
provisions of Section 520(b) of the Crime Control Act and Section 261(b) of the 
Juvenile Justice Act. The mtionale for this provision is based upon various 
considerations. 

First, the maintenance of effort provisions are incompatible with proposed new 
lttnguage which would authorize the use of Crime Control Act funds for the 
general purposes of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. This 
would permit a wider scope of programs to he funded with Crime Control Act 
funds. It is anticipated thnt each State will use Crime Control Act funds to 
supplement activities under the Juvenile Justice Act in order to fully meet the 
State's needsl as set forth in an integmted juvenile justice and delinquenoy pre-
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vention plan. The setting of an artificial minimum allocation of Crime Controf. 
Act funds would be inconsistent with the comprehensive pl::mning the amendment. 
encourages. 

Second, the maintenance of effort provision is contrary to the block grant 
approach to funding. The individual States and the elements within the planning. 
structure of the States are in a better position to determine funding priorities for 
block grant funds. To dictnte the amount of funds to be expended for one particular
aspect of law enforcement and criminal justice limits the States' flexibility in 
plrmning for effective crime prevention. 

Third, the uncertainty of approprintions for future fiscnl years due to national 
economic conditions or other factors mny result in decrensed block grnnt n11oca
tions to the States. As you know, the LEA A budget was rcduced in fiscal yenr' 
1976, and another reduction is proposed for ihleal year 1977, becnuse of the need 
for all Federal Agencies to reduce their level of spending. The maintenance of 
effort provision, coupled with the fact of continuation funding for large numbers: 
of individual sub grant projects, will naturally result in program areas other than 
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention receiving 0. smaller percentage of 
LEAA funcL.'l. The comprehensive planning process will be disrupted. States nnd 
localities will have to neglect funding of high priority and innovative programs, 
including necessary programs to assist courts, in order to meet a "quota" of 
expenditureR for juvenile programs. 

Finally, the use of 1972 as a base year is not reflective of the overall efforts of 
individual States; neither does it estnblish 0. meaningful spendinfc level for any 
particulnr Stnte. Unfortunntely, the establishment of expenditure 'quotas" based 
neither on needs nor funding priorities could be construed as 0. mnximum level of 
expenditure without regard to the need for even greater levels of funding for juvenile
delinquency programs. This would do damage to the establishment of a compre
hensive juvenile justice and delinquency prevention program. 

NONPHOFIT ORGANIZATIONS 

In 1973, nn nmendment was adopted making nonprofit organizat.ions eligible' 
for direct discretionary funding under Part C of the Act. An nmendment proposed 
in RE.. 92:3G would extend Huoh eligibility to Part E discretionary corrections 
grants awarded by LEAA and make Part g authority parallel Part C authority. 

INDIAN TRIB Ii: LIABILITY 

Another amendment I would like to discuss briefly, Mr. Chairman, is one which 
would allow LEAA to waive State liability where a State lacks jurisdiction to 
enforce grant agr('ement~ with Illdinn tribes. 

On Juno a, 1!)7ii, the Comptroller General advised us thn,t LEAA did not have 
the authority to waive State liability for misspent Indian subgrnnt funds. There
fore, thia am('ndment secki:l to statutorily allow for such a waiver by LEAA. We 
believe that there is 0. need to actively continue assistance to Indian tribes free' 
from inter-governmental jurisdiction concerns among the tribes and the States. 

ISSUES BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE 

In your invitntion for me to appear and testify, Mr. Chairman, you indicnted 
that there were several important issues which I should be prepared to nddress. 
I would like to turn now to a discussion of those issues. 

EVALUATION 

Program evuluation activity provides an excellent example of the Federal, Stnte, 
and local relationship within the LEAA program. When LEAA was established in 
19G8, very little was known about the cnuse of crime nnd the factors which im
pacted on the crime problem. Todn,y we know much morf:1. However, it is a situn
tion where, as our knowledge grows, we realize how much there is to know. 

LEAA has been concerned with evaluation since its inception. 'fhis concern was 
given special impetus when Congress, in enacting the Crime Control Act of 1973, 
placed u. mandnte on IJBAA, through the NLttional Institute of Lnw Enforcement 
nnd CrIminal Justice, to evaluato its programs. In response to this mnndnto, 
LEAA has begun implementntion of far-renching evahmtion progrnms encompas
sing all program nrea~. 'rho record shows that LEAA is as intensively involved in 
program evaluation ilS is nny other agency of government. 

I 



325 

Closely related to evaluation is the development of standards and goals for law 
enforcement and criminal justice. The importance of standards for criminal justice 
was pointed out by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Stand
ards and Goals when it stated: 

"The first principle guiding the Commission's work is that operating without 
standards and goals does not guarantee failure, but does invite it. 

"Specific standards and goals enable professionals and the public to know where 
the system is heading, what it is trying to achieve, and what in fact it is achieving. 
Standards can be used to focus essential institutional and public pressure on the 
reform of the entire criminal justice system." 

The Commission was funded by LEAA and issued six reports containing hun
dreds of recommendations for improvement of law enforcement and the criminal 
justice system. These reports were the product of intensive study and deliberation 
by outstanding members of State and local law enforcement and criminal justice 
agencies, and the private sector. LEAA did not dictate or control the works of the 
Commission. LEAA recently established a National Advisory Committee on 
Standards and Goals to oversee the work of five new task forces created to assist 
the establishment of more detailed standards in the areas of organized crime, civil 
disorders and terrorism, juvenile justice, private security, and research and 
development .. 

LEAA is now assisting the States in analyzing their criminal justice systems anq 
adopting such standards as each finds appropriate. Each State may adopt the 
reforms it desires, receiving LEAA support in the effort. 

Following passage of the 1973 Act, LEAA established an Evaluation Policy 
Task Force, whose task it was to develop recommendations for evaluation policy, 
programs, and responsibilities within LEAA and in the State planning agencies. 
The Task Force submitted a final report on March 1, 1974, in which three general 
evaluation goals for LEAA were delineated. These goals were: 

The development of information on the effectiveness of criminal justice pro
grams and practices; 

The employment by LEAA managers of management practices which use 
evaluative information in the formulatiQJ and direction of their activities; and, 

The encouragement of all agencies in the eriminal justice system to develop and 
utilize such evnlm\tion capabilities. 

Steps were immediately taken to implement the recommendations of the Task 
Force. LEAA began to plan for a full scale evaluation of the six year impact and 
effectiveness of the entire LEAA program. An evaluation of this nature was 
decided upon in order that the success of the LEAA program could be reviewed 
fully and built upon, and so that we could learn from those activities which have 
proved less sueeessful. The eonclusions of the review, which is being condueted 
mainly by third-party organizations such as the Advisory Committee on Inter
governmental Relations, the National Academy of Science, and the Brookings 
Institution, will be used by LEAA management to examine the LEAA program 
and to make such changes as appear to be neeessary to make the program more 
effective and efficient. 

The evaluation policy of LEAA will continue to evolve as results come in. 
Lessons are being learned monthly about how to design and conduct evaluations. 
In fact, guidelines on evaluation have been revised twice in the past 18 months. 

The LEAA Guideline Manuals for the block and discretionary grant programs 
clcarly define the high priority which LEAA has placed upon performance measure
ment and evaluation in these programs. The monitoring and evaluation require
ments set forth are designed to assure that informo.tion is systematically generated 
about the level of, and the reasons for, the success or failure which is achieved by 
LEAA-funded projects and programs. More specifico.lly, the purpose of these 
requirements is to provide for a proeess which permits determination of the 
extent to which projects arc contributing to general objectives which IjEAA or 
the sto.tes have set, and to determine the relative elfectiveness and eost of different 
approaches to the same objectives. 'fhe requirements which are articulated in 
these guidelines are speeifically designed to aid in achievemcnt of three broad 
purposes: 

The inereased utilization of performance information at each level of law 
enforcement assistance programs in planning and decision making in order to 
assisb program managers achieve established goalsj 

Tho acquisition and dissemination of information on the cost and effectiveness 
of various approacheR to solving crime and eriminal justice system problemsj and, 

Thr~ gradual development within state and local eriminal justice system units 
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of an increasingly sophisticated evaluation capability as part of their management 
systems. 

In their annual action programs each year, the State planning agencies are 
required to give detailed progress reports for each program which is fundcd in 
the last complete funding cycle. In addition, the States are required to take 
account of the results of the national evaluation program and its own evaluations 
in planning future activities, and to forward copies of all final reports of intensive 
evaluations to the appropriate LEAA regional office and to the National Institute. 

To assure the maximum benefit from its evaluation program, LEAA has 
promoted the usc of criminal justice evaluation information OIl a nationwide 
scale. Within the National Criminal Justice Reference Service, LEAA has estab
lished a clearinghouse of evaluation reports. Program planners and project 
personnel can now easily obtain examples of evaluation research for numerous 
types of projects. A more systematic collection of evaluation information has been 
compiled for major topic areas such as Youth Service Bureaus under the National 
Institute's National Evaluation Program. The first phase of the National Evalua
tion Program will include an assessment of the current knowledge about how well 
particular programs work in various jurisdictions around the country and develop
ment of a design for more rigorous study of these programs' operations. 

The National Intltitute has identified several innovntive criminal justice pro
grams which arc exempl::try and has encouraged their adoption by local agencies. 
This encouragement has taken the form of direct grant support to selected juris
dictions and the complete documentation of program operations and results for 
dissemination to agencies throughout the country. 

The In~titute has also supported development of detailed operational guidelines 
in sclectcd program areas. These guidelines, called Prescriptive Packages, are 
based 011 findings of research, as well as operational experience. The function of 
this program is to identify areas of major concern to criminal justice practitioners 
and to publish comprehensive information that will aSRist in the development and 
implementation of improved operations in each of these areas. 

In June 1975, LBAA published a Compendium of Sclected Criminal Justice 
Projects as part of the effort to identify, evaluate, verify, and transfer promising 
projects. The Compendium, copies of which have been previously provided to the 
Subcommittce, de~cribes more than 650 projects involving $200 million of LEAA 
funds and summarizes their rcported impact on crimc and on the criminal justice 
systems. One third of the projects arc considered especially innovative and have 
high levels of outcome evaluation. LEAA will build on this experience to develop 
standardized performance reporting and to refine evaluation requirements of 
projects which are funded. 

A complement to LEAA technology transfer efforts are programs which provide 
training !tnd technical ussiRtancc in the evaluation arca. A pilot effort in this 
regard is the National Institute's Model Evaltmtion Program. 

This experimental program is designed to encourage selected jurisdictions to 
create nnd implement their own, 10cnUy developed evaluation strategies. An 
independent contractor will document this implementation and assess the ability 
-of State planning agencies and regional planning units to genernte useful eval-
-uation information. Workshops arc being dcveloped to train operational agency 
personnel in the techniques of evaluating specific programs. 

Technical assistance in evaluation is also bcing offered through LEANs ten 
regional offices in two major ways. A planner-evaluator in each rcgional office 
provides assistance on request to planning agencies. Through the Urban Institute, 
a contractor with extensive expericnce in evaluation of governmental social 
programs, the regional offices also arc able to provide technical assistance on an 
in-depth basis in specific areas. 

In Novembcr 1974, the National Institute's Office of Evaluation sponsored a 
conference in Atlanta which was aimed at providing assistance to State and local 
attendees on such questions as how to organizc for evaluation, how to select 
evaluators, how to l11ILunge evaluations, and how to utilizc evaluation results. 
Another conference is being planncd for the [,pring of 1970, at which time the 
results of evaluations of law enforcement and criminal justice programs and 
projects will be presented. 

Two kinds of evaluation training are now under dcvelopment. One is a program 
to train corrections program evaluators, whose purpose it will be to measure the 
effectiveness of corrections projects, a high priority of thc Congress. Also being 
dcveloped is Lt one-week course designed to tcnoh monitoring and evaluation skills 
to State and local personnel. rl'his course should be completed and ready for 
truinees later this year. 
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It C(l.n be seen from this brief recitation of LEANs activities in the area of 
evahmtioll that we are moving forward and that significant accomplishments ,can 
be expected. To insure that this progress continues, in September of lust year, 
LEAA initiated a comprehensive review of evaluation policy. This review included 
an in-depth assessment of Agency evaluntion activities and accomplishments 
since March, 1974. Just last month, t.he Evaluation Policy Working Group com
pletcd its review and submitted its finnl report. The findings of this review are 
quite promising. As n result of the 'Vorking Group's recommendations, several 
new evalulttioll initiatives nre now being considered. For the full information of 
the Subcommittee, I would like to submit nt this t.ime a brief summary of the find
ings and recommendations of the Evaluation Policy Working Group. 

I have also included as Appendices to my statement three items prepared by the 
Worldng Group. The first is an overview of current evaluation activities in LEAA. 
The second is aJist of major LEAA program and project evaluations. The third is 
a tab~e of LEAA resources committed to evalnation in fiscul year 1976. 

I would also like to submit at this time briefing material concerning the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. This information is pertinent 
to both evaluation efforts and equipment development, the next issue I would 
like to address. 

EQUIPMENT 

One issue which has received considentble attention over the course of the LEAA 
program has been the use of funds to support purchase of equipment or police 
"hardware." Equipment development ltnd purchase hag been an important aspect 
of the LEAA program. Research activities aimed at the development of more effi
cient tools for all law enforcement and criminal justice personnel will continue to 
receive the nttention of the Ntttional Im;titute. However, charges that the agency 
hus placed tmdue emphaflis on such n.ctivities are unwarranted. 

LEAA was established largel)' in response to the riot.'l and civil disorders of the 
late 1960's. The primary purpose of the Agency was to Rssist State and local 
governments in strengthening and improving criminal justice at every level 
through a program of national assistance. To meet this mandate and address the 
pressing problems which were facing all areas of the country, LEANs early efforta 
were largely directed towards increasing the law enforcement cltpubilities of State 
and local police forces. Of particular note was an amendment in our original author
ization bill which required LEAA to expend a portion of its funds within a very 
short time. This encouraged the purchase of equipment b~r numerOIlS localities, 
since this was the only means to expend the fnnds within the mandated period. 
It is ironic that WC:' are now being criticized for spending too much for police equip
ment in those early years when the Agency was, in fact, responding to Congres
sional and public demands. 

For the full information of the Subcommittee, I have included as Appendix 4 to 
mv statement several tables showing LEAA expenditures for police equipment. 
As can be seen, block grant expenditures have decreased from 40 percent of the 
total in fiscal yenr 1969 to 13 percent in liscnl ycar 1975. Non-block expenditures 
have gone from 32 percent to 1 percent in the same period. Another chart details 
equipment expenditures by category in fiscnl years 1972 and 1973. It is of note thut 
the bulk of equipment expenditures was for communications and datu processing 
equipment. 

I might again emphuflize in this regard, Mr. Chnil'mnn, that one factor which 
may have c(msed some law enforcement agencies to tend toward the purchase of 
equipment with LEAA fund!> is the term of the Agency'H authorization. Established 
in 1968, the ltuthori7.ation of LEAA was extended in 1971 and again in 1973. No\v 
we mllst again go through the reauthorization process in ] 976. For the reasons 
discussed previously, mnny program participants muy have determined the 
most enduring use of funds was the purchase of equipment. 

LAW l~NFORCI~l\1ENT EDucATION PROGRAM 

I would like to briefly discuss the Law Enforcement Edllcntion Program, Mr. 
Chairtll/~nt since I know this is an !\rea of concern to the Subcommittee. 

The LEEP program provides grants and 10al)8 to help finnnce college studies for 
criminnl justice pers,onnel-mostly in-service police officers-and for promising 
students committed to entering criminal justice car'eers. Currently/ npproximately 
100,000 students and 1,000 institutions participate in the progmm. 

Since the inception of the LEEP program, 250/000 individual students have re
ceived grants or loans totnlting over $180 million. A large number of the awttrds 
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made are now being cancelled by grantees and borrowers who are completing their 
criminal justice employment obligations as prescribed by law . 

. For 1977, the LEEP program will be eliminated, except for full-time students 
currently enrolled in a multi-year course of study. These students will be supported 
until' the conclusion of their programs to o.void undue hardships. All students 
'currently in the program will be supported through the 1976-1977 academic 
y~ar. 

LEAA AND CItIME 

Another issue which you requested me to address, Mr. Chairman, was the 
relationship of the LEAA program to the rate of crime. As we are all aware, 
there has been no permanent decrease in the escalation of crime in the Nation. 
This escalation is troublesome to all of us. 

As the Attorney General has indicated in testimony before the Senate Judiciary 
SUbcommittee on Criminal Laws and Procedures, LEAA is working in a pioneering 
and difficult area. The interrelationships of social and economic factors as they 
impact on crime are enormously complicated. LEAA, because of the relatively 
limited amount of assistance it provides to State and 10c0.1 governments for law 
enforcement and criminal justice programs, cannot itself be expected to im
medio.tely cause a redul1tion in the growth of crime. Yet., I must disagree with 
those who say that significant progress is not being made. 

The block grant program established by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 was unique in that it allowed States and localities to participate 
directly in malting the decisions that were to affect them. A discretionary fund 
was to be used by LEAA to support demonstration projects involving new 
criminal justice concepts. LEAA's administration of this program has been 
successful, with many innovative and exemplary projects having been supported. 

Of course, in any attempt to tryout new ideas, there may be failures as well 
a!l' successes. It is only through trying new techniques in law enforcement that 
any progress can be made. 

I The annual expenditures of LEAA, which some have termed "massive,". 
I'epresent only about five percent of the total amount spent annually by State 
and local governments for law enforcement and criminal justice purposes. It 
cannot reasonably be expected that with this small proportion of funds, LEAA 
could have an immediate, profound impact on the Nation's crime rate, particularly 
in light of the many factors othel' than money which affect crime. Yet, in its 
seven years of e~dstence, the Agency has caused States and localities to re-think 
many of the basic law enforcement premises under which they have opera·ted, 
and many significant improvements have been achieved. 

I submit at this time a chart which reflects trends in serious crime over the 
past five years, compiled by quarters from the FBI's Uniform Crime Report. 
It can be seen that there has been quite a fluctuation in the reported crime rate 
over the past five years, with some upward ~\nd downward trends evident . 

. There is certainly no correlation, direct or indirect, between the floW of LEAA 
funds, or the amount of our program activity, and the trend" reflected in this 
chart. LEAA did not seek to take credit for the downturn in reported crime in 
1972. There are too many other factors which impact on crime, besides the 
relatively limited amount of LEAA assistance, for crime rate figures to be cor~ 
related with LEAA expenditures. It cnn be hoped that our efforts to improve 
M.d upgrade State and local law enforcement and criminal justice will have some 
Jong-term impact in curbing the escalation of crime. 

INTERNATIONAL AUTHORITY 

. An additional matter of concern which you indicated you would like me' to 
.discuss, Mr. Ohairman, is LEANs international authority. The fact that LEAA 
has been given such authority is an indication of the reali)lation that all crime 
with which State and local t].uthorities deal is not solely domestic in its origin. 

The Crime Control Act of 1973 broadened LEANs international authority in 
three significant ways. First, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
,Oriminal Justice was made an international, as well ns national, clearinghouse for 
<the exohange of information. Secondly, the colleotion and dissemination of sta
tistics on the progress of law enforcement outside the United States as well as 
within the oountry WaS permitted. 'rhirdly, LEAA was authorized to r!,mder 
;technical assistance to international agencies. 
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The areas of technical assistance specifically identified in floor debate as appro
priate for LEAA participation were narcotics interdiction, skyjacking, and ter
rorism. These three areas of criminal activity have an obvious and direct effect on 
United States Federal interest, but also on State and local law enforcement. 
-They are examples of the types of criminal activities which transcend local 
boundaries and with which all jurisdictions must be concerned under our system 
of responsibility for law enforcement. 

As has been previously reported in correspondence to the Subcommittee, LEAA 
has initiated a number of activities and entered into agreements pursuant to this 
international authority. While only a very limited amount of LEAA resources has 
,been devoted to such activities, I believe efforts to date have been beneficial. 
Not only have we learned a great deal about the practices of lnw enforcement 
and criminal jl"3tice agencies in other countries, but a mechanism for international 
.cooperation has been developed whereby efforts can be directed at comlllon 
problems. 

OTHER PENDING LEGISLATION 

I would like to now discuss LEANs views regarding several other bills which 
:are pending before the Subcommittee and which would affect the LEAA program. 

H.R: 8967 

H.R. 8967, the proposed "State Courts Improvement Act," would provide an 
:alternative approach to meeting the needs of State court systems. A new Part F 
would be added by the bill to LEANs enabling legislation to provide grants for 
the development and implementation of multi-year state court improvement plans. 
Such funds could be used for establishing court priorities, court improvement 
projects, the hiring and training of judges and court personnel, statistical projects, 
support of national court reform organizations, revision of court rules, resolution 
<Jf State/Federal court programs, and limited court construction. 

In order for a State to receive Part F funds, a State would have to have on file 
a multi-year comprehensive plan for court improvement developed by the State 
.(Jourt of last resort or such other body as the court designates. rrhere are certain 
requirements specified in the bill for the court plan. While the State planning 
agency would be required to administer grants for particular projects, the court 
·of last resort would, in effect, have application approval powers. 

The bill would authorize an additional appropriation to implement Part F 
-equal to 20 percent of the amount appropriated for Part C. Other provisions would 
require that one-third of State planning agency members be appointed from a 
list submitted by the Chief Justice of each state, would delete court personnel 
from the one-third salary limitation of section 301 (d) of the Crime Control Act, 
and would authorize LEAA to provide $5 million annually to support the Na
tional Center for State Courts. 

While LEAA is in agreement with the general objectives of H.R. 8967, the 
specific approach which the bill suggests to assist court systems is not as desirable 
as that of H.R. 9236. Advocates of legislation of this nature have pointed on 
previous occasions to uneven treatment for courts-related activities funded under 
the Crime Control Act. Complaints have gone to problems created by uneven 
treatment at State, locol, and regional government levels which result in the 
short-changing of courts in the fund allocation process and a lack of representa
tion of appropriate court officials at the State, regional, or local level of govern
ment. Another issue raised has been the potential for erosion of court independence 
and equnl status as a governmental body. It should be pointed out in this regard, 
that the Federal Government has had a decade of experience in providing assist
nnce to State and locol criminal justice agencies, and we are aware of no examples 
.of such erosion having occurred. 

LEAA certainly does not intend to advocate any intrusion upon the neutrality 
-of the courts~ or compromise the integrity and impartiality of State court systems. 
Within tho tnree branches of government, it is clear that there must be independ

-ence when each branch is performing its primnry function. Because different 
agencies, organizt1tions, and entities are all component parts of the justice system, 
there is, however, interdependence between tho branches. Activities of courts, Jaw 
enforcement agencies, and correctional institutions all impact on one-another. 
Courts must seek ftinds from Stu,te legislatures. In some States, the courts budget 
is submitted through the State budget office, which is under the direction of the 
Governor. 
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The comprehensive planning prOl,ess encouraged by the LEAA progrnm recog
nizes this fuct und assi~s responsibility for State\yide planning and coordination 
of activities funded by Lli:AA to one agency in the Il~xecutive Branch of State 
government. This is particulnrly significant in light of the definition of "compre
hensive" included in the 1973 Act, as follows: 

The term 'comprehensive' means thut the plan must be a total and integrated 
analysis of the problems regurding the law enforcement and criminal justice sys
tem within the State; goals, priorities, and standards must, be established in the 
phtn and the plan must address methods, organization, and operation perfol'mJ 

ance, phYSical and human resources necessary to accomplish crime prevention, 
identification, detection, and apprehension of suspects; adjudication; custodial 
treatment of suspects and offenders, and institutional und noninstitutional 
rehabilitative measures. 

The needs und priorities of the different components of the system are hopefully 
recognized as part of the process fostered by the Crime Control Act. When they 
are not, steps should be takE'n to incr0ase the capabilities of that part of the 
system, as is being done by H.H. 9236. The approach of H.R. 8967, on the other 
hand, is to treat the problem by taking the courts out. of the process and having 
them develop their own plans independE'nt of Statewide priorities. The result of 
this would certainly be detrimental to system-wide planning, and hurt the courts 
as well as other agencies within a State. 

Aside from the general thrust of H.R. 8957, thE're are several specific provisions 
on which I would like to comment. Section 3(c) of the bill would delete Court 
persOlmel from the limitation in section 301 (d) of the Crime Control Act regarding 
payment of salaries with LEAA funds. The one-third salary limitution was added 
to the Crime Control Act because of Congressional concern oyer undue Federal 
involvement in State affairs. If tIlE' total amount of grnnts for court projects may 
be usecl for salary payment~ it will be difficult to justify limiting the payment to 
one-third for other groups. If all LEAA funds could be used for salary payments, 
it could plnce an extreme amount of pressure on criminal justice agencies. Once 
the funds are used to subsidize salariE's, it will be difficult, if not impossible, for 
reCipients of funds to withdraw this salary support ill favor of some more innova
tive progrnm, because withdrn,wal of salary support would in effect lllean cutting 
salaries of judges and court personnel. 

Full ::;alary subsidies could create n permanent dependency by State judiciaries 
on the Federal treasury. This permanent dependency on the Federal treasury for 
payment of salaries could lead to SUbstantial Federal control and oversight of the 
operations of State and local courts. It is noteworthy that separation of powers of 
thE' branches of government has been put forward as an argument in favor of this 
legislation, while t.he dnnger to separation of powers of the State and Federal 
Governments hns not been fully nssessed. It is important that these considerations 
not be overlooked. Increasing reliance on Federal payments for State judicinl 
salaries could lead to a violation of this separation of powers principle. 

Finally in regard to H.H. 8967, Mr. Chairman, the provision whereby the ChiE'f 
Justice of It State would designate one-third of the members of the State planning 
agency supervisory board is of concern. Appointment of the State planning agency 
is now a responsibility of the Governor, under whose jurisdiction the administra
tion of the local LEAA program is ]llaced. By tho terms of current law, the State 
planning agency must be representative of all law enforceIbent and criminal 
justice agencies, iucluding courts, units of general local government, public 
agencies maintaining progrnms to reduce and control crime, and the prlvrlte 
sector. LEAA reviews the membership of the various State planning agencies to 
assure these requirements are met. Giying authority to the judiciary to design!lte 
one-third of the members could not only disrupt the required balance, but could 
lead to animosity between the court systems and other groups which do not have 
such authority. 

While the approach suO'gested by H.R. 0236 nnd n.R. 8967 may differ as to 
the means for increasing State court involvement in the LEA A program, I hope 
that; this discussion does not detract from eITorts illready undertaken by the 
Agency to assist State and local COUl't systems. A number of importunt efforts 
have been initiated in this area. 

In order to a~sist the Subcommntee in its deliberations, LEAA has prepared 
an Index of Snccessful Court Projocts which I would like to submit for your tlse 
at tl1iR time. '1'he Index describes in. some detnil nUlllerous court projects supported 
by LEAA, either through discretionary, statistical, or research programs, (11' 

through State and local efforts. The particular projects we~'e deemed to be success
ful balled upon a demonstrated beneficial impact on the criminal justice system, 
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as reported by program participants, recipients of the services provided, or inde-
pendent evaluations. 

H.R. 7411 

n.R. 7411 would amend LEAA's legislation to provide that the various State· 
planning agencies would have to be established by the State legislatures and be 
subject to the jurisdiction of a constitutional officer selected by the legislature. 

This bill would change the present law whereby a State planning agency is to· 
be created or designated by the chief executive of the State and be subject to his. 
jurisdiction. Proponents of the measure have argued that placement of a St!1te's 
LEAA program under supervision of the Governor gives the chief executive too· 
much authority and serves to bypass the State legislature and other State law 
enforcement officials. However, it must be pointed out that when this provision 
was first adopted in 1968, just such issues were specifically considered and rejected 
by the Congress. 

The Department of Justice feels that any attempt to place the State planning: 
agencies directly under the jurisdiction of legislatures rather th!m executives 
would be inappropriate. H.R. 7411 would be destructive of the centralized and 
coordinated Statewide planning which is one of the key elements of the LEAA. 
program. Close supervision of the program would not be possible and there could.. 
be a danger of politicization of the entire LEAA effort. 

Administration of a program to improve law enforcement. and criminal just.ice· 
is properly an executive function. According to the constitutional scheme under
which State governments operate, powers of the branches of government are 
distinct. Overall responsibility for execution of the law and supervision of law 
enforcement services resides with the chief executive. It is important t,hat the
Governor retain this authority and the appropriate separation of powers be 
maintained. 

LEAA does feel that the State legislntureR have a proper and important role in 
the LEAA program at the State level. Under the tripartite system of government, 
the legislature already has substantial authority over State participation in the' 
program. The Crime Control Act assures State legislative involvement through 
several provisions. No State, for example, can participate in the LEAA program 
unless the State legislature appropriates funds to match the funds received from 
LEAA. 

In addition, the legi'3lature can hold hearings and conduct investigations re-
garding the LEAA program in the State. While we do favor legi;;lative oversight. 
and general involvement of the State legislatures in reviewing State comprehensive· 
plans, the Department of Justice does not support H.H.. 7411 as currently written. 

H.R. Inn,! 

n.R. llhl4: would amend section 303(a) of the Omnibus Crime Control anet 
Safe Streets Act to add a requirement that comprehensive State plans include' 
provisions for the prevention of crimes agftinst the elderly. 

The Department of .Tustice is presently addressing the problem of the elderly
from a number of perspectives. LEAA hac; continued to study and test measures' 
to prevent crimes which seriously affect the elderly. A research program has been 
initiated which has a':l a primary goal the design and effective use of the physical' 
environment in order to reduce crime and improve the quality of life. Research. 
is also being carried out to deal with the impact of crime on different victims, 
with special attention to the needs and problems of the elderly. Additional' 
attention is being given to the p~soible role of t.he elderly, particularly retiredl 
persons, in promoting crime prevention in the community. One of the specific 
programs being emphasized through diogeretionary funding is a: police program 
for service to protect the elderly. This program will involve the preparation of' 
an instruction manual on and about elderly citizens and will provide guideline 
assistance to police departlnents on how to be of service to the elderly, as well' 
as establish a training team for police activities. 

Because of this ttCtivity and because States are uBing LEAA block grant funds 
for similar programs, the Department of Ju~tice does not believe that additional' 
legislation is required at this time in this areH. 

H.R. 11251 

J:I.R. 1121)1, the I'Loea1 and State Government Speedy Tr'nl Act,," would add' 
a new Part F to the Crime Control Act authorizing grants tel' State., and -~(l unit.R 
of general local government with !L popula:tion of over 250,000

" 
to accelerate' 
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odis-position of criminal cases in their courts. Grants could be made for program 
• .design and implementation, data collection and compilation, and development of 
plans for improvement of criminal judicial administration in the participating 
jurisdictions. Allocation of funds would be at the discretion of the Adminis
. trator. An amount equal to 10 percent of the Part 0 appropriation would be 
:authorized to be appropriated for the purposes of Part F. 

This legislation represents yet another approach to dealing with the problems 
<of State and local courts. For the reasons pointed out in my discussion of n.R. 8967 
;and the court provisions of H.R. 9236, we do not favor this legislation. Of particu
lar consequence is the fact that this bill would significantly depart from the 
'block grant approach to funding. Under the block grant program, the States 
,·.order their own priorities through a comprehensive planning process. LEAA 
.does not diQtate to State and local governments how to run their criminal justice 
,systems so long as the State plan is consistent with the law. 

The proposed legislation, on the other hand, is more in the nature of a categori
. col grant program, with an area of State reform being set forth rather explicitly. 
, Such a bill would a.ppear to contradict the previously expressed will of Congress, 
,as reflected in the legislative history of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act and its amending legislation, that categorical grant programs, whereby 

-the Federal Government sets the purpose and terms for the use of criminal justice 
.grant funds by the States and units of local government, be kept at a minimum. 

I should finally like to point out in this regard that many jurisdictions are 
,already engaged in activities similar to those contemplated by H.R. 11251. 
Not only are numerous efforts to assist courts being supported by both block and 

,discretionary funds, but the States are currently going through the process of 
establishing their own standards and goals for law enforcement and criminal 
justice. LEAA is assisting the States in analyzing their criminal justice systems 

:and adopting and implementing such standards as each finds appropriate and 
necessary. It is anticipated that part of this process will entail the establishment 

.of standards for courts and reduction of judicial backlogs. This present approach 
is certainly preferable to establishing a new discretionary program which would 
. dUplicate ongoing efforts. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would now be pleased to respond to any questions 
-which the Subcommittee might have. 

ApPENDIX I.-OVERVIEW OF CURRENT EVALUATION ACTIV1TIES IN LEAA 

In order to aid the work of the Evaluation Policy Working Group, the OPM in 
.conjunction with the NILECJ conducted a survey of existing a.nd planned evalua
·tion or evaluation related activities in each of the major LEAA offices. In the 
-paragraphs below is presented a brief overview of the major evaluation activities 
.of each of these offices. 

A. OFl'ICE OF PLANNING AND :MANAGEMENT 

The Office of Planning and Management has an oversight and policy develop
ment responsibility in evaluation. Its Division of Planning and Evaluation Stand
.ards attempts to assure, through recommendations, and through continuous 
monitoring of evaluation programs and activities in aU offices within LEAA, that 
.evaluation policy is being consistently followed by all oflices within LEAA. The 
·Office of Planning and Management regularly calls together the persons in each 
.office with evaluation responsibilities for consultation and discussion of issues. In 
February 1975, the Division Director was named to cht,ir the evaluation policy 
task force which was created to review policy issues which have arisen since the 
-submission of the initial Evaluation Policy Task Force Report in March 1974. At 
the conclusion of the September Conference, the Division Director was named to 
,chair the Evaluation Policy Working Group which WI1S created to resolve the 
issues identified in the September Conference and to submit the recommendations 
.contained in this report to the Administrator by September 1975. 

In addition, the Office of Planning and Management has developed and issued 
the fiscal year 1976 evaluation guidelines for discretionary and State Planning 
Agency grants and is presently preparing for issuance the new fiscal year 1977 
~SP A Evnluation Guidelines. 

D. THE NATIONAL INSTITU'rE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Evaluation research has been a significant part of the National Institute's 
.activity since its inception. During the past six years, more than $20 million in 
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Institute funds has supported evaluation studies or research projects with a major 
evaluation component. 

The Crime Control Act of 1973 directed the National Institute "where possible 
to evaluate the various (LEAA) programs and projects . . . to determine their 
impact upon the quality of law enforcement and criminal justice ... " In response 
to this mandate, the Institute expanded its ongoing evaluation efforts into a com
prehensive evaluation program. 

Working from the recommendations of the LEAA Evaluation Policy Task 
Force set forth in its March, 1974, report, the Institute's evaluation program is 
designed to: 

Assess the cost and effectiveness of a wide range of criminal justice programs and 
practices. 

Enhance the management of LEAA programs by encouraging the use of evalua
tion results in planning and operations. 

Build evaluation capabilities at the Federal, state, and regi(mal level through 
development of sophisticated evaluation methods and model evaluation programs. 

To perform these functions, the Institute has: 
Established an Office of Evaluation, charged with developing effective evalua

tion tools, performing evaluations of major LEAA and criminal justice initiatives, 
and bolstering the resources available to the states. 

Launched a National Evaluation Program, through its Office of Research 
Programs, to analyze the operations and results of widely-used criminal justice 
programs. 

Initiated a major assessment of the LEAA experience over the past six years, 
which will examine the impact and effectiveness of the Federal crime control 
program. 
1. 0 fjice of evaluation 

The Office of Evaluation is responsible for developing new methods of evaluation 
for the criminal justice field, for evaluating major criminal justice initiatives such 
as the Impact and Pilot Cities Programs and for assisting the states in improvin,g 
their evaluation efforts. 

Capacity bU1:Zding 
In its first year, the Office of Evaluation has concentrated on building eval

uation capability at the state level. Among its principal efforts in this area are: 
The Model Evaluation Program-a $2 million competition open to state 

planning agencies and regional planning units. Its goal is development of model 
evaluation systems which can be used by groups of states or regions which share 
similar problems or characteristics. This experiment will encourage state and local 
agencies to generate and use evaluation information. 

This program will assess how such information can be used to help local agencies 
achieve their objectives. Eleven grants have bG:Jn awarded: 6 to SPAs, 5 to RPUs. 
(A 12th is under consideration). 

A $336,000 grant to the Urban Institute will provide assistance in implementing 
and evaluating the success of the Model Evaluation Program. The funds will also 
provide support for technical assistance to state planning agencies and Regional 
Office Planner/Evaluators and for the identification of evaluation research needs. 

An evaluation clearinghouse has been established at the National Criminal 
Justice Reference Service. This effort will bring together and disseminate all 
available information on evaluation activities at the Federal, state and local 
levels. 

Studies of the evaluation and monitoring systems currently existing at the 
state level have been completed and prescriptive reports have been distributed to 
all state planning agencies and regionlll planning units. 

Program evaluation 
A continuing responsibility of the Office of Evaluation is to provide eval

uations of major LEAA programs and other criminal justice initiatives of national 
importance. 

The Evaluation of the Pilot Cities Demonstration Program has been completed. 
The final report from the American Institute for Research argues that the twin 
goals of system innovation and system improvement often conflicted. The Pilot 
Team approach, they argue, was successful in promoting improvements in local 
criminal justice operations though not an efficient approach to creating innova
tion in criminal justice techniques. 

The National Level Evaluation of the Impact Cities Program continues as a 
major effort and is planned for completion by December, 1975. Samples of eval
uation deSigns used to nssess particular projects supported by the Impact program 
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have been compiled in a report and disseminated throughout the country. With! 
separate components for police, courts, corrections, and target-hardening tech-· 
niques, the report illustrates numerous evaluation approaches which can aid 
planners and policymakers. 

The Office of Evaluation is currently sponsoring intensive evaluations of the· 
following NILECJ Demonstration programs: . 

1. Family Crisis Intervention; 
2. Community-Based Corrections; 
3. Neighborhood Team Policing. 

Fiscal year 1976 phns include evaluation projects for the Lower Court Case-' 
Handling Demonstration Program. In addition, the LEAA Career Criminal ancfJ 
Standard and Goals programs will be assessed by Office of Evaluation supported. 
projects. An assessment of the automatic vehicle monitoring' project in St. Louis 
is currently underway. 

Major criminal justice initiatives of national significance have also been sub-
jects of National Institute program evaluations. 

These initiatives include: 
1. the New York Drug Law 
2. Alcohol De-toxification Programs 
Planned program evaluations for fiscal year 1976 include: 
1. the Ma~sachusetts Gun Law 
2. the Alaska Plea-Bargaining Restrictions 

Evalttal'ion research 
The Office of Evaluation is promoting the development of new techniques and': 

resOUrces for the evaluation of criminal justice programs. 
Under a grant from NILECJ, the University of Illinois is examining the feasi

bility of establishing a computer-based Data Archive for criminal justice research. 
and evaluation. 

The use of stochastic modeling techniques are being investigated as a tool for 
predicting changes in crime statistics. The procedure has been utilized successfully
in Atlantlt and is now being tested with data from other cities. 

A grant has been let to evaluate the state of the art in criminal justice system, 
modeling and to a~sess their utility for local planning and decision-making. 
2. National ~·caluation program 

The purpose of the National Evaluation Program (NEP) is to produce ancR 
disseminate to criminal justice policy makers at all levels practical informatiom 
about the level of effectiveness, cost and problems of various widespread law 
enforcement and criminal justice programs. 

Basically, the NlTIP, implemented in fiscal year 1975, consisted of a series or 
phased ev!tluation studies in various area~ of criminal justice activity, including:
those LEAA supports through its lock grant progrnm. Each evnluation study COn
centrates 011 a specific "Topic Area" consisting of on-going projects having; 
similar objectives and strategies for achieving them. In a "Phase I" ·study of a, 
topic area, existing information and prior studies relating to the area are collected 
and assessed and a design developed for further indepth evaluation neceSSary
to fill significant gaps in our present knowledge concerning the area. Each Phase' 
I assessment, conducted over a period of six to eight months, results in the
following: 

A state-of-the-art review; 
Descriptive material documenting the typical internal operations of projects> 

in that topic area; 
An analysis of available information drawing conclusions about the efficiency

and effectiveness of projects in the topic area; 
A de,;ign for a1 indepth or "Phase II" evaluation of the topic area to fill gaps' 

in existing knowledge; and 
An evnluati:m design for typical projects in the topic area which will assist, 

project. administr.ttors in assessing their own operation,;. 
Where appropriate, the design for u,n indepth evu,luu,tion will be irnplemented\ 

as an intensive Phase II evaluation. 
Topic u,reas for Pha,e I as.'lessments during fi')cu,l yeu,rs 1975 [tnd 1976 were 

select.:!d in cooperation with the IJEAA Regional Offices m1d the State Plu,nning: 
Agencies. To date, a total of 19 Phase I tlssessments have been funded in the follow
ing topic areas: 

Youth service bureaus; 
Juvenile diversion j 
Alternativeq to incarceration of juveniles; 
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;Juvenile delinquency prevention projects; 
Custodial detention of juveniles and alternatives to its use; 
Operation identification projects; 
Citizen crime reporting programs; 
Citizen patrol projects; 

. ~pecia1ized police patrol operations; 
Police crime analysis projects; 
Traditional preventive police patrol; 
NeighborllOod team policing projects; 
Pre-trial release programs; 
Pre-trial screening projects; 
Court information systems; 
Residential inmate aftercare (halfway housed) ; 
Enrly warning robbery reduction projects; 
Treatment alternatives to street crime projects; 
Security survey/community crime prevention programs. 
In addition, applications for Phase I funding are now being processed in the 

·topic areas of Police Intelligence Units, Indigent Defense Programs, Furloughs for 
Prisoners Programs, and Intensive Special Probation Programs, Fiscal 1976 
plan,g call for car.rying out additional Pha~e I assessments in the following topic 

.:t1rens: 
Police juvenile units; 
Juvpnile eonrt intake unit~: 
Citizen victim service projects; 
Street lighting projects; 
Security of urban mass tran'Jit systems; 
Co-cd eorrectional institutions; 
In-prison disciplinary and grievance procedures; 
Institntiom1l education progrnrns for inmates; 
Employment services for relcnsees and probationers in the community. . 
Of the 19 funded Phase I flSseS!lments, two have beon completed, the studies of 

-Operation Identification Projects and Youth Service Bureaus. A report summariz
ing the findings of thc Operation Identification nssessment has recently been dis

: seminated to crimin!11 justice policy-mnkers at the national, regional, state and local 
.levels. Reports from the Phase I assessment of Youth Servicc Bureaus have been 
:received and arc currently under review in the National Institute. Twelve addi
tionnl Phase I studies are scheduled for completion by the end of calendar 1975. 
Widesnread dissemination of ttll Ph~1se I reports is planned. 

Later in fiscal 1976, thetirst Phase II evaluations will be funded. 
3. Exemplary pl'ojects 

LEANs Exemplary Projects Program is a systematic method of identifying 
·.outstanding criminal justice programs throughout the country, verifying their 
.achievements, and publicizing them widely. The goal: to encournge widespread 
use of advanced criminal ju~tice practices. 

Rigol'ou!l screening procedures have been established to glean only the very 
best progrl\.ms-those which warrn.nt adoption on a broad scale. To be eligible for 
-consideration projects must: 

Be operational for at least a year; 
Have significantly reduced crime or measurably improved the operations and 

quality of thEl criminal justice systcm; 
Be adaptable to other jurisdictions. 
Following revier·v· by staff of the Institute's OfIicc of Technology Transfer).. the 

most promiSing sllbmissions are validated by a contractor, working under uTT 
,direction. The validation process includes an objective analysis of the project's 
.achievements (tnd L\n on-site assessment of its operations. The resulting report is 
submitted to (l. nin.e~member Advisory Board, which includes representatives from 
the state criminf;'( justice plAuning agencies and LEA A Central and Regional 
OfIices. The Board meets twice a year to select the Exemplary projects. 

Brochures and detailed hnndbooks are thcn prepared on each Exemplary 
Project to guide policymakers and criminal justlce administrAtors interested in 

'benefiting from the project's experience. The reports provide considerable detail 
-on oporflting methods, budget, staffing, tn~ining reqUirements, potential problem 
.areas, and measures of effectiveness; Particular attention is focused on evaluation 
.methods which allow other localities to gauge their own sucoess and shortcomings. 
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To capitalize further on the progressive lloncepts of these Exemplary Projects, 
the National Institute also sponsors training workshops throughout the country. 
During the past year, interested communities have had the opportunity to learn 
how to implement programs patterned after the Des Moines, Iowa, community
based corrections system and the Oolumbus, Ohio, citizen dispute settlement 
program. In the current. year, workshops will cover the Sacramento, Oalifornia, 
diversion program for juvenile status offenders. 

Projects which have been designated by LEAA as of September, 1975 include: 
Volunteer probation counselor Erogram, Lincoln, Nebr. 
Fraud Divisionl King Oounty ~Seattle) Prosecutor's Office, San Diego Oounty 

District Attorney s Office. 
Street Orime Unit, New York Oity Police. 
Oentral Police Dispatch, Muskegon Oounty, Mich. 
Administrative Adjudication Bureau, New York State Department of Motor 

Vehicles. 
Prosecutor Management Information System, District of Oolumbia. 
Oommunity-based correction progra~ Polk Oounty, Iowa. 
Citizen dispute settlement program, volumbus, Ohio. 
601 juvenile diversion project, Sacramento, Oalif. 
Providence Education Oenter, St. Louis, Mo. 
Neighborhood Youth Resources Oenter, Philadelphia, Pa. 
Public Defender Service, District of Oolumbia. 
Oommunity based adolescent diversion project, Ohampaign-Urbana, Ill. 
Police Legal Liaison Division, Dallas, Tex. 
Parole office rdde program, (,'}lumbus, Ohio. 
Ward grievance procedure, California Youth Authority. 

4. Compendium of selected criminal justice projects 
In addition, LEAA has initiated a two-pronged effort (1) to develop an inventory 

of the more promising LEAA-funded projects and (2) to develop a system for the 
routine identification, validation, evaluation and eventual transfer of particularly 
promising criminal justice operations. 

In June 1975, a Compendium of Selected Criminal Justice Projects was produced 
based on a national survey and independent verification. Descriptions of over 800 
projects and their impact are presented for four classes of projects (1) exemplary 
projects, (2) prescriptive packages, (3) promising projects, and (4) state and local 
support projects. Nomination and selection of projects for these designations is 
being institutionalized in LEAA to insure the maximum use and identification of 
the independently verified promising projects. 

C. OFFICE OF NATIONAL PRIORITY PROGRAMS 

The Office of National Priority Programs has responsibility for the developmentp 

funding, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of new program initiatives in 
those areas designated by the Administrator as being of the highest national 
priority. The Program Development and Evaluation Division of the Office has-. 
responsibility for the implementation of the evaluation policy of the agency and of 
the Office. The major programs itdministered by the Office are: standards and goals: 
programs and projects, citizens' initiative programs and projects, and careel" 
criminal programs and projects. New programs in the areas of crime prevention and 
crimes against business me planned for this fiscal year. The procedure followed by 
the Office involves notification to applicants of the policy and procedures which._ 
apply to every grant application through program announcements and through the 
Guide for Discretionary Grant Programs, which contains a special section on the 
programs administered by the Office and a special paragraph on its evaluation 
prncedures (paragraph. 55 in Guideline Manual M4500.l.D). 

'rho basic components of the procedures followed by the Office are as foUows: 
1. Independcnt, objective evaluation of impact is to be built into each project 

from its inception. 
2. SpecifiC professional-level criteria are listed both for the evaluutors and for 

the evaluation plans. 
3. Evaluation plans and evaluation reports must be reviewed and approved by 

ONPP's professional evaluation specialists. 
4. The policy applies to 0,11 applications which are submitted to ONPP for direct 

funding and monitoring. 
5. The cost of evalUl\tion is included in the cost of the project. 
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6. Initial and continuation funding is cOiltingent upon compliance with the' 
evaluation policy. 

7. Quarterly and final evaluation reports are required. 
During fiscal year 1975, these evaluation procedures were used by the Office in· 

the review and action on 31 grant applications, ranging in size from $22,000 to· 
$1.3 million. In most cases, the applications were already in process by the time 
the new procedures, instituted only in the It.tter half of fiscal year 1975, began to. 
be used. No final evaluation reports have been produced which reflect the impact of. 
the new procedures. The new procedures are having an impact on the deilign of 
projects and grant applications. 

All applications now have evaluation pl:ms in them when received. Increasin fY 

numbers of applications have satisfactory plans, with a full evaluation plan and 
quantifiable objectives where those are possible and appropriate. 

The evaluation unit in the Office also reviews evaluation results for quality and 
utility, reports its analyses to grantees and to grant monitors, and makes recom-
mendations for ways in which evaluation and evaluators can be improved, as well. 
as ways in which evaluation results can be used to modify project design. 

D. NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION AND STATISTICS SERVICE 

This office makes grants for the development of comprehensive data systems at
the state level and also for development of specialized criminal justice and law 
enforcement information systems. It also sponsors the collection, analysis, and 
dissemination of statistics about law enforcement and criminal justice. Two major 
divisions, the Systems Division and the Statistics Division, carry out these re
sponsibilities. Evaluation plans are being built into grants. 

The Systems Division has initiated two major studies which are evaluative in 
character. These are: 
1. The CDS cost and benefit study 

This study was initiated in fiscal year 1974 in response to a General Accounting 
recommendation that both Federal Government and the individual states should 
have better projection of the potential costs and benefits associatcd with im
plementation of the Oomprehensive Data Systems Program. 

'fhe Institute for Law and Social Research received a $203,009 grant for Phase I 
and a $223,238 grant for Phase II to project the total developmental and yearly 
operating costs for ODS implementation in the 50 states pluH D.C. and Puerto' 
Rico through 1984, and to develop a cost-benefit methodolog~ to support policy 
decisions re: 

Financial implications of the ODS program at the Fedemllevel. 
Assignment of system development priorities for cost/benefit maximization. 
Financial implications of states assuming responsibility of ODS opcrating costs 

once tho Program is fully implemented. 
This study is providing major input to the development of LEAA guidelines 

and future funding strategies for the CDS Program. The report of Phase I became 
available in August 1975. 
$. Review and assessment of telecommunications planning in the 50 SPA's 

The Associated Publio Safety Oommunications Officers, Inc., is conducting an 
intensive review and assessment of current telecommunications planning in eneh 
of the 50 State Planning Agencies. Although the major objective of this two-year 
project is the development of a model intra-state telecommunications plan for use 
by state law enforcement planners, the mujor project a0tivity focuses on evalua
tion ofindividual state planning efforts. Evaluative information on the extent and 
types of telecommunications planning being carried out in each state will be ana
lyzed for effectiveness and summaries of individual state assessments will be 
compiled in a referencc document which depicts the status of each state's planning 
efforts relative to others. This national assessment will be completed in December 
1075. 
S. Naltonal crime pand evaluation 

The N !~tional Academy of Sciences, with a panel of outstanding criminologists, 
statisticians and other social scientists, has undertaken an eXltmination and 
f:Jvaluation of the N ationa\ Orime Panel. The National Orime Panel is the large 
s.tntistical survey devoloped by NOJISS's Statistics Division to measure C011-
tinuOl1slvthe amount and nature of nssaultive violence and common theft in the 
United States. The evaluation will appraise the survey's accomplishment of its 
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'stated objectives with completeness, accuracy, reliability, perceptive analysis, 
and careful dissemination, and assess the utility of the results in light of the 
'statistical needs of present and potential lIsers. A final report summarizing findings 
.and recommendations is due in Jtmuary 1976. 
4. NGJISS assessment 

As part of the six-year evaluation of the LEAA program, LEAA hal3 contracted 
'with the Research Triangle Institute for an evaluation of NCJISS's relationship 
with its consumers, that is, with the receivers and users of NCJISS sponsored 
-statistical compilations and NCJIS'3's support and teclmieal assistance for 
information and telecommunications systems development. 

E. OFFICE OF JUVI,NILE JUSTICE AND DJo:LINQUI~NCY PRlWEN'l'ION 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, signed into law 
on September 7, 1974, crea,tpd a major new Federal program to combat juvenile 
delinquency and to improve juvenile justice. Congress enacted thiil legislation 
because, in its word~, "existing Fedt-ral programs have not provided the direction, 
coordination, resollrce~, and leadership reqnired to meet the crisi" of delinquency." 

The Juvenilc JusticP. Act e..'ltablished within LEAA the Office of Juvenilc Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention and, within that Office, the National Institute for 
,Tnvenile Justice and Dplinquency Prevention. The Institute was given four major 
functions: (1) coordinating and funding delinquency prevention programs, (2) 
·e:ltablishing tmining nrogram!'i for personnel connected with thf' treatment and 
·control of juvenilf' offenders, (:~) dev/.'lolling standnrds for the juvenile justice 
system, and (4) eol1pcting and disseminating useful information. 
Plannin{] for evaluation 

The Institute believeR it i", important that planning a program and planning for 
the evaluation of that program go hnud in hand. In thhl way, projects cun be 
de~igned to facilitate useful and meaningful evuluations. 

The tasks neCefll'ar~' to plan for program evaluation are not being handled 
exclusively by Institute !'itafl'. The InRtitute involves a group of outRide experts 
to Ilssist in this effort. This grantee is chosen before any work is undl'rtaken in 
planning for a program area. 

The evaluation planning group is represented in every stage of planning for the 
program initiative. It has J'mlponsibility to: 

Assess knowledge relevant to the progrllm area topic and to report on this in a 
background papPI'. 

Participate in meetings concerned with strategy development. 
Provide assiHtance in dev('loping guidelines that are part of the program 

announcement. 
Review concept palwrH and preapplications to assess whether their design will 

facilitate It good evaluation. 
Make site visitH to potential grnntees to dC'termiue the availability of data and 

whether the program contemplated is evaluable. 
Complete developmt-nt of the evaluation Rtrategy and the research design during 

the period that the linal action gmnt applications are being developed and 
processed. 

These tasks to date have been carried out for the status offende&- program, the 
first of the priority arcnR. Planning is now underway for the second area, diversion. 
The grantee undertaking the work for the status offender program is the Social 
Rc,ience Rese!~rch Institute of the UniverSity of Southern California: Project 
Directors are Dr. Solomon Kobrin and Dr. Mnlcolm Klein. The grantee for the 
diversion urea i>3 Portlnnd State University; Project Director is Dr. Don Gibbons. 
Gmntees have not yet been chosoll for the two remaining priority areas. 

A separate gronp of related awards will be made to undertake the actual 
evaluations of projects funded under each program area. One grantee will be 
reRponsible for coordinating the evnluntions of 1111 projects funded under a pro
gram area and for developing a comnr0hem;ive rC'port. Sepamte awards will be 
made to conduct the on-sito portion of the evaluations of separate action projects 
funded under t\ progrnm initiative. 
Assessin{] current knowledge 

As mentioned nbove, the first tllsk of each evaluation planning group is to 
compile and nssess available lmowledgo about each suhject area. To a large 
oxtent these efforts will draw upon the results of a series of studies initiated a 
number of months ago. These studies, undertaken through the National Evalu-
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ation Program (NEP) of the National Institute. of Law Enforcement and Oriminar 
Justice (NILEOJ), will conceptualize the topic area, develop a taxonomy (or 
system of classification) of project types within the universe being studied, make 
site visits, review existing relevant literature, synthesize existing Jrnowledge, and 
develop research designs for future evaluations. 

The first NEP study, on Youth SerVices Bureaus, (Schuchter and Polk
Boston University) hru:; been completed and the revised fined report is due soon. 
Other studies, on diversion and alternatives to incarceration (Rl!therford-Uni
versity of Minnesota), alternatives to detention (P~ppenfort-University of 
Ohicago), and delinquency prevention (Walker-Ohio State University) will be 
completed by November. 

There are other lrnowledge assessment projects also being funded whose results, 
will feed directly into program initiative planning. These include a study of 
juvenile gangs in the 12 htrgest U.S. cities (Miller-Harvard University Law 
School), and a study of intervention progrnms designed to reduce crime in the 
schools (Marvin-Research for Better Schools Laboratory). The Institute also 
is beginning assessments of intervention techniques for the treatment of violent 
juvenile offenders (Rand Oorporation) and !1 study of the relationship between 
a:ellnquency ,and learning dis!1bilities (American Institutes of Research). 
, Another Institute study also is relevant to program initiative planning. The 
Institute had the assistance of the Oouncil of State Governments in determining 
and validating a rather elaborate classification schemc for determining whether 
juvenile offenders are "status offenders." This scheme was included in the SPAs 
guidelines for the block grant program and will be used in evaluating the status, 
Qffender discretionary grant,progmm. 

INsTITUTE MANDATES AND ACTIVITIES 

The Act authorizes the Institute to perform fouf major functions: 
1. To collect, prepare, and disseminate useful di\ta regarding the treatment and 

control of juvenile offenders. 
2. To conduct, encourage, and Cdordinate research and evaluation relating to 

any aspect of juvenile delinquency. 
3. To provide trl1ining for pcrsonnel connected with the treatment and control 

of juvenile offenders. 
4. To develop standards for the administration of juvenile justice at the Federal, 

State, and local levels. 
What follows is a brief summary of what the Institute is doing in each area. 

Information 
Seotion 242 of the Act mandates that tho Institute serve as an information bank 

and clearinghouse for the collection, synthesis, and dissemination of information 
regarding all aspects of juvenile delinquency. Section 234(7) authorizes the creation 
of a periodiC journal for information dissemination purposes. 

J'uven'ile delinq1tency assessment centers.-As a major aspect of its information 
progmm, the Institute proposes to establish severnl Assessment Oenters, each 
focusing on a different aspect of juvenile delinquency or juvenile justice. Each 
will colleot, synthesize, assess, and disseminate information within a topic are!1. 
Aotivities will be coordinated with other LEAA units, including the National: 
OrIminal Justice Information and Statistics Service, the Office of Public Informa
tion, and the National Oriminal Justice Reference Service. The institute intends 
to use the Reference Service as its principal vehicle for information dissemination. 

P1tblications program.-The Ins'titute also is in the process of developing an 
extensive publications program. This will include the development of brochures, 
flyers, program announcements, research monographs, and perhaps a periodic 
journal. The researoh monographs and the journal would be the major vehicles 
~or communioating research findings. 

National juvenile e01trt statistical reporting sllslem.-The Institute is processing: 
a grant to the National Oenter for .Tuvenile Justice, the research arm of the 
National Oouncil of Juvenile Oourt Judges, to support the Reporting System, 
which previously was conducted by the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. The Grant will include support for production of the System's annual 
report. 

Respondents panel.-Another grant to the National Oenter, also being processed, 
will support a panel of knowledgeable people in each State, which will be designed 
as a sort of early warning system on trends in juvenile justice. The panel also wil~ 
collect limited amounts of information, such as arrest data on particular types of 
Offenders. 
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Juvenile court information sllstems.-The Institute has awarded a grant to the 
National Council of Juvenile Court Judges to conduct an assessment of electronic 
information systems in juvenile courts. 
Research and evaluation 

Section 2'13 of the Act authorizes the Institute to sponsor basic research and 
program evaluations on any aspect of delinquency. 

A major part of the basic research pi"ogram is intended to provide support for 
the development of the major progrr.m initiatives, as discussed above. These 
include the NEP studies and other knowledge assessments. Other programs are 
described below. 

Delinquent behavior.-The Institute is providing continuing support for the 
Delinquency in American Society project (Simon and Puntil-Institute for 
Juvenile Research). This project is analyzing data gathered in a statewide 
Illinois sample of more than 3,000 youth (including data on the communities iv. 
which they live). The study will add to knowledge of the nature and distribution 
of juvenile delinquency. 

Police diversion.-This study (Klein-University of Southern California) is 
examining police diversion programs in the 47 independent police departments 
in Los Angeles County. The study's objectives are (1) to determine patterns 
in the development of diversion programs and how these relate to the success 
of the program, (2) to develop criteria for evaluating police diversion programs, 
(3) to determine relationships betwe.en departmental diversion and referral rates, 
and (4) to assess the impact of evaluation components on the form, practice, 
and outcome of diversion programs. 

Court processing of juveniles.-The impact of the legal process and of formal 
legal sanctions on juveniles in Virginia is being examined by this project (Thomas
College of William and Mary). The study includes both juveniles who do and do 
not have juvenile jmltice system involvement. Its purpose is to test some of the 
hypotheses underlying labelling theory including the effects of formal processing 
on subsequent delinquent behavior. 

J1lVenile correciions.-Continuation support is being provided to the National 
Assessment of Juvenile Corrections (Vinter and Sarri-the University of Michi
gan). This project seeks (1) to develop objective, empirical bases for assessing 
the relative effectiveness of correctional programs, (2) to generate systematic, 
comparative, and comprehensive nationwide information about major aspects 
of juvenile corrections, and (3) to make policy recommendations about juvenile 
correctional program design, structure, and purpose; resources; planning; legis
lative action; and statute revision. 

Long-range planning.-The Institute recently awarded a grant (Kahn
Hudson Institute) to analyze basic social and demographic trends, to develop 
projections with regard to thc pORsible impact of these trends on crime and 
delinquency, and to suggest the implications of those possibilities for future 
programming. This study is being funded in conjunction with NILECJ. 

Overv'iew.-The Institute has commissioned a "bright paper" (Zimring
University of Chicago) that will summarize what currently is known about the 
relationship of delinquency to various types of Federal Government programs 
and will identify a few susbtantive arens of immediate importance. The paper 
is being produced primarily to aid the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention, whioh is made up of representatives of all Federal 
agencies with juvenile delinquency responsibilities and which is responsible for 
coordinating all Federal juvenile delinquency programs. This paper will also be 
of gren.t assistance to the Institute in its planning efforts. 

Longitudinal stuclV.-The Institute has begun to plan a major longitudinal 
cohort study designed to sort out the contributionR made by various factors 
toward the causation, development, and mnintenance of delinquent and criminal 
careers. Health, education, employment, ond other sooial factors would be studied. 

The study could involve the joint efforts of several Federal agencies and hope
fully would address the concerns of eaoh. It might be designed to cover at least 
a 10 to 15 year period. 

The Institute believes that the Federol Government should assume responsibil
ity for sponsoring such a study-a long-term effort that should be undertaken 
while the nation continues to seek short-term solutions to the problems of delin
quency. 

S1lslem flow study.-AJllO under consideration by the Institute is a major study 
of the flow of youths through the juvenile justice system. Such a study would 
provide information on various aspeots of juvenile justice processing of youths, 
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including administrative procedures, decision-making processes, and the con
sequences of formal system involvement. 

Effects of alternatives to incarceration.-A multi-year evaluation of the Massachu
setts experiment in alternatives to incarceration for juveniles (Ohlin-Harvard 
University) is being continued by the Institute. Entering its fifth year, the project 
is evaluating the community-based programs developed since Massachusetts 
closed its training schools in 1972. 

Y01tth services centers.-The Institute is planning to evaluate a Youth Services 
Center in Philadelphia, Pa., that is aimed at diverting youths from and prevent
ing their entry into the juvenile justice system. 
Training 

Section 244 of the Act mandates a major role for the Institute in training persons 
working in the juvenile justice area. The Office of Technology Transfer of NILECJ 
is dOing n limited amount of work in this area: providing some training in the 
techniques used in Sacramento's 601 Diversion Program and disseminating ma
terials concerning Philadelphia's N cighborhood Youth Resources Center and St. 
LOllis' Providence Educational Center. 

The Institute is in the process of developing a training program to address man
dates in the Act. These mandates include (1) to develop a training program within 
the Institute; (2) to provide training through agencies or organizations at the 

national and regional levels; and (3) to develop technical training teams to assist 
the States. 

There will be two types of training: fairly extensive programs to develop basic 
,skills and short-term programs designed to expose people to new skills. Those to 
be trained include professional, paraprofeSSional and volunteer personnel includ
ing those involved in law enforcement, education, judicial functions, welfare work, 
and other fields. 
f3tandards 

Section 247 of the Act mandates that the Institute review existing reports, data, 
,find standards relating to the juvenile jtlstice system and develop recommended 
standards for the administration of juvenile justice at the Federal, State, and local 
level hy September 7, 1075. 

Although it will not be possible to develop standards in all areas by that date, 
-the Institute will submit a report defining the purpose, role, scope, and imple
mentation alternatives of the standards effort. 

The Institute will coordinate its standards effort with two other on-going stand
ards development projects-the Juvenile .Justice Standards Project, conducted by 
the American Bar Association and the Institute of Judicial Administration in New 
York, and the Standards and Goals Task Force being staffed by the American 
.Justice Institute in San Jose, Calif. 

F. OFFIC1~ OF REGIONAL OPERATIONS 

The ORO has two major functions which involve evaluation activities. This 
office is r('sponRible for mlmaging and supervising the admini'ltration of large 
portions of the LEAA program by the ten regional offices of LEAA. Each region 
now has filled the authorizcd position of planner-evaluator which serves as the 
foctts of regional office evaluation activity. The planner-evaluator has the lead 
responsibility for building the capacity within State Planning Agencies to evaluate 
their block grant programs which account for the bulk of LEAA program fund.,. 

Thl:' planner-evaluator personally does not perform program or project evalua
tion. Primarily he is involvod in reviewing, ass('ssing, monitoring and providing 
technical assistance and training to State Planning Ag('ncies and Regional 
Planning Units in planning and implementing criminal justice evaluations. The 
planner-evaluator provides thc substantive review on planning-evltluation as 
regards State planning grants, comprehem~ive plans and action grant applications. 
In selected cnses, the plnnner-evnluator may review components of regional offi.ce 
awarded discretionary grants. In most regions, the plann0r-eva]uator coordinates 
th0 development of the regional office "Management-ny-Objectives" submissions. 

The second major area of ORO rCflponsibility involves the Administration of a 
substantial portion, of LEANs discretionary p:rant funds. These monies are made 
availahle to grantees who are required to develop an acceptable performance 
measurement plan as part of the grant appl'ltion and who may apply for and 
.receive funds for the conduct of program or proct evnluations. 
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Discretionary funds are awarded by the various ORO program desks: police"" 
courts, corrections, organized crime, narcotics and dangerous drlll?s, and Indian, 
programs. Contractors generally are employed by the grantees to implement the-
evaluation component of approved applications, with ORO approving the evalua-, 
tion design and. the evaluator. Major program evaluations of programs imple
mented by ORO and/or the regions (e.g., national or first time demonstrations. 
such as Impact, Pilot Cities, and TASC) generally are undertaken by the National' 
Institute. Significant evaluations will be submitted to the National Criminall 
Justice Reference Service. 

G. OFFICE OF OPERATIONS SUPPORT" 

The Training Division of the Office of Operations Support is engaged in the' 
development of a one-week evaluation training course for State Planning Agency 
staffs and for Regional Planning Unit and local government personnel. This 
course def>ign if> to be completed by February, 1976, and a series of courses is to be 
qffered beginning in the spring of 1976. 

ApPENDIX II.-LrsT OF MAJOR IJEAA PROGRAM AND PROJECT EVAr,UATION& 

In the paragraphs above are dpscribcd the currpnt LEAA evaluation acti\'ities 
of the major LEAA offices. These activities have already produced several major 
evaluation products: ' 

The Evaluation of the Pilot Cities Demonstra.tion Program was completed in 
June, 1975. The final report from the American Institute for Research argues 
that the twin goals of system innovation and system improvement often con
flicted. The Pilot Team approach, they argue, was successful in promoting im
provements in local cl'lminal justice operations though not an efficient approach 
to creating innovation in criminal justice techniques. 

The Institute for Law and Social Research completed its CDS Cost Benefit. 
$tudy in May, 1975. This study was designed to project the total developmental' and yeurly operating costs for CDS implementation in the 50 states plus D. C. 
and Puerto Rico through 1984, n,nd to develop a cost~benefit methodology t() 
support policy decisions re; 

Financial implications of the ODS program at the Federal level. 
Assignment of system development priorities for cost/benefit maximization. 
Financial implications of states assuming responsibility of CDS opernting costs-

once the program is fully implemented. 
TIllS study will provide major input to LEAA decisions regarding future

funding strategies for the CDS pl'ogrmn. 
The first Phase I report under the Natiollltl Evaluation Program (NEP) was. 

completed und widely dissmnintlted in August 1\:)75. This report is entitled Opera
tion Identification Pmjects: Assessment of Effectivenes!:l and was completed by 
the Institute for Public Program Analysis in ~t. Louis, IHissouri. 

Tho Evaluation Clearinghouse in the National Institute for Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice published ill June HJ75 an annotated Bibliography on, 
Criminal Justice Evnluation. This document contains infOl'lUati0n on: 
Evaluation~Methodology and Procedure; 
Environment and Facility Evaluation; 
Personnel and Performance Evaluation; 
Equipment and 'l'echnology Ji:valuationj 
Program Evaluation. 
In addition many other evaluation products will be coming available within. 

the very near futUre. 
The National Level Evaluation of the Impact Cities Program continues us a. 

major effort andis planned for completion by December 1075. Samples of evulua
tion designs used to assess particular projects supported by the Impact program 
have been compiled in a report and disseminated throughout the Gountry. With. 
separate components for police, courts, corrections, and target hardening tech
niques, the report illustrates numerQUS evaluation approaches which can aiel 
planners and policy makeI'll. 

ENP Phase I assessments on a wide variety of topics will now be coming; 
available on a continuing basis through July, 1976. These assessments include: 

1. Youth Services Bureaus, by Boston University; 
2. Traditional Preventative Patrol, by University City Science Oenter; 
3. 'I'eam Policing, by National Sheriff's Association; 
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. .4. Crime Analysis,' b~/' Foundation f6r Research and Development in Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice; 

:5. Specialized Patrol Operations, by the 'Institute for Human Resources Re-
search; 

·6. Early Warning Robbery Reduction Projects, by Mitre Corp.; 
7. Juvenile Diversion, by University of Minnesotaj 

:8. Prevention of Juvenile Delinquency, by Ohio State University; 
9. Citizen Crime Reporting Programs, by Loyola University of Chicago; 
10. Pretrial Release Programs, by National Center [OJ: State Courtsj 
11. Pretrial Screening Projects, by Bureau of Social Science Researchj 
12. Citizen Patrol, by the Rand Corporation; 
13. Detention of Juveniles and Alternatives to Its Use, by University of 

Chicago; 
14. Physical Security Surveys, by International Training, Research, and 

Evaluation Council. 
The list above is by no means intended to be exhaustive. It highlights only 

-those particularly significant evaluation products which have just recently 
,become available or which should become available in the near future. 

APPENDIX 3 

lEAA RESOURCES COMMITTED TO EVALUATION (FISCAL YEAR 1976) 

Professional 
staff (full·time 

equivalent) Funds 

TotaL •••••••••••• ___ •• __ •• ___ • ___ •• _._._ •• _ ••• _ •• _ •• __ •••• _..... 22.9 $12,450,000+ 
------------~~--~ A. OPM ______ ._._ •••• __ • ____ .. ____ • ___ ........ ___ ............... _ ••• _.. 1 ................. . 

lB. N IlECJ ••• __ ... _ •• _ .. __ ' __ "_' • ___ ••• _ ••• _ ........... _ .............. _ ............................. _ .. 
1. Offi.ce of evaluation __ .... __ ........... ____ .. __ ........ ______ .. __ 10 4,550,000--

Program evaluation ...... ____ • ____________ .. __ ............. (5.75) (2,800,000) 
Capacity bulldlng ........... __ ........ __ ••• ____ •••• __ ••• __ • (1.75) (250,000) 
Evaluahon research .... ____ ............ _ ..... __ •• _____ ••• __ (2.5) (1,500,000) 

2. National evaluation program •••• ___ • ___ ._._ •• _ ••••• ______ .... __ • 2.5 2,300,000 
3. Office of technical transfer. ___ ... __ • ___ • ____ • _____ • _____ • _______ • 2.5 ___ • _____ _ 

,C. ON PP ___ ... __________ • _________ • ____ ••• _____ • ________________ ._ __ ___ 1+ .. --.. (1) 
D. NCJISS .. _. ____ ...... _ ... _____ .. _ .. _________________________ ._______ .6 200,000 

1. Comprehensive data system cost benefit study_____________________ .2 100,000 
2. Review and assessment Qf telecommunications planning_. ______ .___ .1 _________________ _ 
3. Evaluation of victimization survey and national crime paneL_______ .1 .. ______________ .. 
4. NCJISS Assessment: RTI.______________________________________ .2 100,000 

if: ~:!:nif ~~;i;_:::::::: ::: :::::::::: :::::::::::::: ::::: ::: :::::::: :::---------.--.:: --. ______ ~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~ I'll. OOS_.- ____________ • ______________________ .. _________________ .. _____ 0.3 400,000 

. Funds for project evaluation are Included In selected project grants. 
Note: These NCJISS evaluation activities are not funded out of fiscal year 1976 funds but they are stili ongoing and pro

-esslonal staff time Is still allocated to them. 

Fiscal year 

APPENDIX 4 

lEAA PT. C BLOCK SUBGRANTS, EQUIPMENT PURCHASE OR LEASE, POLICE' 

Equipment 

PI. C funds 
awarded 

Sept. 22, 1975 
Percentage 

of total 

'1969 ___ ... __________________________________________ • $9,265,796 $23,202,000 40 
~1970 ____________ • __________________ ._________________ 64,239,930 176,230,000 36 
1971. ... _________________________________________ .. __ 134,890,470 345,415,000 39 

: 1972 _____________ • ____ .. ______ • ___ ~ __________ ._______ 92,172,627 397,384,445 23 
·1973 __________________________________________ .. ___ ._ 86,962,148 422,338,075 20 
"1974.________________________________________________ 65,250,524 380,669,358 17 :'1975 __ • __ .. ____ • _____________ .. ______________________ 20,198,584 155,135,870 13 
rI976 _________________ •• __________ • _______________ .. ______ 70:.,' 8_3_3_-_--_-_--_--_-_--_-_--_--_-_--_-_.-_--_-_--_-_--____ -_--_-

Grant lotal. _______ • ________ .. ________ ._________ 473,050,912 _ .. ____________________________ .. __ • 

• rltems retrJeved-3~,126, .LEAA grant management information system, 
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LEAA PT. C NONBLOCK GRANTS, CONTRACTS, AND INTERAGENCY AGREEMENTS; EQUIPMENT 
PURCHASE OR LEASE, PDLlCE' 

Fiscal year Equipment 
Funds awarded 
Sept. 22, 1975 

1968 ________________ ...... ____ • _________ ._ •• ____ .____ $252,000 $734,055 
1969 ___ • ________________ •• ___ •• ___ • _______ .__________ 544,736 6,986,502 
1970. ____ •••• _____ • ____ ._____________________________ 7,096,841 40,293,725 
1971.. ___________ • ____ ._ •• __ • _______ • ______________ ._ 10,665,313 106,959,660 
1972.. ____________ ._._. ___________________ .__________ 11,122,850 158,288,950 
1973 ______ • ____ • ______ •• __________________________ .__ 8,407,015 199,021,585 
1974. ________ • __ ._. ____ • __ • _______________ • _______ .__ 2,325,761 190,966,747 
1975 ____ ••• _. _________ • ___ ._. ___ ._. ___ ••• _. ____ ••• ___ 2,218,307 212,534,596 

Percenlage 
of total 

32 
8 

18 
10 
7 
4 
1 
1 
1 1976._. _________ ._. ____________________________ ._____ 159,116 19,617,087 

-------~------~-------------Grant total __________________________________ • __ 43,291,939 ___________ • ____________________ • __ _ 

"Items retrieved-l,047. LEAA grant management information system. 

LEAA FUNDS FOR PURCHASING EQUIPMENT 1 

Fiscal year Subgrant Nonblock Total 

$44, 939, 956 $2,079, 837 $47,019,793 
35, 129,227 5,416,622 40,545,849 

Communic~tions equipment: 1972._. ____________ • __ • ___ • ___ • _________ • __ • __________ _ 
1973 _____ • _____ ._ •• _. _______ • _____ • ___ • ___________ • ___ _ 

80,069,183 7,496,459 87,565,642 
Tolal ___________________________________________ ._ ••• -----------------------

12,281,382 1,655,649 13,937, 031 
11,700,749 1,307,297 13,008, 046 

Data processing equipment: 1972_._. __ • ______ •• _. ________ " _. ___ • _________ •••• __ •• _ 
1973 __ • ____________ •••• ________________ •• ___ • __ •• _____ _ 

----------.--------------------Tolal ________ • _______ • ___ • __ • _____ • ______ • __ • _______ _ 23,982,131 2,962,946 26,945,077 

Vehicles or vehicle accessories: ================= 
9,077,174 2,939,045 12,016,219 
5,403,295 2,517,215 7,920,510 

1972 __ • __ • _ •.. ________ •••• ___ • ___ • __ •• _ ••• ________ • ____ _ 
1973 ________ • ___ • ____ • ___ •• ___ •• ___________ • _. ________ • 

------------------------------Tolal ____________ • ________ • ____ ._. ____________ •• _._ •• 14,480,469 5,456,260 19,936,729 
===================== 

56,388,644 21, 157, 163 77,545,807 
50,939,708 3,097,423 54,037,131 

Equipment other than the above: 1972 _________ • __ • ________ • ______ ••• _. ___ •• _ •••• _. ____ .. 
1973. __ •• __ ... __ • __ •• __________ ••• _' _ ••• __ •••• __ ••••• _. 

-----------------------------Tolal. __ ••••••••••••••• ________ • __ •••• ______ •••• _. __ _ 107,328,352 24,254,586 131,582,938 
==========~========= 

Tolal: 
122,687,156 27,831,694 150,518,850 1972 __ ••• __ •• __ • __ ••• ______ • ____ • _ ••• ___ • _. __ • __ •• __ • __ 

1973 ___ • ___ • __ " __ ' _. __ • __ • _. _____ •• ___ • ___ • _. _______ __ 103, 172,979 12,338,557 
--~------~--

115,511,536 
Tola L ____ •• ___________________ •••• _ •• __ • _____ " __ ••• 225, 860, 135 40, 170, 251 266, 030, 386 

1 These are funds for Ihe actual purchase of Ihe equipment, not the grant award amounts from which the equlpmenl 
Vias purchased. 

As a point of reference, the table below indicates the funds available (allocation), 
awards in the GMIS data base, and the percentage the dttta base amount is of the 
funds available: 

Allocations •• ______ ""'" _____ •• ____ •••• ____ •••••• ____ • 
Awards in GMIS data base (May 31, 1975) ...... ________ • __ 
Equlpmenl purchases as percenl of lola I In dala base •••••••• 

Fiscal year 1972 

Amount Percent 

$522,900, 000 1 
594, 970, 000 
150,518,850 
594,970, 000 

95 

25.3 

Fiscal year 1973 

Amount Percent 

$749,798,000 1 
638, 236, 000 
115,511,536 
638, 236, 000 

85.1 

18.1 
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.TESTIMONY OF RICHARD W. VELDE, ADMINISTRATOR, LAW 
ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. VELDE. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. I have a rather lengthy 
prepared statement with four appendixes. I appreciate your courtesy 
in incorporating it into the record. With your permission, sir, I will 
highlight certain of the points contained in the statement. 

My testimony is divided into three areas: First, a discussion of the 
Administration's bill, H.R. 9236; second, comments on certain issues 
which the Ohair had indicated prior to the hearings were of central 
concern to the subcommittee; and, finally, a discussion of other pending 
bills which are being considered by the subcommittee. 

With respect to the Administration's bill, H.R. 9236, there are five 
major provisions. The first has to do with the increased emphasis on 
courts progmms. The Deputy Attorney General has already alluded 
to our interest in insuring that courts at the State and local level 
participate more effectively in our program. He has highlighted some 
of the steps that we are currently taking to try and increase their 
effectiveness. I will not repeat that statement. 

Another provision reflects our continuing interest in assuring that 
the high-crime areas of the country participate most effectively in the 
LEAA program. As you know, Mr. Ohairman, this committee amended 
our law in 1970 to insure that the comprehensive planning process 
adequately addressed the needs of the high-crime areas. 

We have followed through on this priority emphasis with a number 
of programs, beginning with our big cities discretionary grant program 
in 1970-the pilot cities programs-and, most recently, the high 
impact anticrime program, a 3-year discretionary grant program 
involving $152 million of LEAA funds. 

I have with me this morning the final evaluation report of that pro
gram. The report was prepared for us under contract by the Mitre 
Oorp. I would be pleased to submit for the committee's records a 
summary of that evaluation report, as well as the contents of the com
plete report itself. It is a rather lengthy document. We are pleased to 
make it available to the committee for its perusal. 

Mr. OONYERS. Thank you. Without objection it will be received 
into the record at this point. 

[The above referred to document was submitted and is included in 
the subcommittee's files.] 

Mr. VELDE. Our experience in these prior programs indicates that 
there is a need to be even more directly responsive to the needs of these 
jurisdictions. This proposal was referred to at some length by the 
President in his special message on crime last summer. 

It is often very difficult to marshal resources-Federo1, State, or 
local-to impact on the criminal justice system and affect the response 
of the community to deal with these chronic and severe problems. A 
solid foundation has been laid through prior efforts for a new initiative. 
That is why the Administration's proposal contains a major provision 
in this area. It would codify our authority to act and provide for a 
·separate fund source to provide directly for these needs. The Agency 
would be able to deal directly with cities, counties, States, or combina
tions of these jurisdictions, to marshal sJ?ccific strategies for dealing 
with long-term problems. 'r'hose jurisdictIOns which would be helped 
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-are ones where so much of the Nation's reported crime has occurred in 
the prior years. 

I would next like to comment 011 the Administration's proposal 
for a 5-year extension of the current authority. The type of programs 
ultimately funded by the States will, to a large extent, be determined 
by the length of the reauthorization of LEU. One of the key features 
of our current effort is the comprehensive planning process through 
which each State reviews thoroughly its law enforcement and criminal 
justice programs and sets long-range needs and priorities for resource 
allocation. In many States, not just Federal funds, but State and 
l'esources as well are involved. 

This planning, to be effective, must necessarily have long-range 
implications. A shorter authorization would be disruptive of this 
planning process and, as we have <leen from experience, would ullow 
:States to give consideration only to short-term needs. 

Short-term programs also encourage the purchase of equipment and 
use of training programs by localities, since there would be a tangible 
benefit. The results would last indefinitely, and there would be no 
requirement for follow-on support on the part of the Federal Govern
ment. 

A short-term authorization has a chilling effect on the ability of 
:State and local jurisdictions to raise matching funds, not only because 
of the time lag involved-the cycles when State legislatures and 
,county boards meet for the purpose of handing out appropriations
but because there is the uncertainty as to whether or not substantial 
investments should be made over a long period of time when there is 
uncertainty as to the commitment of the Federal Government to see 
these programs through. As I indicated, the net result would be 
hardware purchase and other short-term activities. 

The Deputy Attorney General has mentioned his interest in clarify
ing the oversight responsibilities of the Department of Justice and the 
relationship between the Attorney General and LEU. My statement 
supports the provisions of the Administration's bill in that regard. 

The Deputy bas also mentioned the provisions with respect to 
juvenile delinquency prevention. I want to highlight here a feature 
of our current juvenile delinqnency authority, passed by the Oongress 
in 1974, which has caused us some significant administrative problems. 

That 1974 legislation sets a funding minimum for maintenance of 
juvenile delinquency efforts in current LEAA programs. 'rhe minimum 
is based on the allocation of expenditures for the fiscal year 1972. In 
the past 2 fiscal years-and projected into the next fiscal year, if the 
Administration's buq~et request is acted 011 by Oongress at the level 
proposed-the overall level of LEAA appropriations has declined. 

Yet, we are faced with a fixed statutory funding base which we must 
maintain to support juvenile delinquency programs, even though 
overall support for other aspects of the program has been decreasing. 

This means that the total share committed for juvenile delinquency 
is going up very dramatically. There is substantial evidence to indicate 
that it may be well out of proportion in relationship to other needs of 
the criminal justice system-such as high crime areas and courts
where we o]so have an interest in providing major initiatives. 

We would, therefore, urge that the subcommittee take a look at 
these existing provisions. As you know, oversight j urisruction regarding 
our juvenile delinquency authority is held by other subcommittees 
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of the House and Senate. We would urge careful coordination with 
those two subcommittees in reviewing these provisions. We are faced 
with a situation that poses enormous difficulties for us at the current 
time, and we urge your consideration of our proposed changes in that 
reO'ard. 

Moving to the issues before the subcommittee, I would first like to 
comment briefly on LEAA's evaluation efforts. Perhaps I may be 
somewhat biased because r have been involved so much in oversight 
of our evaluation efforts. I would say however, that there is probably 
no other Federal aid program in Government that has conducted 
such an intense and careful evaluation of its activities as has LEAA. 

We now have over 100 major in-house evaluation efforts completed. 
I have already referred to one national evaluation effort-the $2}~ 
million evaluation of our high impact program. 

r also have with me this morning a compendium of 700 projects 
determined to be successful on the basis of recommendations by the 
State and local jurisdictions where these programs were funded and 
successfully completed, and an outside evaluation by an LEAA con
tractor which resulted in screening the first submissions. 

This represents $210 million worth of LEAA funds translated into 
almost 700 projects that have proved to be successful. 

Mr. CONYERS. May I examine that document? 
Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CONYERS. Thank you. 
Mr. VELDE.I believe it has previously been submitted to staff, 

but we are pleased to make another copy available. This is an exam
ple-one of the 100 that I've mentioned-of these evaluation efforts 
that have been concluded. 

[The above referred to material was submitted to the subcommittee 
and is included in its files.] 

MR. VELDE. One of the difficulties with evaluation activities is 
making the results available to those who have responsibilities for 
decisions in order that the criminal justice systems of the several 
States can be improved and reformed. 

In that regard, I would like to highlight the activities of the national 
criminal justice reference service, a function of the National Institute 
of Law Enforcement which is now in its fifth year. 

The reference service has a current subscriber list of almost 40,000 
individuals, officials, and agencies. It recently disseminated its one
millionth document to these subscribers. Included have been reports 
of evaluations, studies, bibliographical, and other research materials. 
A special emphasis is placed on dissemination of evaluation activities. 

Even with this activity, we find that we are only now beginning 
really to get the word around. This is one of the more difficult problems 
that we face on a continuing basis-how to get word of the successes 
and the failures. Not only are we concerned with projects that have 
been funded by LEAA, but the experience of the States and localities 
in general in trying to reduce crime and improve their systems. 

Evaluation is thus a continuing commitment and effort on our part. 
I t is commanding an increasing share of our resources and we are 
doing our best to disseminate the results of these efforts. 

I would emphasize, Mr. Chairman, that evaluation is not an easy 
task. Evaluation methodology is not a hard, scientific discipline. The 
state of the art is uncertain and fluid. We have on occasion been 

00-587--70--pt 1----23 
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exposed-if I may be somewhat blunt-to charlatans and promoters 
who talk well, but when it comes down to really making a hardnose 
evaluation effort, have a lot to learn. We have learned from this 
hard experience. 

Some of our investments in evaluation, quite frankly, have not met 
our expectations. It is an imperfect science. We are learning. We have 
devoted a substantial amount of our resources to improving evaluation 
methodology. But much, much more remains to be learned before 
we feel that evaluation efforts can really meet our expectations. 

Another major issue that is of concern to this subcommittee and 
that is LEANs investment in hardware and equipment. 

When the Agency was established in 1968, it was a time of major 
civil disorder and unrest-the Detroit riots of 1967, for example. 
There were other concerns across the country which prompted the 
Congress, in establishing LEAA, to give special priority to such 
problems. In fact, in our 1968 legislation there was a provision
section 307(b), a Senate floor amendment offered by Senator Hart
which set up a special one-time fund to provide Fedeml assistance for 
riot-con trol activities. 

The Agency was created in June of 1968. Part of the money made 
available had to be expended by August 31 of 1968 to, in effect, pro
vide a special fund to support State and local purchase of riot control 
equipment. 

Mr. CONYERS. How much was it? 
Mr. VELDE. It was approx"imately $12 million. This was out of a 

total action fund in that fiscal year of $25 million, so it was a very 
substantial allocation. 

I have submitted as an appendi." to my statement a table, by fiscal 
year, showing the percentage allocations in our action accounts for 
hardware. You can see that the total investment in hardware was 
skewed quite out of line as far as a balanced approach to the needs 
of criminal justice in that first fiscal year. About 85 percent of the 
total action funds that year went for police pro~rams. A very large 
portion was in the riot control area-some for training, but primarily 
for equipment. 

The only grant which LEAA has given-and we've carefully checked 
our grants management information system-for what might be called 
a tank was an armored personnel vehicle. It was a grant given to 
Baton Rouge, La. in fiscal year 1969-in the summer of 1968, before 
there were any LEAA administrators. This was a gran t personally 
siglled off by the then Attorney General, 11Ir. Clark. 

There have been no other instances where LEAA funds have been 
used to support armored personnel vehicles or tanks. However, that 
one grant got a fail' amount of publicity. It's an image which, frankly, 
LEA.A. has tried hard to live down ever since. 

Mr. CONYERS. Did I hear you say that Ramsey Clark authorized 
that carrier? 

MI'. VELDE. He personally signed off on that grant. Yes, sir. There 
were no LEAA administrators· at the time. All early LEAA grants 
were signed by the Attorney General directly. We have had a long
standing policy that any such requests for military equipment shall 
not be funded by LEAA, but shall be channeled to National Guard 
Burel1us and the Department of Defense. 
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available upon certification of need by local departments. LEAA., 
however, does not have any funds for such purposes. This equipment 
is made available to local departments through the Defense Depart
menli and through National Guard Bureaus of the several States. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, under that program is it the Defense Depart
mentthat is to certify it? 

Mr. VELDE. At one time, LEAA was requested to make a certifica
tion to the Department of Defense, but this practice was discontinued 

. several years ago. To my knowledge, we have not made any such certi
fications for a number of years. 

At onetime there was authorit,y for the Defense Department to 
coordinate with LEAA, but that has either been repealed or the prac
tice is not being followed. We have received no requests for such certi
fications for some period of time. 

I have also included as an attachment to my statement a breakout 
of the types of equipment that has been supported with LEAA funds. 
It can be seen that the lion's share has gone for communications 
equipment} primarily in the police area, but increasingly for the entire 
criminal justice community. The second largest category is for com
puter equipment that has been utilized by all criminal justice agencies 
in the process of building their information systems. 

LEAA has a substantial investment in this area. We have learned 
from long experience that information-timely, complete, and ac
curate information-is the lifeblood of criminal justice. It cuts across 
the board from planning and resource allocation to the operational 
needs of criminal justice agencies. 

That table represents a complete seareh of our grant files and is 
complete and accurate to the best of our ability. As you can see, the 
long-term trend in investment in hardware has been going substantially 
downward. 

I would next like to briefly mention the law ,enforcement education 
program, an issue of concern to the Congress and to this subcommittee. 
LEEP has been one of our mOf-t popular programs-popular in terms 
of participation by police officers and by othermembers of the criminal 
justice community. 
, So far, 250,000 individuals have participated in the LEEP prngram
either 2-year, 4-year, or graduate degree objectives. Of .this 250,000, 
about 200,000 were inservice personnel pursuing their studies on a 
paJrt-time, off-duty basis. 

So far, we have invested about $180 million in this program. We 
strongly feel that it has resulted in a substantial upgrade not only of 
the educational levels, but of the degrees of professionalism in the 
criminal justice community. Primarily police have benefited, but a 
lar~e number of corrections officers have also participated, 

Oourts have not fully participated in LEEP because there has been 
a continuing policy that LEEP ftmds may not generally be used to 
support law school studies. Other court personnel are, however, eligible 
to participate in the LEEP program. It is also of note that there are 
far more lawyers graduating today than there are available positions. 
It thus appears no extraordinary steps need be taken to encourage addi
tional.legal tra,inin~. 

For the coming hscal year, the administration has requested that the 
LEEP program not be funded. This is not because we are unconvinceo 
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of the merits of the program, but because, at a time of administra
tion requests to keep Federal spending down wherever possible, we 
had to make a hard choice in allocating priorities. Although we are 
convinced of the value of this program, some cuts had to be made, it was 
felt that this was an area of lower priority than other ongoing program 
efforts. 

I intend to indicate to the subcommittee that this has been a popu
lar decision. I'm sure the members of this subcommittee have been 
bombarded with mail, as we have, but it was an extremely difficult 
choice that had to be made. If cuts have to be made they have to 
come somewhere. 

Mr. Ohairman, I'd also like to briefly address the concern of the 
subcommittee, particularly the chairman, as to why, despite sub
stantial investment of LEAA resources, the country is still faced with a. 
long-term upward trend in reported serious crime. 

There were great expectations when the Omnibus Orime Oontrol and 
Safe Streets Act was passed that an infusion or Federal funds would 
somehow enable State and local governments to get a hold on this 
most difficult domestic problem facing our society, with resulting 
downward trends in the crime rate. 

Looking at the experience of LEAA funds-particularly over the 
past 5 years-the conclusion arrived at is that there does not seem to 
be any direct cOi'l"ell1iion between the availability of funds and the 
upwo,rd or downward trends in the reported uniform crime figures. 

I have, for submission to the subcommittee at this time, a chart 
which shows the crime trend fluctuations by quarter, from 1970 
through the fll'st two quarters of 1975, in the reported uniform ~rime 
figures. The trend by quarter has been both downwo,rd and upw'ard on 
different occasions. 

At the bottom of the chart, the available LEAA appropriations for 
those calendar years is indicated. We have transposed the totals to a 
calendar year basis. In 1972 for example, there was a very significant 
downward trend in reported crime. The total decrease for that year 
was 6 percent. 

Beginning in the final quarter of 1973, however, there is a dramatic 
upturn. ThIS continued virtually throughout all of calendar 1974 and 
into the first quarter of 1975. Beginning in the second quarter of 1975 
and continuing tlll'ough the fourth quarter of 1975, o,nother downward 
trend in the reported crime is evident. 

I would not be so rash as to suggest to this subcommittee that the 
LEAA program was a smashing success in 1972 or that, in the begin
ning of the fourth quarter of 1973, it was a terrible failure. Nor would 
I suggest that beginning in the second and third quarters of co,lendar 
1975, we're back on 0, solid basis ago,in. 

What I am pointing out is that there does not appeal.' to be any 
direct correlation between the availability of Fedeml funds and the 
cyclical fluctuations in reported crime. This is not to sug~est, however, 
that hundreds of LEAA projects have not been able to dIrectly reduce 
reported crime in jurisdictions across the country, 

[The chart referred to follows:] 
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Percent Change iii United States Index Crime 
Over Previous Year, 

For 1st 3 Montl1s, 1st 6 Months, 1St 9 Months, and Annual, 11170 Througl1 
1st 6 Months of 1975 , 
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1234'1234: 2 J 4 I? 3 4 1 2 J 412 
LEAA 1970 Uri.. ~97Z ·,-~73 io.j74 1975 
Appropriation. $268,119, 000 $529. 000, 000 $698 ;919 ,000 $855,597, 000 $810,675; 000'*895,000 ,000 

The compendium that has been submitted this morning describes 
projects that have been directly responsible in particular communities 
for crime reduction. One example is a statewide program in Minnesota 
called Orime Stop, which has been responsible for reducing burglary in 
the State 40 percent over 2 calendar years-a very substantial state
wide reduction. 

There are literally hundreds of other examples where specific reduc
tions in reported crime have occurred. Across the board nationally, 
however, we have not been able to analytically determine a positive or 
a negative correlation between the availability of Federal funds and 
the fluctuations in reported crime. 

As the Deputy Attorney General has previously pointed out, the 
primary reason is that the total amount of available LEAA resources 
represents only a small fraction of what State and local governments 
invest in their criminal justice systems. In the current fiscal year, it 
probably will total less than 5 percent. That percentage-as the 
total available LEAA funds go down-will be even smaller. It should 
also be pointed out that a substantial amount of State and local re
sources are invested in salary support. In fact, our studies show that 
about 85 percent of State and local funds go for this purpose. As you 
know, Mr. Ohairman, there is a basic limitation in the LEAA legisla
tion that, with certain exceptions, Federal funds may not be used for 
this purpose. 

A high percentage of LEAA funds is used for reform, for demonstra
tion, for Improvement and experimentation, and for trainin~. That 
is in keepin~ with the basic congressional intent in fashionmg the 
LEAA enablmg legislation. 
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I als!:> comment in"my statement, Mr. Ohairman, on other pending 
bills. If I might summarize our position briefly, 'We prefer the ad
ministration's bill. B,ased on our experience in administration of the 
program, we have come before this subcommittee with ri, set of recom
mendations for strengthening and improving the legislation. I would 
respectfully suggest that this is the best course to pursue. 

Mr. OONYERS. Thank you very much. Mr. McOlory? 
Mr. MCOLORY. Thank you very much, Mr. Ohairman. And Pm 

sorry I wasn't here when the witnesses arrived, because I do want to 
extend a welcome to the Deputy Attorney General, with whom I've 
had the oI>portunity to work in a very important International Orimi
nal Law Oonference and the Administrator of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Agency, a long-time friend. And I would like to say quite 
forthrightly that you both bring a very high degree of professionali:"m 
to your respective posts that you occupy. And I feel personally as a 
'citizen, as a Ivlember of the Oongress, that we are fortunate indeed to 
have men of your quality, caliber, and experience administering the 
respective jobs that you do administer. 

As the sponsor of the administration measure, I nevertheless want 
to take this opportunity to question you both with respect to various 
of the provisions because I have questions of my own with respect 
to them. 

It seems to .me-and I'd like to have this clarified-it seems to 
me that we're trying to move in two directions at the same time. 
You, ,Mr. Tyler, make a very strong statement, which I subscribe 
to, that we want to hold to the principles of the block grant concept, 
because this gives the ma}.imum flexibility to the area-they know 
best what their needs are as far as law enforcement is concerned. 
And we want to respond to that through that block grant principle. 

On the other hand, we're suggesting now that the courts require 
some special categorical participation in the block grant program 
and we are even suggesting that the civil side of the ln,w, which I 
thought we were not including in the LEAA legislntion, that we're 
going to include the civil side of the law as well. And it seems to me, 
as indicated by Mr, Velde in trying to explain that with regard to 
the Juvenile Justice Act we're spreading out our support so thinly, 
that we're ~oing to end up by damaging or decreasing the support 
tha~ we ol'l~inally intended to provide for law enforcement and 
criminal justice. 

Now, would you tell me how you can do both of these things at the 
same time? 

Mr. TYLER. I think, as I understand you, that you are really 
mising two questions. First, the proposal in the bill which you spon
sored is not categorical in the sense that we're urging that the Congress 
enact legislation saying, tty ou must in LEAA, devote so much money 
and so many specific programs to the courts." 

Rathel', what I think we're tL'ying to urge, is some support for 
the view of many, many people in the criminal justice systems in 
the 50 States thnt, heretofore, perhaps not enough has been done, 
in either discretionary funding or block grunt programs to support 
the courts and relieve their problems. 

And, as I said earlier, accepting that this is true, it is also true, in 
my judgment at least, that everybody in tho system-and I believe 
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everybody on this committee understands that if the courts are not 
functioning effectively, all of LEU's best projects and research which 
go toward the police, for example, 01' the correctional people 01' the 
probationary people, really are sort of stopped in their tracks if the 
courts don't work. 

Mr. MCOLORY. There's no limitation on the right to apply funds 
for courts. 
. Mr. TYLER. Of course not. What we're really saying, I think, is 
that at this point in the history of LEU, given the experience 
we've had since 1968 in this country, we're urging precatory language 
to signify, not only to LEAA and the Justice Department but to 
,all of the constituencies of LEAA, that there ought to be primary 
attention to the courts and their problems, where they exist, without, 
on the other hand, imposing some kind of binding percentage or other 
restrictions of a specific naturb which would then tend to undercut 
progmms which continue to be useful for the police 01' the correctional 
people. 

Mr. MCOLORY. The measure introduced by the chairman of our 
committee, Mr. Rodino, would require a specific percentage. And 
in our bill, we're merely indicating a need for that, but not specifying 
a percentage. But isn't that nevertheless going to require, as far as 
the State planning agencies are concerned, to include that and to 
designate a percentage or a quota and it's going to decrease the 
balance of funds? 

Mr. TYLER. I hope there are no quotas, as such. Oertainly our 
proposal wouldn't--

Mr. MCOLORY, Well, what happened when we added corrections? 
That became mandatory then; didn't it'? 

Mr. TYLER, Well, it didn't really become mandatory. 
Mr. VELDE. No, sir. Unlike the juvenile delinquency authority, 

where there is a separate pot of money plus a statutory set-aside, 
under part E of our program there is a sepamte fund. 1'he law provides 
that that fund shall not be less than 20 percent of the amount avail
able in our regular action account, part O. 

There is no statutory set-aside for corrections in the part 0 account. 
There was an expression of congressional interest at the time that 
there be a maintenance of effort, but there is no statutory provision 
for a fixed percenta~e of corrections in the regular action account. 

Mr. MCCLORY. You have posed, really, the very difficult dilemma 
we're in when you discussed the .Juvenile Justice Act, for instance, 
when you say that if we fund that the way, apparently.. another 
committee of the House would like to have it funded, we're going 
to decrease the funds that are available under the existing LEAA 
program. 

Mr. VELDE. That's what is happening now. 
Mr. MCOLORY. Yes. And if we add courts now, as well as corrections, 

we're going to be adding or suggesting another ('ategory for expendi
ture and, at the same time, we're really redueing the funds. So we're 
cutting into really the heart, it seems to me, of what the intent of the 
whole LEAA progmm was and that was to-originally it came to 
reduce stroet crime and get at the crime in the streets. And your 
testimony about these impact areas and the special progl'l1ms we've 
hud in eight of our major cities, of which you've just now had the 
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analysis, indicates that the whole thrust of this program has been to 
get at that problem. And it seems to me we're diluting our attack 
through this proliferation of support that is wanting. 

Mr. TYLER. Well, if I could go back to that, Oongressman McOlory, 
I don't think it quite comes down to that, as I see it. First of all, 
if you deal with the problems in the big cities, as I'm sure you're 
aware-certainly this is true in my own home city of New Y ork
the police seem, with LEAA support to some extent, by the way, to 
have improved their procedures. 

But it hasn't done any good in taking care of the street crime 
problem that concerns so many citizens of my home city because 
the courts have broken down and are unable to dispose of these 
cases. Now, I'm told-although I don't have the firsthand knowledge, 
of course-that this occurs with alarming consistency in a lot of 
other major cities in the United States. 

Hence, the feeling is in this proposal we're discussing that, if we 
can make it clear that the Oongress is aware of the reasonable priol'ity 
shift in favor of the courts, it might solve the very kind of problem 
that the high impact cities program is designed to get at. 

Surely we have to concede, 1 think, as you point out, that in a time 
of reduced budgets for LEAA this means there is a little bit of cutting, 
at the least, of programs for other elements of the system. But I 
don't think that that really means that it is wrong to have some 
priority for the courts, particularly since I'm almost certain-if you 
haven't already-you will hear from witnesses from the State court 
systems pointing out that, in their view, in recent years the planning 
commissions in their States have tended to ignore their problems. 
Perhaps, therefore, what we're trying to do here is, with the aid of 
Oongress, point out to these States that we think that, as a matter 
of LEAA policy, there should not be any ignoring of the court's 
problems to the point where the rest of the system is inhibited in its 
efforts because the courts can't dispose of the business before them. 

Mr. MCOLORY. Well, let me make this comment, We do have that 
authority now. The States are employing funds. You have made 
discretionary grants in substantial amounts in at least one State 
I know and it has shown substantial results. It can be done under 
the existing program and not amending the law, I would say. 

But let me say further that I think that the court problem is not 
just a criminal court problem; it's a civil court problem; it's a com
prehensive problem as far as courts are concerned. 

Mr. VELDE. That's right. 
Mr. MCOWRY. And what I'm concerned about is cutting the 

existing program which doles out Federal funds and they want to 
be mandated into the program or they want to be cut into the program 
in some kind of directory way which would, in my opinion, dilute 
the benefits that we're still trying to get out of the original LEAA 
program. 

I think I'm going to run out of time and I'd like to make one more 
comment and that is this. I'd like to recommend very strongly to 
you that we do not dilute the National Institute, too, and convert 
it into a half criminnl, half-civil law institution, because it's intended 
as the research and tmining arm of the Federal Government in the 
area of criminal law, and for research and training in the area of criminal 
law. 



355 

I know about this and I hope that we can retain that. And I'd 
also like to suggest that there's no reason, in my opinion, why it can't 
be the major evaluating agency for taking all of these projects and 
the ones that are so highly successful and being the agency through 
which we do disseminate knowledge of this. 

I think we have to have regional seminars and get out and tell 
the people what works because this business of circulating 1 million 
documents that land on peoples' desks and they don't read isn't 
going to help the communities very much unless you get right out 
there and tell them face to face that: "This is a good program that 
would work in your community and it has been proven successful 
and the National Institute has evaluated it and found it to be that 
way. And this can help reduce crime in America-you'll apply this 
in the different localities of our country." 

Mr. VELDE. Mr. McOlory, if I may comment on your last point,' 
we are well aware of your interest in the Institute. If anyone Member 
of Oongress should deserve the title of father of the National Institute, 
it's Mr. McOlory, having_sponsored the original amendment that 
established the Institute. We are deeply grateful for your continuing 
support and interest in the programs of the Institute. 

The intention of the administration's bill in this regard is not to 
change the primary focus and. emphasis of the Institute toward 
criminal law, but to recognize the reality that, in many cases where 
we support studies and conduct research in the court's field-partic
ularly in the management area-it is impossible to distinguish between 
the criminal and the civil side of the courts. 

There are court administrators who have responsibility for both 
sides. There are presiding judges who assign dockets and calendars 
for both sides. There are management information systems that serve 
both sides. Our concern is to not perpetuate an artificial distinction 
in terms of management perspective of the courts, but to be able to 
support projects that would improve court performance, efficiency, 
and effectiveness across the board. 

We would certainly not want to change the primary emphasis 
of the Institute's program in the criminal area. With courts, however, 
we have a problem that we've faced before, resulting in some very 
artificial distinctions. 'fhat is why we are seeking this additional 
authority. 

I would like to submit for the subcommittee's records an index 
of successful court-related projects that LEAA has supported in the 
past. I also have a tabulation of comprehensive State plan allocations 
for the broad category of adjudication. It includes prosecution, de
fense, and probation, as well as the narrowly defined term of "courts." 
This is compiled on a State-by-State basis for the fiscal years, 1974, 
1975, and 1976, the current fiscal year. 

It can be seen that in some States the court share is adequate, 
while in other States there is a lot of room for improvement. 

[The material referred to follows:] 
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION, 

MaTch 3, 1976. 
MEMORANDUM 

Subject: Regional Office Survey of 1974-76 Block Funds Allocated to Adjudication. 
To: Administrator. 
From: Assistant Administrator, Office of Regional Operations. 

Attached is a summary of the block grant adjudication allocation in each 
state. Parts I-III of the regional office submissions consist of a brief overview, 
the principal thrust of the adjudication activity and a summary. Part IV consists 
of the dollars allocated to adjudication and within adjudication the dollars 
allocated to courts; prosecution; defense; pretrial diversion (in courts); probation 
(in courts) j and others. A chart for each state shows the percentage of Part 0 
funds allocated to adjudication for FY 74-76. 

The percent of the total block grant activities classified in survey as adjudica
tion increased from 18.2% in 1974 to 18.3% in 1975 and to 21 % in 1976 alloca
tions. Fifteen jurisdictions increased the percentage allocated to adjudication 
every year. The percentage decreased in 24 jurisdictions fl·om 1974 to 1975 but 
increased from 1974 to 1976. Fifteen jurisdictions decreased the percentage from 
1974 to 1976. 

Within the classification adjudication 12 jurisdictions allocated 0-4% of 
the block Part 0 funds to courts; 26 jurisdictions allocated 5-8%; 8 jurisdictions 
allocated 9-12%; and 7 jurisdictions allocated more than 13% to courts. 

In 33 jurisdictions the program within adjudication which receive the largest 
allocation is courts; prosecution in 16 jurisdictions; probation in two; pretrial 
diversion and defense one jurisdiction each. 

If a general picture could be drawn the typical jurisdiction slightly decreased 
the allocations to adjudication from 1974 to 1975 but significantly increased the 
allocations from 1975 to 1976 in spite of a reduced Part 0 block funds appropria
tion. The courts are allocated between 5-8% of the Part 0 block funds which is 
in general the largest single allocation in the adjUdication area. 

There is a general problem with the subjective nature of classification of 
block grant programs. The adjudication figures submitted by the regions are 
generally significantly higher than the amounts of FY 74 funds identified as 
adjudication, for example, in the LEAA Sixth Annual Report. 

The current LEAA effort is to more accurately identify the LEAA court 
funding level. The next meeting of the LEAA Task Force on Oourt funding will 
be March 15, 1976. The report of that task force will be distributed when available. 

Attachment. 
J. RODERT GRIMES, 
Assill/ant Administrator, 

Office of Regional Operations. 
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Mr; VELDE. Overall, the current na'tionll.l average jn this fiscal' 
year for adjudication is 20 percent. 

Mr. MCCLORY. 'rhank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
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Mr.OONYERS. You're welcome. Inote that my friend, Mr. McOlory, 
has consumed roughly 15 minutes in asking questions and receiving 
answers. 

N ow, Mr. Attorney General, what do yQU conceive to be the role 
of the Department of Justice on the subject of crime in America? 

Mr. TYLER. Well, I think the role of the Department is multi~ 
faceted. As you know, we have certain responsibilities in the Federal 
arena which are relatively limited, and properly so, in my judgment, 
by Federal criminal law. Beyond that, I think the Department has 
a leadership role through the Attorney General, meaning by that 
that the Attorney General, in particular, and the Department should 
offer leadership to the States and local governments in the l[l,w en~ 
forcement arena-for example, by such programs and research as 
would enable the criminal justice system as a whole, Federal and 
State, to move forward in a reasonably harmonious way. 

I think, of course, also that in terms of our bureaus which are in 
the law enforcement investigating business the Department has a 
role of support to the police and other State and local criminal in
vestigating units who have the major responsibility in the 50 States 
of the country. I think also we have a responsibility through our 
Bureau of Prisons to deal~not only, of course, directly, as you know-
with correction and housing and so on of Federal prisoners, but to 
provide an. example to the States and local governments of modern, 
humane methods of corrections. 

Mr. CONYERS. Is there a written statement about those objectives 
in existence anywhere? 

Mr. TYLER. I would surmise, lvII', Ohairman, that there are a lot 
of written statements of varied kinds within the Department. There 
are, for example, statements about this in the U.S. Attorney's Manual; 
there are statements about this in the annual reports of the Attorneys 
General over the past years, and so on. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, you are aware that this subcommittee invited 
the Attorney General and he declined and graciously sent his Deputy 
Attorney General, so I'm asking you the questions that I would pose 
to him. 

Now, is there anywhere or can there be made available to this 
Subcommittee on Orime a statement, summary, or otherwise, that 
defines the Attorney General's role with regard to crime in the United 
States? 

Mr. TYLER. I'm certain that we can make available a variety of 
statements on this and, of course, as you know, there is the statute 
in title 28 which defines the duties of the Office of the Attorney General 
of the United States. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, I'm not interested in that. I'm interested in 
the programs and the policies and the objectives that are formulated 
by each Attorney General, probably with the administration, in 
spelling out how they discharge those duties elicited in title 28. 

And that, sir, is what I'm directing your attention toward. 
Mr. 'rYLER. As I suy, there is voluminous material. I have no 

doubt about it. 
Mr. CONYERS. Well, my question is: Oan I get it? 
Mr. 'fYLER. Anything we can put our hands on, we'll produce. 
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Mr. OONYERS. Well, you could probably put your hands on tons 
df material. Mr. Velde just said. they mail out a million documents 
annually about LEAA. 

Mr. TYLER. No, no. I'm not talking about LEAA documents, 
sir .. 

Mr. OONYERS. I'm sure the Attorney General could mail out 2 
million, then. 

lVfr. TYLER. No, no, no. I'm sure he could, too, but what I'm trying 
to do is answer you. 

Mr. OONYERS. Right. 
Mr. TYLER. There are a number of ways in' which the policy 

directions given Attorneys General are reflected. I assume you don't 
want all of them back to the beginning of time or, as you say, we'd 
have tonnage here and nothing else. But I am trying to respond 
affirmatively by saying that we certainly can get to you those that 
I think indicate the present Attorney GeneraI's focus. 

[The material referred to "vill be submitted at a later date.] 
Mr. MCOLORY. Would the Ohairman yield'l 
Mr. OONYERS. Of course. 
Mr. MCOLORY. I assume we're talking about street crime, We're 

not-were we talking about antitrust violations? Were we talking 
about security-violations that occur under the Securities and Ex
change A.ct-or white collar crimes of various types? 

Mr. OONYERS. Are you asking me or the Deputy Attorney General? 
Mr. MCOLORY. Well, I'm asking you. I think we should be a little 

specific because otherwise, why, it can range far beyond what I under
stand to be our oversight function now with respect to LEAA. 

Mr. OONYERS, Well, if the Deputy Attorney General has any 
problems with the question, it is comprehensive; it is not limited 
to street crime. Do you see street crime as being an isolated problem 
that the Attorney General must handle? 

Mr. 'rYLER. I certainly do not, in the direct sense. Indirectly I 
think the Department plays a role, particulu:dy through LEAA. 
But I didn't understand you were talking about this. I understand 
you to be asking whether we have anything in writing which sets 
forth in some sort of reasonably succinct fashion the present Depart
ment or the present Attorney General's role in criminal law enforce
ment in the United States. Is that a fair summary of what you're 
asking? 

Mr. OONYERS, Well, it went a little beyond that, but I won't quarrel 
with it at this point. What I would like to see is a summary review 
of what the objectives are, what the policy considerations are, what 
programs the Attorney General and the Depu.rtment of Justice have 
set forward us a method of combating crime in the United States. 

And I would appreciate a subsequent communication and I-
Mr. 'l'YLER. All right. 
Mr. OONYERS [continuing]. Appreciate your coopemtion. 
Mr. TYLER, Well, then, as Oongressman McOlory suggests, we 

will cover a variety of subjects, such as those he ticked off and others. 
Mr. OONYERS. Right. 
Mr. TYLER. Very good. 
Mr. OONYERS. Now, I must presume, then, that you're satisfied 

with the performance of LEAA as you come before this subcommittee 
urging its reauthorization for even a longer period of time and for 
even more money? 
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Mr. TYLER. Well, with the possibility of causing pain and suffering 
to Mr. Velde, I would have to say that I certainly don't think I or 
.anyone else, including Mr, Velde, is totally satisfied with everything 
that LEAA is doing now or at any other moment. We can always do 
better. That's one reason why this subcommittee is properly con
~erned about LEAA, and we don't deny it. There are certain programs, 
as I've discussed with you privately, Mr. Chairman, which I do not 
think much of personally or in terms of their prospects. 

I think some of the things we're doing in terms of efficiency are 
not as good as they can be, from what I see, and so on. But certainly 
I feel strongly that LEAA, though it has been going 8 years, which 
seems like a long time to some, really hasn't outlived its usefulness 
when you consider the pervasiveness of some of om criminal justice 
problems in this country. So we are, as you say, coming back and 
.asking for an extension because we think LEAA can still do a O"ood 
deal more to help the States and local governments, particufarly 
in regard to criminal justice. 

Mr. CONYERS. Would you specify your dissatisfactions with LEAA? 
Mr. TYI;ER. Well, perhaps "dissatisfaction" is a fair enough word

perhaps I would use another one. But I would say, for example, that 
I would like to see an expanded role for the National Institute. 
That's one of the reasons why I personally think something like the 
Administration proposal is needed. I would like to see the National 
Institute regarded as a research arm and evaluation arm with some 
permanence. I'd like to see it closer to the Department of Justice 
because I think the Department of Justice could play, on a continuing 
basis, a very valuable public role in the United States, if it were 
the major repository of justice system research, whether it's with 
LEAA as a label and a banner or not. 

Second of all, I would like to see Mr. Velde improve his efforts to 
evaluate projects both prospectively and retrospectively. I have 
no doubt that he joins in this with me, but he can speak for himself 
on that. 

Third, I would like to see the administrative capacity of LEAA 
improved. We have not, in my judgment, finished doing as good a 
job there as we can. I might say incidentally, Mr. Chairman, that 
we have high hopes for improvement there in one simple, bul; important 
way. rrhere is pending before the Senate now the nomination of 
Chief Justice McQuade, of Idaho, to be the second-ranking official 
in LEAA. We are hopeful that he will bring wisdom and adminis
trative e)."Pertise, better than we perhaps have now, in LEAA. 

We also hope that he will, as he will be obliged to do once he is 
confirmed, playa programmatic content role, which will be helpful 
to the agency, particularly in the area of court problems. And we 
have another nominee from California, Mr. Paul Wormeli, who, if 
and when he is confirmed, will have the third job in LEAA, which 
has a primat·y administrative function, as you know. 

Mr. Velde and I are hopeful that these two gentlemen will help 
in the administrative ureas where we think we need help. 

Mr. CONYERS. I thank you for that r.esponse. 
Mr. MCCLORY. What's the name of the second gentlemen you 

named from California? 
MI'. TYLER. Paul Wormeli, sir, W-o-r~m-e-l-i. Have I got that 

correct? 
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Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. OONYERS. Deputy Attorney Goneral Tyler, you are aware 

that whatever it is that disturbs you about the Government's in
ability to cope with crime is much more clearly reflected among the 
citizens in terms of their reservation about the Government's ability 
to cope with crime; are you not? 

Mr. TYLER. Well, that's 11 hard one to answer, Mr. Ohairman. 
I know that there is certainly a sense among a lot of people that 
we are not dealing adequately with crime. But I have strong reservl1-
tions about the depth of concern and the precise knowledge of those 
who have or say they have this sense. 

For example-I hope you'll forgive me for this thought, but I'm 
quite sincere in it-I have strong doubts, based upon my long pro
fessional involvement in the criminal justice system, that there is 
as much commitment, as there is stated to be by vast segments of 
our society, to do a better job of controlling crime than we are doing. 

I am quite sincere about that and I base that on my experiences 
as a prosecutor and a judge. I l'eally do not remain convinced that all 
elements of our society are as concerned about eradicating crime or 
controlling it better as they allege. 

Second of all, I am not sure that many people in the system itself 
have been, until recent years, terribly concerned about controlling 
certain forms of crime. As an illustration, I wjJ} say to you, sir, that 

. I am Ohairman of a White Collar Orime Oommittee in the Department 
of Justice. I have gone around the country and spoken. The depre
dations of white collar crime in this country, just in the material 
sense, are frightening. The chamber of commerce says that last year, 
as a very minimum, just in cost, it came to $40 billion. And yet my 
frank opinion, as I go around the country and talk to lawyers and 
businessmen and other leaders, is that they really don't see white
collar crime as very serious at all. 

They think that that's something special we ought not to worry 
about. I'm not at all convinced that people, despite all of the rhetoric 
of the Watergate and post-Watergate period-I'm not at all convinced 
that people see that, despite the successes we've had in getting into 
the Watergate problem and eradicating it, there are other Watergates. 

So I am frank to say, Mr. Chairman, that it's not entirely clear to 
me that formal governmental efforts are all that it's going to take to 
reduce crime in tIllS country. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, those governmental efforts don't appear to 
be working very wall, even if you are correct in saying that there 
are certain reservations about the concern. 

Mr. TYLER. I can't deny that. 
Mr. OONYERS. All right. We have a point of agreement. 
Now, let's move to LEAA. What do you construe the mandate of 

LEAA to be? 
Mr. TYLER. Well, I think I've a,lready summarized it, both in 

my written testimony and also in my somewhat synoptic rema,rks, 
but I'll repeat it. As I think the 1968 legislation made clear, it is the 
mandate of LEAA to support the States and local governments with 
research and money to help them better all aspects of the crinlinal 
justice system. 
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Mr. OONYERS . .And you say that yon have some reservations "about 
the effectiveness of that program or were you referring to the subject 
of how the Federal Government addresses crime in your earlier 
comment? 

Mr. TYLER. In my earlier comment, I thought you and I were both 
referring to not only the Federal, but the State and local govern
mental efforts addressed to crime in their respective jurisdictions. I 
was not singling out LEAk 

Mr. OONYERS. All right. At this point, let's single out LE.A.A. 
Mr. TYLER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. OONYERS. How do you rate it in terms of its objectives? 
Mr. TYLER. I think that in the last 8 years LEAA has, if one is to 

measure it in terms of reduction of crime statistics, certainly not re
duced crime in the direct sense. But as I've told you in informal con
versations, and I repeat it formally here, I do not think personally 
that LE.A.A was intended by Oongress or anyone else to be measured 
in quite that way. 

Obviously, the Oongress and others quite rightfully hoped that 
over a period of time LE.A.A projects and research would be helpful 
in that direction. In some particular jurisdictions, as Administrator 
Velde has pointed out, there is evidence that some programs of LEAA, 
some research projects, have had just that result. 

But I think, again, that LE.A.A probably should be measured in 
other, more important, ways. For example, I think LEAA should be 
measured in terms of assisting in producing efficiencies in police 
procedures, correctional procedures, and court procedures. I would 
have to say, to my limited knowledge, over these 8 years they've 
had mixed results there. 

I think also that LE.A.A, however, should be afforded the latitude
and I believe most sincerely that most people thought at the beginning 
that this was one of the purposes of LEAA-to take what I'll call a 
couple of fliers, that is, go into some research projects with the full 
expectation, on the part not only of LEAA, but of all of its constit
uents, that some of these projects may turn out to be dry holes 
that is, not productive in any sense. 

I would urge this committee most respectfully to continue to accept 
that idea, perhaps now more than ever. Now, this doesn't mean that 
I'm suggesting or arguing to you, Mr. Ohairman or the subcommittee, 
that LEAA should not be evaluated by Oongress, by the Justice 
Department and others, and its projects be continually looked at" 
as a whole and specifically. 

But I do think that the point I'm trying to make simply id that it 
would be wrong and against sound public policy to charge LEAA with 
making a ghastly mistake if, once in a while, one of its projects or one 
of its research efforts didn't turn out successfully. I think LEAA should 
be encouraged to live with a little bit of imagination, "even if it 
bombs"-to quote my children. One other point, sir, in answer to your 
question as I understand it: I think LEAA also should be measured
and I think that Oongress, when it originally promulgated the statute, 
intended it to be so measured-in terms of giving monetary and 
leadership support to force the State and local components of the 
criminal justice systems to take a hard look at themselves and find 
out whether all they're doing in the traditional way is really very 
fair and in keeping with our notions of due process, and very efficient. 
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Again, I would have to say, from what I know about it, that if that 
is the correct way to assess one of LEANs purposes and functions, 
probably it's true-the results have been mixed. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, why is it that we have this failure'! What is 
the nature of the problem, sir, that the Department of Justice, as 
well as LEU specifically, and this Government generally, is unable 
to grapple effectively with the nature of crime as it is manifested in 
the United States? 

Mr. TYLER. Well, I don't think we should be unkind or unfair to 
ourselves, Mr. Ohairman. Since even before the frrst great Italian 
criminologists of the IS-century, Western civilization has been grap
pling with crime. 

You yourself know, as every member of the subcommittee knows
and we certainly know-that if you will analyze criminal statistics 
abroad, you will see mirrored very precisely just the rising crime rates 
that we see here in our country. 

Now, surely these statistics one always has to question-whether 
thr,y are here or abroad-in detail. But we know the same problems 
are going on in every country that we consider part of Western civili
zation. vVe know that criminologists and lawyers and penologists have 
been grappling with these problems with no conspicuous statistical 
success to put it kindly, for centuries. 

Some years ago I remember teaching in Cambridge at the Crimi
nological Institute there under the leadership of Sir Leon Radzino
wicz, who is one of the foremost criminologists in the Western World. 
As he put it, in answer to your question, we may now be reduced to 
what he called "the pragmatic position," that is, to do the best we can, 
to give up on some of our dearly held theories over the years and try 
to commit governmental resources in such a way that we will minimize 
the impact of crime. But don't expect to eradicate it, particularly in 
countrIes like ours, where we continue to maintain, fortunately, that 
due process of law is stal paramount, in our view. 

What I'm trying to say, in a word, Mr. Chairman, is I don't think 
LEAA can fairly be judged if we say to them, "Look, fellows, you 
haven't done what people ~oing back centuries in other countries, 
which are at least as sophistlCated as we are, haven't done either." 

On the other side, let me say that LEAA, even with its failures from 
time to time, has had the success of demonstrating, particularly to 
those of us who are in the criminal justice system, that there are a lot 
of things that we thought we were doing right and we probably are 
not doing right. 

Now, it takes time lu\) correct those things. It takes time because the 
professionals don't always do a good job of demonstrating to their 
constituencies, including their legislatures which have to act, that 
this is the right thing to do. And that is why-y"u'll remember that 
you've heard me and others say that, although LEU seems to have 
been going a long time, its tenure has to be measured in terms of how 
long it takes pros-rams, when they seem to be good, to be put into effect 
by the States. EIght years really isn't very long. 

This is another reason which I'd like to add to the reasons of 
Mr. Velde-when this subcommittee considers the question of time 
of extension. I earnestly and respectfully urge you to keep this in 
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mind. Now your judgment, I'm sure, will be good and it has to be 
based on other factors. But I earnestly commend to you this thought: 
That 8 years grappling with the problems that centuries of work by 
criminologists and others haven't solved isn't really a very long time 
span. 

Mr. MCOLORY. Will the chairman yield to this comment? 
Mr. OONYERS. Of course. 
Mr. MCOLOHY. When I spoke earlier about having worked with 

the Deputy Attorney General, it waS in connection with an Inter
national Oonference on Orime Prevention which was sponsored by 
the United Nations. And I had the privilege, along with our colleague, 
Oongressman Bill Hungate, as representatives of this committee to 
attend that conference. And, of course, while we participated there, 
there were participants from IUore than 100 different countries and 
there is a problem of crime-not in exactly the same form-but a 
problem of crime throughout the world, which we're trying to deal 
,,-,jth. And this is not something that's unique or special to our country 
or to any particular areas of our country. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, I'm troubled, sir. If you insist to me that 
centuries worth of unsuccess should not allow me to be concerned 
about 8 years worth of success--

Mr. TYLEH. Oh, absolutely not, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. OONYERS [continuing]. Then I would submit that-
Mr. TYLER. That's not my point. 
Mr. CONYERS [continuing]. We could figure out a different way to 

'",Tork with the Justice Department without LEAA entirely. 
Mr. TYLER. No, sir. No, no. You misunderstrmd me. I think you 

are absolutely entitled to be concerned about LEAA. That wasn't 
my point at all. All I was trying to demonstrate is that it would be 
wrong, in my judgment, to evaluate LE.A..A. as being the only agency 
capable of actually really reducing crime and so on. 

But to say to you what you just said is not my intention at all
absolutely not. You should have evelT interest, as you do, in being 
concerned about what LEAA i~ up to now and at any other time. It's 
too importn.nt an agency for this subcommittee not to be concerned. 
And Hel1ven lmows, I'm sure Mr. Velde will agree with me that, if 
he and everybody else in LEAA thought they knew all of the answers, 
then I would be very surprised and I think :Ml'. Velde would be, too. 

'Mr. CONYEHS. Well, I only have a couple of questions for Mr. 
Velda and I want to yield to my other colleagues. But-

Mr. TYLER. Mr. Ohairman, would you forgive me? I am unfortu
nately lnte for a meeting. Would you care to have me stay or would 
you permit me to leave, sir? 

Mr. OONYEUS. Well, I would permit you to leave, but there arc 
two members of this s'-lbcommittee that have not had an opportunity 
to address you and perhaps I should yield to them now for that 
pm-pose. Mr. Ml1lm? 

IVI1'. MANN. Well, I have two 01' three brief quc::>tions and they can 
be handled by Mr. Velcle. We thank you, Mr. Tyler. 

Mr. OONYEHS. Mr. Ashbrook? 
Mr. ASHBROOK, I can do the same thing. This speaks well for ad

h2rillg to the 5-minute rule. 
Mr. OONYERS. Well, the gentleman wasn't here when we started 

out, but our colleague from Illinois took 15 minutes. 
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Mr. ASHBROOK. And you took 30, but I don't object. 
Mr. OONYERS. That's true, and you can take 45. Well, sir, on that 

note among the subcommittee members, we will excuse you and 
thank you for coming. 

Mr. TYLER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Velde, there have been several problems that 

have troubled me about LEAA long before I came to this sub com
mitt~e. One is the failure of the research arm. There is no evidence 
to me that justifies its existence, that it has been criticized very 
severely each time that it comes before the Congress for renewal. 
I will very shortly summarize some of those criticisms for you. 

I have long wondered why and how LEAA expects to operate 
without involving citizens at a community level. As a matter of fact, 
the Office of National Priority Programs, which you discuss in your 
appendix, is being phased out. This attacks the notion that the 
Government and the law enforcement system itself can reduce crime. 

Then, of course, there's the matter of the section 518 added to 
LEAA legislation that deals with the question of equal opportunity 
advancement, added in 1973. There were many other mandates on 
that subject running to LEAA before that, which were ignored, 
if I construe correctly the letters that were sent back and forward. 

I know it appears to be a very unsuccessful part of your program, 
but to what degree, I cannot measure. So in addition to the funda
mental questions I've raised with Deputy Attorney Geneml Tyler, 
I'd like to raise those specific considerations with you. 

:Mr. VELDE. All right, sir. As I understand it, there are four main 
thrusts to your remarks. First. what is the role of r;EAA or, for that 
matter, the FederlLl Governm:.:;nt in this most important aspect of our 
society? Under our constitutional system, if the 10th amendment 
means anything at (Lll, it means that the policG power is basically 
reserved to the States and that the Fedeml role in crime control is a 
limited one. . 

Federal criminal jurisdiction itself is restricted. The Federal system 
is a limited crime control system. Only about 10 percent of the criminal 
cases in this country (~onsist of violations of Federal criminal codes. 
Only about 5 percent of incarcerated offenders are Federal offenders. 

The Federal court system is roughly equivalent, in terms of volume 
of business, to the criminal courts of Los Angeles, or a medium-sized 
State. Violntions of crime in this country are primarily violations of 
Stl1te criminal codes. 

Oongress hilS defined a limited role for LEAA itself, from the pre
amble throughout every provision of the Agency's enabling legis
lation, since 1968. There has been a narrow Federal and LEAA role 
indicated-a role of financial and technical. assistnnce, of research 
and development, and of experimontation. 

LEAA is not an operational agency. Noone has seriously sug
gested, that I know of,that there be a federalization of the crime
control responsibilities of the State and locnl governments. 

MI'. CONYEns. Well, then, why do you raise it? 
M'J.'. VELDEl. Because I'm first of all stati:r1g what onl' role is, and what 

it is not.. We are a Federal aiel program. We do not have operational 
law enforcement responsibilities for crime control in any State in this 
country. It has not been suggested that the FBI or another Federal 
enforcement agency be given these broad responsibilities. 
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The cities of Atlanta, Detroit, New York, and others in the several 
States have primary enforcement responsibility. They have primary 
responsibility for operation of our justice systems.,.-police, courts, 
and corrections. 

Mr. CONYERS. Do you remember the Houston plan? 
Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CONYERS. Well, that certainly suggested something different 

than you propose here. It suggested specifically that the FBI operate 
illegally against certain citizens in violation of existing Federal law 
and State law and their own mandate and the lOth amendment to the 
Constitution. Now do you recall the Houston plan? 

Mr.VELDE. Yes,sir. 
Mr. CONYERS. It was in effect; was it not? 
Mr. VELDE. That's exactly my point. There is a great concern that 

the Federal role for crime control not be expanded, though there have 
been abuses, even under the limited authority and responsibility now 
held. I don't know of any serious commentator that suggested that 
we go the way of, for example, the Philippines, that simply im
posed martial law and a curfew on all of the streets. This proved 
to be effective--

Mr. CONYERS. Well, I just suggested a plan to you that emanated 
from the White House itself. Why do you keep saying you don't 
know of any plan that's ever been suggested? This committee, in its 
entirety, examined this a countless number of times. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Mr. Chairman, would you yield? 
Mr. CONYERS. Certainly. 
Mr. MCCLORY. I really can't see the relevancy in this LEAA over

sight function and this function of reauthorizing authority of the 
LEAA to get into a completely irrelevant subject which LEAA had no 
contact with at all, Pm sure, and would only be aware of it to the 
same extent that you and I might know-and probably know less 
about it because you and I considered this subject when we served on 
the Judiciary Committee last year in connection with the impeach
ment inquiry. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, then, let's move on. I didn't raise this specif
ically. I just tried to point out that the witness keeps saying he has 
never heard of such a plan and I wanted to bring one to his attention. 

Mr. VELDE. My point is, Mr. Chairman, that the Federal role in 
crime control under our constitutional system is a limited one. '1'hore 
is no proposal in the administration's bill that that role in crime con
trol be expanded or that we assume responsibility for patrolling our 
streets. 

I know of no suggestion or indication of interest on the part of the 
administrntion along those lines whatsoever. LEAA's role is one of 
limHed Federal assistance: Finances, technical assistance, research, 
and so on. 

TluLt leads me into your second point. The act talks repeatedly in 
terms of assisting the States and local governments to improve their 
criminal justice systems. Now, "improve" for the purpose of reducing 
crime, should include a full understanding that there are many factors 
which bear on whether or not crime goes up or down other than the 
ability of the criminal justice system to deal with it. 

In fact, some of the nctivities of the criminal justice system very 
orten result in more crime either being reported or committed. While 
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certainly there should be no suggestion that the constitutional rights 
of accused persons be abrogated in any way, very often individuals 
charged with crimes are free. While they're free they are committing 
additional crimes. Thus, in some cases, our policies do result in more 
crime. 

One of our important continuing roles is in the research area. I 
would respectfully disagree with the contention that our research 
program has been a failure. On the contrary, when you look over our 
portfolio of 600 active research projects, several observations can be 
made. 

First of all. the Federal Government's investment in criminal 
justice research is miniscule in comparison with its investments in 
other kinds of research-whether it be defense, space, environment, 
or health. That limits our horizons. We cannot afford to engage in 
what might be called "basic research." That is left to others in the 
Federal area, in the university and academic community, and in the 
private sector. 

Our projects are basically in the applied research area. For ex
ample, we have supported a body armor project, where technology 
and new materials developed for other purposes have been applied 
in the criminal justice setting. 

We have studied projects that have made a very substantial im
pact in the dimensions and activities of our criminal justice system. 
Diversion of certain categories of offenders and certain kinds of offenses 
from the criminal justice system is one example. Alcoholism and drug 
addiction are areas where LEANs research arm pioneered as early 
as the mid-1960's. I would thus submit that there aTe a number of 
projects conducted by our research arm that have proved to be suc
cessful and have made a very significant impact. 

Mr. MCOLORY. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. MCOLORY. Just a bit of elaboration. And that is that the body 

armor project was funded through the National Institute; was 
it not? And it has already proved successful to the extent of saving 
policemen's lives by the use of it. 

Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. Since the first of the year, five lives have been 
saved. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Oould I ask a question? Was nothing done on body 
armor before this program? 

Mr. VELDE. For many years, the military has had body armor pro
grams of one kind or another. This particular progrulli was conducted 
to see if a new type of material developed by a commercial concern 
to replace steel in steel-belted radial tires, could be applied for this 
purpose. 

Whereas the conventional military garment was too heavy and too 
uncomfortable for sustained police wear, and therefore, was not 
being utilized-n,H,lough many departments did have it for special
ized purposes-these were garments that were designed to be worn 
around the clock and in all climatic conditions by police officers. 

The testing that we are engaged in places these garments in a 
variety of police departments around the country to test for weara
bility, for comfort, and convenience, as well as for simple protection. 
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The garments typically weigh 2U to 3 pounds, as opposed to the 
conventional armor, which can weigh 10 to 15 pounds and which is 
very cumbersome. That was the purpose of the effort. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I guess I really don't know whether that's an 
answer to my question. 

Mr. VELDE. There have been other research d6ve]opments in 
body armor. The military has sponsored many of them. This was an 
effort designed to apply it particularly to police needs. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Which you think would not have been done 
otherwise? 

Mr. VELDE. That's correct. Local departments themselves do not 
have the resources to engage in this kind of activity. That was an 
example in the hardware area. I have also mentioned what might be 
called the soft side of our research program-efforts in treatment of 
addicts and alcoholics. rrhere are many others, from juvenile de
linquency prevention to community-based corrections. Family crisis 
intervention has been one of the more successful research activities, 
now being widely replicated in police departments throughout the 
country. 

The most dangerous, as far as death or personal injury, is the 
situation that a police officer encounters responding to a call involving 
a family dispute. Often that ends up in serious injury or death, many 
times to the police officer. 

Seventy out of the 110 police deaths last year occurred in that 
type of setting. There have been successful crisis intervention tech
niques developed through research by the Institute. These have been 
widely picked up around the country. So, Mr. Chairman, with all 
due respect, I would submit and assert that many of the Institute's 
programs have proved to be successful and they would not have 
occurred without the Federal resources, even as limited as they are 
in relationship to other federally-sponsored research activity. 

With respect to your comments on citizens and citizen participa
tion: This is an area that LEAA has been concerned with since its 
inception. In the eurly days of the program there were literally 
hundreds of the so-called police-community relations types of pro
grams funded, not only through police organizations, but through 
community organizations as well. I'd be pleased to submit for the 
record a summary of the nature and extent of those programs. If 
you look over the investment that LEAA has made in this area, not 
only through block grants but discretionary grants, I believe you'n 
be impressed with the scope, magnitude, and actual dollar amounts 
involved. 

It has been a substantial program. 
Mr. CONYERS. Well, what are the dollar amounts involved? What 

is the scope? 
Mr. VELDE. I don't have the tabulation with me, but it is several 

hundred million doUnrs. We will give you an accurate tabulation. 
Mr. OONYERS. Thank you. 
r'1'he material referred to was submitted at a later date.] 
Mr. VELDE. For the past 4 years we have commissioned one of 

the largest survey efforts of any kind in Government to attempt to 
mell,sUl'e the amount of crime actually occurring, as opposed to that 
reported to the police, and to measure citizens' attitudes about 
cl'lmillal justice-our National Crime Pa,nel. 
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It altogether costs about $12 million a year. As one part of the 
effort, each 6 months the Oensus Bureau is going into 60,000 house
holds and 15,000· businesses, attempting to measure victimization 
and determine community and citizen attitudes about criminal 
justice. Separate surveys have also been conducted in 26 large cities 
throughout the country. 

MI'. OONYERS. Don't we know already? 
Mr. VELDE. Until that survey was initiated, no, sir. We did not 

know. There was no prior systematic effort of this type. This is one 
of the largest single surveys of public attitudes, of citizen concern 
or interest or a lack of interest about criminal justice of governmental 
activity of any kind. It is far larger, for example, than surveys of 
unemployment or the cost of living or agricultural productivity-a 
very major undertaking. 

Mr. OONYERS. I can tell you that every Member of Oongress can 
tell you what the attitudes are in his district. That would be 435 
people. If you want to throw in a couple of territories, you could get 
those views, too. We could t(1U you very quickly what the attitudes are. 
The First District-I could speak even beyond, if I might be so bold, 
the district lines of the First District. I think everybody knows there's 
gr~at citizen reservation about the Government's ability to deal with 
crlille. 

If you want to measure how deep it is, or how wide, or which crimes, 
I suppose that that would be very interesting. 

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Ohairman, we are finding out the answers to such 
questions as why it is that one out of two serious crimes that have 
occurred are not reported to the police. 

Why it is that the community does not? Why it is--
Mr. OONYERS. I'm glad you raised that question. I'll tell you why: 

Because citizens don't want to get hassled with the ridiculous red 
tape that the police and the courts put them through, that's why. 

Mr. VErJDE. The survey shows they don't want to be bothered. I 
think that would be a more charitable way of expressing your state
ment; but that is a major reason. 

Mr. CONYERS. Of course. 
Mr. VELDE. Also there is a strong feeling on the part of the com

munity that it's just too much trouble. 
MI'. OONYERS. Right. 
Mr. VELDE. It would take too much time away from their jobs. 

'l'hey just write off the cost. 
We're also finding, for example, that a very high percentage of 

those who have reported to the police never show up to prosecute 
their crime at trial. 

Mr. OONYERS. Have you ever been in a criminal court in any major 
city in the United States Monday through Friday? You've got to be 
a superpatriot to even come neal' that place, unless you're a defense 
lawyer or a prosecuting attorney. 

Have you been to the recorders court in Detroit? 
Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir, r have. 
Mr. OONYERS. Have you been to the criminal courts in New York 

Oity? 
MI'. VELDE. Yes, sir. 
MI'. CONYERS. Have you been to the ones in the Oapital of the 

Nation? 
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Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CONYERS. Well, then, you know the answer. 
Mr. VELDE. Yes. I--
Mr. MCCLORY. Will the Chairman yield to an observation I have? 
Mr. CONYERS. Of course. 
Mr. MCCLORY. I think that what we're pointing to is that the local 

areas-the States and the local areas-have not measured UD to what 
their obligation of local self-government and local self-responsibility is. 
And I think that this survey is going to be revealing in that it shows a 
lack of interest on the part of the individual citizen for personal 
involvement. 

And I don't think you could allocate $10 billion to LE.A.A and if the 
citizen doesn't interest himself enough to look after his own neighbor
hood and to put a lock on his door or to report a crime or to show up in 
court or do something about the local court system without coming to 
Washington, D.C., we're not going to get at the root of the problem . 

.And I think that's the answer that's going to be developed from the 
survey, which is something basically we have to have. And I think 
Mr. Tyler bore out the same thing-that until you have sufficient 
citizen concern in determination to do something about this, 535 
Members of the Congress of the United States are not going to provide 
all of the answers for them of incidents that occur in their neighbor
hoods and in their block and in their local courts and that sort of thing. 

Mr. VELDE. My point is that we have a number of programs 
designed, to find out what the citizens' attitudes are and what their 
eA-perience with criminal justice is. 'rhis has resulted in our building 
a number of programs to deal with some of these identified problems. 
One area I mentioned was police-community relations. There have 
been a number of others as well. 

You referred, Mr. Chairman, to the recent reorganization of LE.A.A 
and the abolition of the Office of N ationl Priority Programs. It is true 
that this office was abolished, but the programs incorporated into that 
organizational entitl have not been abolished. 

They are continUlng on. One of them, our career criminals program, 
has recently been substantially expanded with six additional cities 
being added to that particular effort. 

We are concerned about community involvement. In fact, just 
yesterday we signed a grant of almost $1 million for a first-time-ever 
joint effort between the .AFL-CIO, the National Council on Crime 
and Delinquency, and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce to marshal 
citizens' groups and labor organizations all over the country in getting 
citizens involved in crime control programs. 

This is an effort that we have been working on and encouraging for a 
number of years which has finally come to fruition. Weare quite 
excited about the prospects of this program in building community 
interest and support for reform and improvement of criminal justice. 

Mr. CONYERS. Then you're not aware of the feeling of literally 
thousands of community organizations that they car~'t begin to, get 
in the door with aU of the incredible redtape. Have you ever put 
yourself in the position of John Doe living in any neighborhood in 
America who decides that they might want a couple of walkie-talkies 
to help support the police effort on street crime in their' neighborhood? 
Do you know what it mear.:; for that little group of neighbors-what 
they will have to go through to ultimately get a "no" from LE.A.A? 
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Sir, I want to show you the correspondence that we have. They say 
that, lIThere's no way that we can do it, Congressman. They keep 
turning us down at every level. Then we go get a lawyer to help apply. 
They turn him downi they've got more lawyers than we've got.!' 
Then the lawyer gives up and then they go back. Then they go to the 
Congress. Then they try to get the police to help them. The over
whelming majority of them end up giving up. 

N ow, that's an e:ll..-perience that you must become aware of before 
you ten me how great the c.ommunity relations program is in LEAA. 
I have an opposite conclusion based on those observations. 

Mr. VELDE. With respect to redtape, may I say that the LEAA 
program has some rather unique requirements in that regard. There 
is a gO-day turnaround time for applications received by LEAA 
directly, as well as for applications the State planning agencies 
receive from units of local government. 

I'm sure you're familiar with the record of some other Federal aid 
progranisin this regard. In many cases, there are delays of months and 
years before applications are acted on. We are trying our best to cut 
down on redtape and to streamline our procedures, and cut down on 
the volume of guidelines. Yet, there are statutory responsibilities to 
which we must adhere-for example, audit. We have a clear mandate 
from the Congress to make sure that our funds are--

Mr. CONYERS. Of course you have. After those millions of dollars 
went through our hands in the early years, of course, we want audit. 
But a neighborhood group getting a couple of walkie-talkies, that's 
not going to complicate anything. 

Mr. VELDE. The point is, sir, that our audit requirements very often 
are construed as redtape by people who receive our funds. They may 
resent having to keep detailed time and attendance records on all 
employees. However, audit standards require such records. 

Mr. CONYERS. I've consulted with our subcommittee members 
and they're prepared to come back at 2:30. Can you? 

Mr. VELDE. I'd be pleased to, sir. 
Mr. CONYERS. The subcommittee stands in recess until 2 :30. 
lWhereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to re-

convene at 2 :30 p.m. this same day.] 

AFTERNOON SESSION 

Mr. CONYERS. The subcommittee will come to order. We welcome 
back and express our appreciation to Mr. Velde for .rejoining us and' 
we will continue on my last question, which you began one-half hour 
before we ended. 

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Chairman, it seems like I spoke for some time in 
response to you. 'rhere may be points I did not cover. If so, I'd 
appreciate having my memory refreshed. I hopefully touched on the 
areas of your concern, but if there were some that were not addressed, 
I'd be glad to do so now. 

Mr. CONYERS. Thank you. We'll return to them. 
I yield now to the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Ashbrook. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I listened with interest 

to not only the testimony today, but the testimony over the past 
few weeks. I don't know. I'd have to say up until today, we need a 
little more specificity. I've been singly unimpressed with most of the 
testimony up until now. 
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It just reminds you of the repetitious statement of ((more money" 
and "just getting started." I think that's about what everybody said. 
I guess some of my views must be formalized, having been on several 
oversight committees. I was on the Education and Labor Oversight 
Committee, the war on poverty. 

It's amazing how almost everything said sounds just like what was 
said there. And I guess I come away with a certain feeling~and maybe 
I'm incorrect~but like the war on poverty, a great amount of money 
goes to poverty lawyers and doesn't really get to the poor. And I 
think that I end up with a feeling here that a great amount of money 
goes into projects, programs, paperwork, meetings, studies, but 
doesn't really end up doing that much as far as the actual crime 
problem is concerned. 

You come from Illinois, from a small town, I guess. I come from Ohio 
and a small town. And I can't help but think of one of my experiences 
in early years as a member of a volunteer fire department. One of our 
oldline firemen thought the way to draw out the fire was to raise the 
level of the water above the fire. If yon just poured enough water 
in the building, sooner or later that would put out the fire. 

And I think sometimes that's not unlike our policy here in Wash
ington~is we just do enough, have enough projects, enough money 
spent, and we're going to smother whatever the problem is, be it in 
poverty or crime. And I can't help but come away with a little bit 
of that attitude, having listened to testimony in the past 2 weeks. 

And getting back to specifics. I mean, wh!'l.t honestly do you think 
specifically has been done aside from all of these ideas of research, 
et cetera? Whu.t specificoJly has been done on the war on crime that 
you can point to with some degree of specificity? 

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Ashbrook, LEAA funding, including the ap
propriation for this fiscal year, total about $4 billion. 'fhis sum has 
been invested in 100,000 projects, from very small to some very 
complex multistate programs. It's extremely difficult in a few words 
to summarize 011 of this activity. . 

I have already attempted to point to the rather extensive evalua
tion effortf:; that we have conducted and have previously submitted 
for the subcommittee's use a list of major evaluation efforts~over 
100 of them. 

I have also submitted a compendium of 700 projects that have been 
determined, after rather rigorous scrutiny, to have proved to be 
successful. N ow--

Mr. ASHBROOK. 700 out of 100,000? 
Mr. VELDE. These programs represent, as I indicated, about $200 

million worth of funds. This kind of review activity is intended to be 
ongoing. The compendium was an initial effort. Roughly a third of 
the grants in our total data base are under $10,000. Many of them 
are for one-shot training progl'l1ms-sending a judge to the National 
'!'rial College out in Reno, or providing a police officer 2 weeks of 
specialized training. 

'1'he ta,ngible results of those training activities are difficult to 
define. The same can be said regarding results when a small town 
police department gets some radio equipment to upgrade its com
munications capability. Such projects are very often extremely 
difficult to evaluate and then say, "Well, now, we reduced willful 
killings in this jurisdiction by 20 percent in the last year." 
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We do have a number of projects, however, that can be related 
to very specific crime reduction successes. A number of those were 
identified through evaluation efforts. It must be kept in mind, how
ever,that we are dealing with a universe of programs and activities. 
A very broad spectrum is covered. 

We are also dealing with a social problem that is a very difficult 
one. In a sense, there's no such thing as "crime." There are a series of 
kinds of crimes which require different strategies to be built to deal 
with them. One example is organized crime. We've had a discre
tionary grant program in the organized crime area since the beginning 
of the LEAA program. That program area accounts for about $90 
million worth of LEAA discretionary funds. 

MI'. ASHBROOK. What have you done with that? 
Mr. VELDE. A detailed report shows that almost $2 billion worth 

of organized crime activity has been stopped as a result of these 
efforts. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. It wouldn't have been done otherwise? 
Mr. YELDE. It would not have been done otherwise. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Like B.O. and A.D.-we didn't have anything up 

until then? 
Mr. VELDE. In many cases the LEAA-funded projects were based 

on other successful activities. Operation Sting here in the District of 
Oolumbia over the weekend involved $67,000 of LEAA money. 
The project was patterned after several other successful ones, in
duding one in New York Oity that was written up in the December 
Reader's Digest which was also LEAA-funded. 

Here, in another city at another time, exactly the same thing that 
was previously successfully used and nationally publicized worked 
well. We can point to literally hundreds of those kinds of success 
stories. 

The question must be asked-what kind of crime are you interested 
in? Public concern seems to be centered on street crime in big cities. 
Our crime problems in this country go far beyond those dimensions. 
TJEAA, for example, has been very active in building strategies and 
developing successful models for cutting down on violence and 
vandalism in the schools. 

That requires an entirely different set of responses and approaches 
than street crime in the big city. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Where have you cut down on the crime in schools? 
Mr. YELDE. One of our model projects can be found in Alexandria, 

Va. 
Mr. OONYERS. Where have you cut down on crime in big cities? 
Mr. VELDE. Detroit is a good example. An LEAA funded project 

with the Detroit Police Department last year reduced murders in that 
city by n.bout 20 percent over the year before. 

Mr. OONYERS. That wn.s the LEAA-fllnded project that CfLUsecl 
the reduction in murders? 

Mr. VELDE. In Detroit, last year, by 20 percent; yes, sir. 
Mr.OONYERS. Well, if the gentleman would yield--
Mr. ASHDRoolc. That's Rurprising. 
Mr.OONYEUS. Oould you expln.in that to me? 
Mr. YEWE. Yes, sir. A special task foree wn.s established by the 

l)olice department. As you know, there had been a problem with 
gang-type murders in the city. An analysis of the problem indicated 
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that there was not an effective enough police response or followup to 
those types of crimes. 

By marshaling a special group of officers with a]most unique skills, 
they were able to go in and intensely investigate those killings and 
track down the perpetrators. As 8. result, the number of gang-style 
killings has gone down in Detroit and has dramatically reduced the. 
murder rate between 1974 and 1975. 

Mr. CONYERS. What was the name of the program? 
Mr. VELDE. There is an acronym for i~, sir. 
Mr. CONYERS. It wasn't named "STRESS" by any chance? 
Mr. VELDE. No. That was not it. 'l'hat project is one where the 

county and the city police had a shootout among themselves, as I 
recall? 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, I'd just like to caution you, Mr. Adminis
trator, to be a little bit more careful about these allegations of success. 
Now, the Detroit Police Department, the fifth largest in the United 
States of America, is a multimillion-dollar operation. It's clear that 
they could have done that themselves. Why did they need an LEAA 
grant to get onto murders? 

Mr. VELDE. Sir, perhaps--
Mr. CONYERS. And how can you say that the grant reduced the 

number of crimes? What's the causal connection? How can you prove 
it? 

Mr. VELDE. This is information that I have from the chief of police. 
Perhaps you might want to--

NIl'. CONYERS. You mean, they were able to solve crimes of murder 
that were committed, as a result of an LEAA program? 

Mr. VELDE. The number of murders went down in absolute 
numbers. 

Mr. CONYERS. How did LEAA inhibit citizens who were going to 
otherwise commit murder? 

Mr. VELDE. Again, I would suggest that the chief of police would 
be better able to give you detailed information on this project. It is 
his information that I'm paraphrasing. As I understand the project
and I have been out to Detroit and looked at it myself-there was a 
chronic problem of gang-style killings in Detroit. By marshaling this 
special team-and I'm sorry the acronym escapes me-they were able 
to investigate a number of the murders that they had not been able 
to devote sufficient attention to in the past, identify the perpetrators, 
bring them to trial, and convict them. As a result, the number of those 
kinds of murders has gone down in the past year, in absolute terms. 

Mr. CONYE:RS. Well, I think that is the largest single indictment 
of a police force that I have ever heard in my life. The Detroit Police 
Department is a multimillion dollar operation already. You mean 
that the chief of police had this capabihty, but until he could get his 
hands on some Federal bucks to solve gang crimes, one of the most 
heinous of all kinds, he wouldn't do anything. 

Mr. VELD:FJ. No, sir. rl'hat's not exactly as I understand the situa
tion. This was a new technique of investigation previously untried. 
It was out of the ordinary and may not have worked at all. It involved 
a risk. It required a l'eorganization of traditional police functions, so 
that, in effect the officers who first came on the scene consisted not 
just of a patrolman, but a specialized team of experts who could 
investigate immediately. 
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That is a tactic which is not used in many departments at all. 
Instead of having one patrol car respond, a complete investigative 
team was sent out immediately. That waS a risk that had not been 
tried before. That's an example where LEAA funds could be well 
used. The local budget authorities may have well questioned that 
new project if they had to pay 100 percent of the cost, because it 
had not been tried before and it may well have failed. 

Mr. OONYERS. If the gentleman from Ohio would yield--
Mr. ASHBROOK. No, no. I'm glad you're asking them, because these 

are questions I would have asked. 
Mr. OONYERS. How many gang-land type killers were apprehended 

and prosecuted under thi8 program? 
Mr. VELDE. As I recall, it was around 30 or 40. 
Mr. OONYERS. And how much did the program cost? 
Mr. VELDE. We made several discretionary grants to the police 

department. The total of all of the grants in the last calendar year 
'was about $2~ million. This was one of the projects in that overall 
grant. I'm sorry I don't know exactly what the cost was for that one 
part of the overall effort. 

Mr. OONYERS. How long did the project run? 
Mr. VELDE. It's still in operation. It had been in operation about 

a year. 
Mr. OONYERS. And that is an example, in response to the question 

that was originally posed by the gentleman from Ohio, as a specific 
example of a successful program? 

Mr. VELDE. Where crime was actually reduced~a serious crime 
problem in a big city. Yes, sir. 

Mr. OONYERS. Do you or any of your staff presently here with 
you have any kind of report or detail or statement that this sub
committee can use to corroborate this testimony? 

Mr. VELDE. We do not have it with us at this time. I have the 
personal information because I visited there and received a firsthand 
briefing. 

[The following statistics were received for the record:) 
DETROI'r-'VAYNE COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTlm COORDINATING COUNCIL 

(Crime Profile) 
HOMICIDE (MURDER) 

Description 
(INCLUDING NON-NEGLIGENT MANSLAUGHTER) 

Murder is the unlawful killing of another person, with some degree of intent. 
Non-n.egligent manslaughter is the unintentional killing of another person as a 
result of a poten.tially dangerous, willful act, or the intentional killing of another 
person without premeditation or malice. 

REPORTEO OFFENSES (1971 TO 1975) 

Other Wayne 
Detroit county County Michigan 

Year total total total total 
1975 (7 mo) ________ • __ •• ___________ ••• _____________ 

607 78 685 1,035 Percent of State total._. _____________________________ (58.6) (7.5) (66.2) (100) 1974 __________________ • __________________ • _________ 
714 97 811 1.059 Percent of Stale tOlaL. __________ • __________________ (67.4) (9.2) (76.6) (100) 1973 ___________ •• ___ • _ .. _. _________________________ 
67Z 85 757 979 Porcent of Siale lolal.. __________________ • ___________ (68.6) (8.7) (77.3) (100) 1972 __________ • ______ • _______________ • _________ • ___ 
601 70 671 964 Percent of Slate lotal. _________ .. ________________ • ____ (62.3) (7.3) (69.6) (100) 1971. _________ • __ • ____________ •• ___ • _______________ 
577 62 639 938 Percont of Stale 10Ial ______________________ • __ • ______ (61. 5) (6.6) (68.1) (100) 

1971-74 average ______________________________ 641 79 no 985 
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ANALYSIS OF OFFENSES 

The Detroit data for 1975 is encouraging with a reduction of 10 percent of
fenses over the 1974 total. The State's homicide rate is closely linked to the 
Detroit's total. In 1975, homicide increased outside of the city and county so the 
~tate total is only a 2 percent reduction while the city's reduction was 15 percent. 

HOMICIDE-1974 

Detroit Non·Detroit 
Wayne 
County 

Michigan 
total 

January............................................ 59 

~a~~~la.~::==:==:==:=:::::::=::=:::::::=:=::=:=:::=: ~~ 
April.............................................. 83 

~':ra::=:: :::: ::::::: :::::::: :::::::::::::::: ~:: :::: ~~ 
July............................................... 46 

~~~t~S~ber:::: ::::::::: ::::::::: :::: ::::::::::::::: ~~ 
October............................................ 54 
November.......................................... 62 
December.......................................... 58 

----
TotaL...... ................................. 714 

Source: MSP and DPD monthly reports. 

4 
8 
8 
7 
7 
5 
7 
7 
7 

14 
15 
3 

97 

63 110 
45 61 
65 98 
90 115 
62 79 
59 80 
53 84 
82 112 
69 108 
68 106 
77 112 
61 105 

811 1,170 

There appears to be no recognizable trend 01' pattern tu the offense. The ac
companying monthly chart for the 1971 to 1975 period shows a series of peaks and 
then drops. The above chart also supports the fact there is no noticeable .pattern 
to the crimes. 

.1, •• 1.1 .1. .. .11. .. ,.: 
.oJ~~\ ..... • ____ ..... _ .. • __ ..... _ _ "' ___ ," .... _.~~'t ......... "_"'_ .............. _"" ..... '.,.~., ... 
________ 1 hOi1IClilc c:=FENSES I ;,.. ,, ____ '_'1'0 

.', . ,_ ., _"" ;.~; .. -:' "-', -!t-:'vt\~~,. 
j Nil.'mER PER i:ONTH, •• le I.~r ... ';, •• ' ~. 'I ------- \J ~;--;-:~ .. ~-.~:. -, .-. --------: :OC 

. _______ ! ______ ~~L...: .. _L·:.::-.:_. _; ':.:_ .. :" ~;._ ........ _:! .... _ 
r ~" ..... ,lo .J. 

'~~\~;~~I ,~~:T];:i-;}t:.,=:£;t~~"5:~; ;: 
"/:,,i,,&,\. \~.-p'~' '/ .,/\.// ~'.;" \..~ /. I, . 
,',...].,\-;,'-' \'~-;-':':'" -;T;ff--·i';'.!'h·--··-~·.'· . . ,---\;-' -- .,:...-- :;.: 
I \( V \ti \. ;J J, "f V '." I ; : . .....Jd' \:\l:>_~>j' t:;_' ::.~ ..... '. ~.:_, .... ____ ~.:'.: .. 
_____ .....;'J::,··_I V! __ _ 

....... "'",._... ,. ~~= .mz .. L~/~.= .... .r • .,_,) .. , .•.•. ,." ...... _ .. ~.,.~ • ..... f •. " . . ' ... 
: :: ~.: A (.j J J A SON D .; i: ~: A H J J A SON :l J ;: U A:·; J J .\ :) C :; il J :~ :·1 ,\ :.~ J .; A S 0 ~ ;"J .: :" ,', •• 

HOMICIDE 

IncluC:ed with the homicide totals is Non·negligent ManslAughter (uninten
tional killing of another person) data. '1'he Detroit humicide total is 60 % of the 
State total for 1974 u,nd 58% for the fil'st six months of 1975. The trend lines for 
this crime show sharp increases and decrenses, The number of homicides in the 
suburbu,n communities represent an additional 8 to 10% of the State total. 
Statewide the peak month of A.pri1.197t1 with 115 replJrted homicides is als(, the 
peak month for Detroit (83) and vvayne County (9G), The lowest monthly total 
for this M month period (1971-1975) is 31 for Detroit in November, 1971. The 
County total is 35. 
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ANALYSIS OF THE VICTIMS 

Data regarding the victims of this crime have been collected for the last several 
years. rr:he following table provides the data for the purpose of analysis on a 
State-wide basis. 

MICHIGAN HOMICIDE DATA, 1973-75 

1973 1974 1975 1 

Total offenses ________________________________ ._____________ 1,082 1,170 588 ---------------------------Age of victim: Under 17 ____________________________________________________ _ 
17 tJ 24 _____________________________________________________ _ 
25 to 39 _____________________________________________________ _ 
40 and over ________________________________________________ _ 

Sex of victim: Male_ _ _ _ ____ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ _ ___________ _ 
Female ________________________________________ • ____________ _ 

Race of victim: White _________________________________________ .-___________ _ 
Black _______________________________________________________ _ 
other ________________________________________ • ______________ _ 

Weapon used: 

!f~f~g:~~~~~~~~~~~~~ll~~~==~~~~~~~ 
Disp~~)~~~t~~~~~~::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::: Disposition not cleared ____________________________________________ _ 

I Data is for the 1st 7 mo of 1975. 

65 
263 
392 
362 

842 
240 

362 
719 

1 

556 
199 
164 
42 
61 
56 

646 m) 

56 
314 
433 
365 

898 
272 

416 
750 

3 

621 
217 
192 
37 
56 
45 

693 m) 

52 
132 
222 
181 

437 
151 

203 
384 

1 

299 
98 
93 
37 
30 
30 

363 

~W 

To examine this data, we can conclude that homicide victims will be six times 
out of ten from ,Yayne County and be black males between the ages of 17 to 39. 
We further know that 60 percent of the offenses will be cleared by an arrest. We 
also know that handguns will be used in 51 percent of the offenses. \Vhen you 
add in rifles and shotguns, firearms will be used in two out of three homicides. 
Arre8t Profile 

If we turn now to the offender, we can examine the cause of the offense. The 
Detroit Police Data for 1974 reveals that arguments were the cause of 40 per
cent of the offenses while robbery was the purpose 22 percent of the time, however, 
38 percent of the time a series of motives or no known motive was determined. 
The relationship between the victim and thc offender is of importance. Domestic 
acquaintance was determined in 47 percent of the cases while strangers were 
determined in 20 percent. Unknown relationship was reported for 33 percent of 
the cases. 

HOMICIDE ARREST DATA, 1974 (WAYNE COUNTY) 

Number White Black Other Total I 

Juvenile: Under 17: 
Male________________________ _____ 25 42 0 48 Femalo__ ________________________ 3 2 0 3 --------------------------------------------44 51 Total __________________________ ====28================== 

Adult: OVer 18: 
Male_____________________________ 483 80 380 0 460 
Female__________________________ 92 15 77 0 92-

--------------------------------------------457 552 Total __________ ...... _._. __ •• __ ====5:75.====9=5============== 

Grand total: All: Male •• _._. __ ._. __ ._._ ••• _____ • __ • 508 86 422 0 508 
Female ______ , ••••••• __ • __ ._. ___ • 95 16 79 0 95 --------------------------------------Total ••• _____ •• __ ._. ______ •• ___ . 603 102 501 0 603 

I Race data Is broken down at the 17 and under or 18 and over groups rather than 16 and under, and 17 and older. 
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The analysis would reveal the offenders are from 16 to 24 years of age and five 
out of six are black and the majority are males. Sixty percent of the female of
fenders are older and are in the 25 to 44 year age group. Homicide is a major arrest 
activity only in Detroit. You will notice that it is not included in either the 
county or state profile charts. 

APPROACHES TO REDUCING HOMICIDE 

The most obvious responses here is handgun control with the thought being to 
remove the guns from where people argue and fight. It has long been thought the 
difference between homicide and aggravated assault is the presence of a weapon. 

The Detroit Police Department in consortium with a local task has beert de
veloping crisis intervention training. This may assist law enforcement officers in 
the execution of their duties but is a far cry from a permanent solution. 

Weapons control is probably the only answer. The question is whether the 
public or society is ready to give up their guns. Fear for their life is causing many 
normally law-abiding citizens to arm themselves. With armed robberies and 
murders resulting from robberies commonplace it is doubtful if any long range 
solution will.be ready for execution in less than five years. 

Interim approaches, therefore, remain the order of the day. They include manda
tory jail sentences for weapons offenses. Enforcement of all existing gun regis
tration laws is !mother. 

The more global issue is whll.t causes an argument to turn into a murder. This 
is the frustration level problem. The solution to this problem is beyond the LEAA 
Program as its roots a1 e in the total problems of society, e.g. housing, education, 
employment, health. 

One clear program remains the intensive efforts of the Detroit Police Depart
ment in Squad 6, murder for hire unit or narcotics related homicide unit, and 
Squad 7, homicide in the course of committing a felony like robbery. These two 
squads are probably responsible for the reduction in homicides in 1975. 

It is difficult to imagine that 25 years ago in 1950 only 113 homicides were 
committed in the City of Detroit. The hope to return to that level or less is beyond 
our capabilities to plan without a change in society. 

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. I find that rather interesting, too. I would add 

what the chairman said, because I recall very well in June of last 
year when we went to Cleveland, that being from Michigan and 
I being from Ohio, we both had some degree of shame at the testimony 
that Oleveland and Detroit seemed to be fighting it out neck and 
neck as to which one was going to be the murder cu,pitul of the 
country. 

And my specific recollection was that it was an increasing problem. 
Mr. CONYEllS. You won. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Yes. I think we had the glorious distinction of 

winning that one, but that it was generally increasing in both areas. 
Mr. CONYEllS. But Atlanta came by and topped us both. 
Mr. VELDE. I believe there was a national wire service story not 

long ago indicating that Detroit has been replaced as the murder 
capital of the country. I believe the 1974 figures for Detroit were 
roughly about 800 to 825 willful killings. Last year such killings 
went down to a little over 700. There was, therefore, a very significant 
absolute drop in the number of local killings in Detroit. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Except that they might have chased the murderers 
off to Oleveland, then it really wasn't. 

Mr. VELDE. I don't think there was any evidence to that effect. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. It's kincl of like the old principle of water, you 

know. Well, who knows. I'm interested in several areas largely 
because these programs always strike me as being ones where an 
excessive amount gOl)s to paperwork, goes to administration, goes to 
meetings. 
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Can you give me a breakdown as to how much of the LEAA pro
gram that has gone to administrative overhead or paperwork? I 
seem to get reams of books and papers and reports myself. I'm: sure 
I only get a fraction of them-travel and meetings and conferences 
and so forth? Would there be a breakdown that we could put OUI' 
fingers on? 

MI'. VELDE. Yes. I don't have those figures with me. Since I did 
testify before the House AppI'opriations Oommittee last week, how
ever, I do have some of the numbers fresh in my mind, the cost varies 
from account to account. We administer three block grant programs
and eight categorical programs. 

In our LEEP program, the law provides that none of the funds 
shall be used for administrative overhead. All of those funds go 
directly to the students. Any administrative cost is borne by the 
participating college. 
. Mr. ASHBROOK. When you get to your SPAs and your regional 
administration, that would not be the casei would it? 

Mr. VELDE. Sir. We have a separate block grant account for plan
ning. That goes to support the State, regional and local agency 
network that administers our program. This year the appropriation 
for that account is $60 million. That is out of our total appropriation 
of $809 million. 

The LEAA direct overhead-our salaries and expenses, including 
printing-is just under $25 million this year. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. What you're talking about is the Washington 
operation or are you talking about--

Mr. VELDE. LEA A in its entirety, including our 10 regional 
offices. 

Mr. CONYERS. Would the gentleman yield on that point? 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Surely. 
Mr. CONYERS. I have information that we should confront the 

Administrator with-that their own in-house analysis showed that 
6 percent of their total funding went to program operationsi the 
rest went to administrative. 

Mr. ASHnRooK. Well, if those sorry figures are accurate, they 
would parallel the other programs that I've studied. But will you 
comment on that? Would that be close to accurate? 

Mr. VELDE. Again, it would vary from account to account. Some 
would be lower and some higher. In contrast to the additional Federal 
categorical program, the figure you cited seems low. In some HEW 
programs, the administrative overhead runs between 20 and 30 
percent. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I don't think he understood the first-you've got 
it reversed. Would you repeat that, please, Mr. Ohairman? 

Mr. VELDE. I'm sorry, Mr. OhaIrman. What was the 6-percent 
figure? Program development or administrative overhend. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. No. I think the chairman's statement was that· 
6 percent went to operational aspects of LEAA, and the remainder 
for administI'ative. ' 

Mr. VELDE. No, no. That would not be the case at all. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. I thought you seemed awful willing to accept that: 

It seemed a little--
Mr. VELDE. Oh, no. That is not at all accurate. 

60-581--76--vt 1----25 
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Mr. ASHBROOK. If it's true, I would be even more shocked than I 
am now. 

Mr. VELDE. Our administrative overhead, including all accounts 
for the entire program, might run around 8 or 9 percent. This compares 
quite favorable to other Federal delivery systems. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. But the thing that amazes me and I guess
people come in from HEW or LEAA und seem to be proud of the 
100,000 projects and the fact that there are 100,000 projects going on 
astounds me. I don't think there's any way you can really keep track 
of 100,000 projects, is there? 

Mr. VELDE. We do have an automated grant tracking system 
containing information regarding these different programs, which 
we try to keep current. There are about 45,000 criminal justice 
agencies in this country. Our criminal justice system, which employs 
about a million people, is an extremely complicated system. Weare 
also dealing with one of the most complex and difficult problems 
that our whole society faces. 

It's not a simple system; it's not u. clearly defined task, such as 
sending a man to the .Moon. There you've got one clear-cut objective, 
you hu.ve u. certain set of l'eeources allocated, and you know exactly 
what you intend to do. 'Ihis is an entirely different matter; much 
more complicated business. 

MI'. ASHBROOK. I will ask you one final question. You take that 
same amount of money and divide it up on some equitable basis 
between all of the law enforcement ugencies you're talking about and 
the court systems-taking that entire amount and divide it up 
without all of the trappings that go with it, do you think we might 
be just as well off? 

Mr. VELDE. As the Deputy Attorney General pointed out this 
morning, LEAA resources have totaled $5 billion and represent 
only a little more than 5 percent of what State and local governments 
have spent during ourfunding period on their criminal justice systems. 
If funds had to be spread out across the system for all purposes, 
the impact would be quite limited. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. It may have had. My experience, in listening to 
the testimony, is that it probably has increased 5 percent. Muybe 
that would be better than what it has been. I don't think that, 
listening to all of the people throughout the country, we've improved 
the effectiveness or whatever you want to call the 5 percent. 

Mr. VELDE. I submitted a chart this morning showing trends in 
the uniform crime reports. When an IS-percent increase is experienced 
from one quarter in a calendar year to the next, as happened between 
the third and fourth quarter of 1973, at about the time the downturn 
in the economy occurred-in fact, almost identically paralleling 
that-it's very difficult to say that LEAA, State, or local funding, 
or the State and local criminal justice system was instantly a failure 
because of that dramatic increase. 

If we had another 10 or 20 or 30 percent of our reeources to allocate 
when such a big surge in activity for the criminal justice system 
occurred, it might have made a difference. 'rhose are the kinds of 
stratcO'ies which we've been thinking about. There is really no tested 
formuia at this time to apply the criminal justice system's resources 
in such a way that it can re~pond on the spot to crime problems 
wherever they occur. Initially this is a question of police deployment. 
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We're doing '9; lot or c)..'}Jerimentation and research in that area, but 
so far with limited results. It's such a complex: system: 45,000 agencies, 
and 10 million serious C)'iminal transactions a year. That's the number 
of. arrests for serious offenses. That's a very large volume of business. 

Mr. A.SHBROOK. Yes. It sure is. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. I yield 
now and possibly the .other gentlemen will proceed and have some 
questions; I might follow up with a few later. 

Mr.OONYERS. Mr. Mann? 
Mr. MANN. I want to talk to you a little bit about the law enforce

ment education program. I think even without an evaluation program 
and without even the help of the National Institute of Ln.w Enforce
ment, that anyone who walks into a courtroom in certain parts of 
this country that has had any experience with it, can recognize the 
difference in the quality of law enforcement personnel-the distinction 
between the slack-j awed politically selected agent of the sheriff versus. 
the now more enthusiastic individual Who has achieved a new status. 
of some professionalism. 
· And that's true or the 200,OOO-odd inservice people who were edl1-
cated and I'm certain that the 50 i OOO-odd who were preservice have 
been better motivated and are of higher quality. And if I never learned 
anything inlaw enforcement, it has been that there is one sure way to> 
improve it and that is to improve the quality of the personnel wh() 
function in it. And we don't need much research to tell us that. 

And yet I see in midstream we are about to abandon it. And I donr!; 
think it's a program that States and local governments are going to> 
pick up. It doesn't have the high profile or appeal that one more cal" 
or two more deputies would lltwe. And' so I'm highly concerned that. 
we are about to stuff that program. 
· Now, I realize that there are, no doubt, fly-by-night institutions
institutions something less than high quality that have gotten into> 
the game. They have brought a certain advantage to the program, 
too, in that they have brought proximity to the availability of the 
training so the law enforcement officer can go from first shift jobs tOI 
jobs that are technical or the community college; 
, And I'm also aware of the fact that the efforts of the LEEP' to> 
{lreate an elite-and t,hat's not exactly the right word-but to create 
the baccalaureate and graduate degrees, which would encourage law 
enforcement to be able to deal with some of the more sophisticated 
jobs and some of the more sophisticated people and gain community 
respect. 

But that program is far from complete and I raise the same question 
about, the ability of the simple individual who is interested in law 
enforcement to achieve that training without Federal assistance .. S0> 
why is it, in your viewpoint,that we are phasing out that pr0gramr 

Mr. VELDE. From LEAA's view point, sir, we wanted the program 
continued. In our budget recommendations to the Department of 
Justice for the coming fiscal year, we did request that it be c<'mtinued 
at the. current level of funding. As I indicated earlierr this is one of 
the vei'y difficult choices that had to be made. 

Mr. MANN. Who made the choice? 
• Mr. VELDE. It was made by the: Office of Managemen.t an<rl: Budget. 
and the President. . 

Mr. MANN. Do you know whether 01' not the Department of Justi\~e 
took a position? 
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Mr. VELDE. In its initial request to OMB, t,he funds were included. 
As. I indicated, it's one of the difficult choices that had to be made in 
setting priorities when you're facing reduced overall levels of ·expendi
tures. It was felt that LEEP was just a lower priority. It was an 
extremely difficult choice to make. . 

Mr. MANN. Well, I'm not suggesting that you had valid data to 
support the assertions that I've made, but do you have any in
formation? 

11r. VELDE. Pursuant to a mandate in our 1973 amendments, the 
National Institute was directed by Oongress to conduct a 3-year 
€valuation of our national criminal justice manpower needs. This 
study is just about completed. It will be ready this summer. An 
independent contractor has been conducting the study at a cost of 
around $3 million. This evaluation will give us some very hard data 
'as to what educational requirements are or ought to be in the criminal 
justice professions. It should provide some tu.ngible measures of the 
increase in professionu.lism, and a much better definition of the job 
skill requirements for service in criminal justice. This kind of infor
mation has, up until now, been generally assumed, but has been very 
,difficult to quantify. 

There have been a number of lawsuits, incidentally, in instances 
where police departments have given pay incentives or set minimal 
educational levels for entrance or promotion. There are lawsuits 
challenging those requirements and there is a body of information 
now being accumulated as a result of court cases and the opinions 
issued. 

In some jurisdictions, those incentive pay programs or requirements 
are being validated; in other cases, they are not. 

Mr. MANN. Well, since the ultimate responsibility for the determi
nation of whether or not to include funds in the authorization is that 
of the Oongress, is there any possibility you can furnish us any in
formation or any preliminary information from this study? 

Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. Our current budget for fiscal 1976 includes 
funds not only for the school year that we're in now, but for the next 
school year. 'rhe Administration's proposal is to eliminate the pro
gram, except for those students that are currently in it, for the follow
ing school year, 1977-78. There is some time before the cut would 
become absolutely effective. The cited information will be available 
before then. 

Mr. MANN. Now, I recognize the thrust of your change from some 
of the categorical programs to more of the block grant progru.ms are at 
least to switch the categorical programs all into discretionary. I see 
you mentioned in your statement of how the corrections formula 
is to be handled. I know that's a favorable formula for corrections 
now-maybe not a mandator" one, but a highly suggestive one. 
What change are you recommending there? 

Mr. VELDE. We are proposing some changes in our part E authority, 
but not to the fund allocation formula. '1'here are other changes 
proposed in our other grant programs, primarily in part 0, which have 
to do with grants to Indian tribes. In our part 0 and our juvenile 
delinquency block grant programs nonprofit organizations are eligible 
,gmn tees. 



383 

In our part E program for corrections, they are not. The Ad
ministration is requesting authority to make nonprofit groups directly 
eligible for part E funds. As far as the allocation of funds, we are not 
proposing any change in the current provisions. 

Mr. MANN. You are recommending that the maintenance program 
section on juvenile delinquency be eliminated? 

:Mr. VELDE. Yes. We are. 
Mr. MANN. And that it would fall, therefore, purely within the 

block grant determination by States? 
Mr. VELDE. No. We are not requesting a change in the formula 

allocation authority that we now have in the juvenile delinquency 
program. Weare requesting that the current maintenance of effort 
pl'ovisions that apply to our other accounts be eliminated so that 
there can be more fle:x-ibility in allocating ftmds in our other programs. 

The law currently provides that the $112 million actually spent on 
juvenile delinquency programs in fiscal 1972 through the LEAA. 
program be a floor or base of expenditure for our accounts in each 
year. 

In the last 2 fiscul years, the total available money to LEAA has 
decreased. The Administration's budget for the coming year includes 
another $100 million decrease. Yet, we still must maintain our 1972 
level of juvenile delinquency effort under the requirements of the 
1974 legislation. ' 

It is that provision we're requesting be changed. 
Mr. MANN. Would that require an amendment to the-
Mr. VELDE. To the 1974 act, yes, sir. 
Mr. IviANN. Well, I'm not sure that I fully understand all of th~ 

implications of that. But again-and I'm certainly not certain that I 
disagree with the increased flexibility that that would bring about
but again in the area of the juvenile justice problem, we know that in 
spite of the lack of information or firm evidence from the Institute or 
anywhere else, that such data is available in the case of juvenile 
delinquency, where the basic problem lies-if you will allow me to 
include in that the early graduates of that juvenile delinquency age 
group and the recidivism that comes from it. 

Would it be your thought that there would be discretionary cate
gorical-type programs developed by LEAA as a whole to deal with 
that problem or--

Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. MANN [continuing]. How are we going to engage in the practices 

-of 55 jurisdictions in making their own determinations? 
Mr. VELDE. Some considerations would apply across the board to 

both block-grant accounts, where the States make decisions, and to 
;our 'Own discretionary or categorical accounts, where we make the 
-determinations. I would anticipate that there will continue to be a 
-very significant interest and fund commitment in the juvenile de-
linquency area because it does represent a very major and serious 
part 'Of 'Our overall crime problem. That concern has been a continuing 
fruciJor in allocation of LEAA funds, even before the juvenile delin
quency authority was given us. 

Now we are in a situation where we must meet this statutory floor, 
.despite dool'easing budgets. It becomes an increasingly larger share of 
,om' t0talspending authority. We have other pressures, There was 
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;:'testimony here yesterday, I believe, from the Conference of Chief 
,Justices wanting asepal'l1tecourts allocation of our funds . 

.NIl'. MANN. Well, I understand the problem. 
"1\111'. VELDE. If the police were to come in and request an allocation 

'equivalent to their share of expenditures, we'd soon be trying to carve 
up 130 or 140 percent of 100 percent. 

Mr. MANN. Right. ." " 
Mr. YELDE. The whole planning process would go down the' drain 

in the process. There would bl3 too much earmarking. That is the 
problem that we're struggling with. 

Mr. MANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. OONYERS. Well, we do it all of the time around here, Mr. Velde. 
Mr. VELDE. I think we sometimes do it in our shop also, Mr. Chair-

man, or try. 
JVIr. CONYERS. Page 1 says: flLEAA fulfills 'its mandate through a 

program that fully recognizes the State and local responsibility for 
<:rime control." Is LEAA fulfilling that mandate, in your view? 

IvIr. V ELDE. The whole Dature of our program demands a limited role 
for LEAA. l'here is a provision of our law, sect·ion 518(a), which pro
hibits us from exercising policy direction or control over State and 
local law enforcement. The basic delivery system for our funds-block 
grants-where money is allocated according to population, takes 
discretion out of our hands as to the amount that each State will get. 

Assuming an acceptable plan is submitted, Ws up to the State and 
the participating localities to decide how those funds shall be usecI. In 
the case of our discretionary accounts, of course, we make the grant 
awards. If a State 01' locality does not want to apply for a discretionary 
grant, it does not have to. 

I know of no serious charge by a State and local criminal justice 
agency that LEAA has dominated or interfered with their policies or 
programs. We do hear snch charges from time to time from certain 
outside groups. One group has alleged a joint CIA-LEAA conspiracy 
to tnke over State and locallnw enforcement. There's no substance to 
that. In the years of the I.JEAA experience so far, the primary control 
andresponsibilitv has remained in State and local hands. 

Mr. CONYERS:I always felt that there was validity to the allegations 
that the CIA was trying to assasinate leaders of other governments. 
I never believed that the CIA was intercepting telephone calls overseas 
wholesale. I couldn't believe that the CIA was violating its statutory 
mandate in burglaries and other kinds of criminal activities. 

I hope you're right in your belief that they're not connected with--" 
Mr. VELDE. In all of the investigations of the Agency and related 

programs in the past years, only a very minimal involvement of the 
OIA has been indicated in domestic 01' local law enforcement activi
ties-ancI those few instances were in the W fishing ton metropolitan 
area. A 1973 House floor amendment to our legislation specifically 
prohibited LEAA from utilizing CIA as a l'csource in providing 
assistance to the States. 

Mr. CONYERS. Sure. So your statement is to the best of your 
knowledge. 

Mr. VELnE. Yes, sir. I am quite familial' with what the LEAA 
program has done. I know I have never sought any such assistance 
it'om the OIA and don't intend to. 
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Mr. OONYERS. Do you feel that the funds have been spent in ac., 
cOl·dance with the Orime Oontrol Act, the State plan and othel! 
requirements of Federal law? That is, as an administrator, as a steward 
giving an accounting of this public trust, can you state to me that 
these equipment horror stories that float around Washington, the. 
allegations of extensive worldwide travel, the lack of enforcement 
of the equal opportunity provisions and civil rights parts of the bill 
are being enforced to your satisfaction? 

Mr. VELDE. Sir, we have done our best to comply with congressional 
intent and with the directions of the President and the Attorney 
General in administering the program. I would not certainly want to 
represent or suggest in anyway that we've done a perfect job-far 
from it. There is room for improvement. 

We have made mistakes. We've had our share of failures. We hope 
to learn from our failures and our weaknesses and impnve the 
program to make it more effective. 

lVIr. OONYERS. Well, the Mitre study agrees with you and goes 
even further--

:Mr. VELDE. Which study? I didn't hear you. 
Mr. OONYERS. The Mitre study. 
Mr. VELDE. Oh, the Mitre study, yes. 
1'1'11'. OONYERS. Because they agree with you at that point and they 

go fmther. They have criticized the planning extensively, the lack 
of concern for the civil rights aspects of the legislation, the evaluation 
process. 

Oan you name for me which States or any States that have conform
ed with the statutory mandates and the regulatory provisions that 
govern LEAA funding? 

Mr. VELDE. Sir, let me respond in this fashion. As I indicated pre
viously, we deal with an extremely complex criminal justice system-
45,000 agencies. We deal with, under the terms of our law, 55 State 
governments, about 3,000 counties, and numerous local jurisdictions. 

'I'he system of State and local government in this country is an 
extremely diverse one, with varying degrees of competence, experi
ence, and resources. In any given year, perhaps a third of our State 
programs are managed in a way that could be considered outstanding. 
Another third would, by objective analysis-and we do attempt to 
survey each State program at least once every other year-be assigned 
grades of B- or 0+ for their efforts. 'Ihe other third wouldreceivo 
barely passing grades. Extensive assistance and help is needed. 

This is a broad generalization. However, the natme of State and 
local governments and the degree of their performance and reliability 
varies significantly from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. We try to deal 
with all on an equal basis. 

I might add that the same jurisdiction from time to time may vary 
significantly. There may be a change of political leadership or a change 
of priorities; public controversies could erupt and change the situation 
in any given locality or State at any time. 

Our program is affected by such changes. Our program has been a 
major issue in certain reelection campaign~. Governors have been 
elected or defeated partly as a result of their stewardship of our pro
gram. This also applies to mayors, chiefs of police, and others. 

This is one aspect of our constitutional system. With a diversity 
of governmental function and activity, you will find all stripes, shapes, 
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and varieties. Our program is no better or no worse than the strengths 
and weaknesses of State and local governments. 

Mr. OONYERS. Has every--
Mr. VELDE. The Federal Government is an integral part of this 

system as well. 
Mr. OONYERS. As I read your descriptions of the pilot cities program 

and the high-impact anticrime program and then read the newspaper 
accounts of the report from this program, I get two different versions. 
For example, on page 4, with regard to the pilot cities program, you 
describe the goals and you go on to say: 

In virtually every target city, planned and unanticipated benefits of the nature 
of development of planning and evaluation skills, technical assistance provided, 
and projects implemented, were realized. 

In the high-impact anticrime program you describe on pages 4 and 
5-again, you say after describing their goals that: "thus providing 
for a lasting contribution for an intensive short-term Federal demon-
stration program." . 

The Washington Post of yesterday interpreted the report as follows: 
Violent crime has considerably worsened in eight cities that the Nixon adminis

tration chose for a multimillion dollar anticrime program in 197~ a government
funded study reported yesterday. Evaluators from the Mitre vorp., a private 
research firm, concluded that the high impact anticrime program failed to fulfill 
the Nixon administration's promise of 5-percent reduction in street crimes and 
burglary within 2 years in the target cities. 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration operuted the program, 
which ends in December, and paid the evaluator $2.4 million to evaluate the 
results. The report suggested that it was foolish for administration officials to 
launch the program with the claim that it would bring about an actual percentage 
reduction in the crime rate. The promised reductions were not based on any 
empirical evidence that CQuid be attained, the report said. 

Further, the evaluators said it is difficult to judge precisely what impact the 
program had on the cities' crimes rates. They based their conclusions on FBI 
figures in crimes reported to police on those cities, but cautioned that those 
statistics are highly fallible as measures of crime. J\lost studies show that many 
crimes are never reported. 

The Nixon administration's new federalism meant fewer Federal controls over 
local projects financed with Federal money. Besides poor planning, the program 
suffered from bickering and a lack of coordination among Federal, State, and 
local agencies. . 

Where, in your evaluations, and anywhere in your presentations to 
this subcommittee, do you suggest the kind of criticisms that have been 
reported n yesterday'S edition of the Washington Post? 

MI'. VELDE I would start out my response by saying that it depends 
on which newspaper you read. 

MI'. OONYERS. Well, we'll take the Washington Post for right now. 
Mr. VELDE. I believe tilie Post used the Associated Press wire service 

story. I would like to submit for the record the United Press Inter
national wire service story which arrived at quite different conclusions. 

Mr. OONYERS. I see. 
MI'. VELDE. I don't have it with me, but I'd be pleased to submit it 

for the subcommittee's record. 
[The material referred to was subsequently submitted for the record.] 
WASHINGTON (UPI) .-A four-year, $140 million anti-crime program in eight 

cities has achieved scattered gains but failed to meet ambitious goals of reducing all 
street crime, according to an analysis released today. 

It was said to be the biggest discretionary grant program ever financed by the 
law enforcement assistance administration. 
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The program-under way since 1972 in the "High Impact" cities of Atlanta, 
Baltimore, Oleveland, Dallas, Denver, Newark, St. Louis, and Portland-is 
scheduled to end next Decembe;r. 

The results are falling far short of the original goals of reducing street crime and 
burglary rates by 5 percent in two years and 20 percent in five years, the analysis 
indicated. It said the goals were "unrealistic". 

But gains have been achieved in some types of crimes, the analysis showed. 
Murder was reduced in Dallas, rape declined in Baltimore, and in 1973-74 burglary 
was "significantly" reduced in Baltimore, Oleveland, Dallas, Denver and Newark. 

In addition, Dallas, Denver and Newark improved their crime rankings in 
relation to other cities, the analysis showed. 

But with few exceptions, the rates of all types of violent crimes-murder, rape, 
assault ll;nd robbery-generally grew worse, the analysis showed.. 

The analysis, which has cost the LEAA $2.4 million, was conducted between 
July, 1972, and last December by the Mitre Oorp., a non-profit research firm with 
headquarters in Bedfor(;l., Mass., and McLean, Va. 

Mr. CONYERS. Are you implying that this is an incorrect interpre
tation of the report? 

Mr. VELDE. No, sir. What I'm suggesting is that there is informa
tion in that report which indicates both strengths and weakn83ses 
of the high impact program. One news account highlighted some of 
the failures, while the other one highlighted some of the successes. 

Mr, CONYERS. All right. Let's grant all of the successes and examine 
the failures. Incidentally, I selectively quoted from that article. I 
didn't mean to give you the impression that it was reported the way 
that I read it to you. 

But was there anything in the quotations that I selected from the 
Associated Press article by Margaret Gentry in yesterday's Washing
ton Post that are incorrect? 

Mr. VELDE. Yes; with respect to the crime reduction objectives. 
My report did indicate that one of the eight cities did achieve those 
goals over the 3-year period-namely, Newark. The AP story also 
did not point out that six of the eight cities met those crime reduction 
objectives the first year of the program. No one seriously contended 
that the high impact program was a success because its crime reduction 
objectives were met before the program hardly got off the ground. 

It so happened that there was an overall 6 pencent national 
reduction in crime in 1972, the first year of the program, six of those 
eight cities also met the national crime reduction objectives. 

That was not pointed out in the AP storv at all. 
Mr. CONYERS. That doesn't say much fO'r the program either. 
Mr. VELDE. What the Mitre report suggested was that it was 

unrealistic to judge the success of a program of this nature in terms 
of specific trend data in the uniform crime reports. The AP story 
did correctly point out the "fallibility" of using the uniform crime 
reporting system in that fashion. That was one of the major findings 
of Mitre. 

We have submitted the complete Mitre evaluation and a summary 
of it to the subcommittee. There was a strong recommendation that 
the proO'ram be continued, with certain modifications. 

Mr. OONYERS. Is it true that you have proposed a new impact-type 
miniblockprogram? 

Mr. VELDE. The administration's bill does contain a request for 
authority to establish line-item authority for a high crime area 
program; yes, sir. In a sense, it is a contInuation of the experience 
that we've gained not only with pilot cities and impact cities programs, 
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but with othel' discretionary grant programs. In the first year of 
LEAA's existence, we had what we called a "big city" discretionary 
program. This is an evolutionary prOcess. The underlying crime 
problems are still with us. 

Mr. CONYERS. How much does the line item cost? 
Mr. VELDE. The administration is requesting authority to spend 

$50 million a year for 5 years. Including the transition period, the total 
would be about $262 million. 

Mr. CONYERS. True 01' false? Violent crime has considerably 
worsened in eight cities that the Nixon administration chose for a 
multimillion dollar anticrime program in 1972, a government-funded 
study reported yesterday. 

Mr. VELDE. False. I noted the exception of Newark, where the 
figures went down in absolute terms. Those figures are contained in 
the report. 

Mr. CONYERS. Evaluators from the ~IIitre Corp., a private research 
firm, concluded that the high impact anticrime program failed to 
fulfill the NL'{on administration's promise of a 5-perccnt reduction 
in street crimes and burglary within 2 years in the target cities. 

Mr. VELDE. With the exception that I mentioned as far as 1972, 
where those objectives wer(,l met, the answer to that is true-again, 
with the Newnrk exception. 

Mr. CONYERS. True or fnlse? The report suggested thnt it was 
foolish for administration ofIicials to launch the program with the 
claim that it would bring nbout an actual percentage reduction in the 
crime rate. 

Mr. VELDE. I would agree with that statement. It's true. I base thnt 
now on hindsight and 3 years experience in dealing wi th this program. 

Mr. CONYERS. This is the last of the true and false questions. 
Mr. VELDE. I like those questiollfl. 
111'. CONYERS. I notice you need more than the one-word answers 

this time, but that's all right. 
Besides poor planning, the program suffered from bickering and a 

lack ot coordination among Federal, State, and local agencies, the 
report said. 

Mr. VELDE. That is true. If I may elaborate briefly on that point, 
the report found-and actually lmmmarized what we already knew
that in ·four of the eight citieH, there were considerable delays in im
plementation because of the inability of local officials to get along, 
first of all, with themselves. Atlanta was a good example. There was a 
change of municipal administration and a major dispute between the 
new mayor and the old chief of police. In Dallas there was a major dis
pute between the city and the county that took over 1 year to resolve. 
In foUl' of the eight cities, there were very significant political squabbles 
and problems which severely hampered the administntlion of the 
program. There were some problems at the Federal level, as well as at 
the Stilte level. 

Mr. CONYEHS. Is it fail' ilnd accurate to say that you reviewed that 
report, that is, the Mitre report, before it was released? 

Well, is it not standard practice at LEAA to review all reports and 
evaluations that it contracts for, including GAO? . 

Mr. V ELDE. Yes i that is correct. We had received interim progress 
reports on the Mitre evaluation elrort since its inception. As early as 
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.last fall, we had some a.dvance indication of what some of the major· 
findings would be. The report was submitted to us before it was 
publicly released that is true. ... 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, let me get to the pomt. Was It rewrlttenZ 
Mr. VELD]}. I beg your pardon? 
},fr. CONY]l)Rs. Was it rewritten? 
Mr. VELDE. Not to my knowledge. No, sir. 
Mr .. ,CONYERS. Now, ILR. 9236, which would provide, in addition 

to block gran'~ funds, $262% million for special programs. What can 
you tell us that will be convincing that these funds will not meet the 
same fate as the pilot cities money? Is il; always going to be the story of, 
IIWe ran into -a lot of problems, Chief. It could have been worse. We' 
learned a lot. It will be better next time," and so on? 

Mr. VELDE. Assuming that Congress gives us the authority in the
fashion that it has been requested-and 1 certainly hope that that wiII 
be the case-we hl1ve learned from our experience-our failures and 
our successes-in these three previous programs. 
. No ambitious crime reduction goals will be set. We will not rush 
headlong into 11 city simply because it has a severe crime problem. 
That was the primary criteria for the selection of the eight impact 
cities, 11 crime problem that exceeded the national norm for cities of 
thn.t size by 20 percent. 

Any new efl'orb is going to take something more than that. It's 
going to take a commitment on the part of the political and criminal 
justice leadership in the community. It's going to take a good track' 
record regarding administration of funds. We do not intend to go 
back into a city that has significimt audit problems or civil rights 
compliance problems and do t,he same thing all over again. 

I would certainly not be a party to that. I'm convinced, realizing 
the preliminary work that we have done so far, that we are beginning 
to shape a program, assuming we get the authority and the money 
from the Congress this year, that there can be a better program than 
the prior ones, and which will be more successful. I certainly cannot 
guarantee that it will be 100-perccnt successful. 

Weare dealing with the most difficult p~'oblem that our society 
faces at the domestic level.. Despite our best efforts, crime is stiH 
with us. It's ren.lly tough, to use the vernacular. 

I hope that we will succeed. I expect that 'we will. All we can do is' 
our best. I think we now havc enough knowledge and experience 
through evaluationetl'orts, such as Mitre, to give us a lot more' 
understanding and insight as to what we ought to do., Mr. Chairman, 
that's the; hestIcan·offer. 
, Mr. CONYERS. On puge 12, you say-and I quote-"LEAA is as 

intensively involved in program evaluation us is any other Govern;
mont agency." How involved is that? Have you considered simply 
writing an evaluation clause into each project and contract, making 
whatever fiilancial allowances that are m!cessal'Y? Is that feasible? 

Mr. VELD]j). Sir, we have had some experience in that regard. In 
the first 2 years of our program, fiscal years 1969 und19.70, there was 
such a provision in California. There had to be an evaluation of every 
grant, nOD;Httter how large or how small. That proved to be un-· 
workable. So many of the gran ts were smull and for a very specific 
purpose, it was a waste of time, effort, and money to go through a 
formal evaluation procedure. 
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Oalifornia found, on the basis of its experience, that these evalua
tion efforts were very expensive. The avemge was somewhere between 
15 and 20 percent of the total project costs. The State of Oalifornia 
also soon became inundated with questionnaire forms that every 
criminal justice agency had to fill out to meet evaluation require
ments-to the point where the administmtors and managers had time 
for nothing else but filling out questionnaires. 

This demonstrated to us that there has to be some kind of a balance. 
Evaluation is an important priority, but it cannot be an end to it
self. I would not think that an across-the-board evaluation of all 
projects would really achieve the intended purpose. 

Mr. OONYERS. With regard to fair employment practices-and 
let me say that I have noted that in the law enforcement agencies 
there is an obvious tendency not to have blacks involved in all of the 
capacities, LEAA especially. Oan you tell me, sir, what percentage of 
the men and women that work for LEAA are black? 

Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir, 1 can. I have here a book published by the De
partment of Justice this week. It was brought to my attention today. 
It's entitled, "Department of Justice Employment Fact Book for the 
Period July I-December 31st, 1975." Quoting from the report, on 
page 20, table 11: "Minority Employment by Organization," as of 
December 31, 1975-under the heading, "Total minority," the 
absolute number of LEAA minority employees is 204. This is 24.1 
percent of our total employment. 

In the second column in that same table, of that total minority 
employment, 182 are reported to be black. That represents 21.5 
percent of our total employment. Looking down to the "Total De
partment" figure, we see the departmen.tal average of black employ
ment is 12.1 percent. Looking further at that column, it can be seen 
that the 21.5 percent figure for LEAA is the highest in the Depart
ment. 

Mr. OONYERS. In the Department of Justice? 
IvIr. VELDE. 'fhe Department of Justice. I believe it is one of the 

hiO'hestin the executive bmnch of Government. 
"K1r. OONYERS. Now, do you have any further records that indicate 

where that 21.5 percent is spread throughout the hierarchy of LEAA? 
For example, at the top? 

Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. I can give you the average grade level of those 
minority employees. At the top I have a special assistant for minority 
and women's affairs who is black; one of our regional administrators, 
G8-16, is black; we have a black director of operations in our Phila
delphia regional office: in our Denvor regional office, the deputy there, 
the No.2 man, is black. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, I appreciate this casual strolling through the 
statistics but I'd like to find out where the 182 are placed specifieaIIy 
throughout the 518. 

Mr. VELDE. I'd be pleased to provide that for the record. 
Mr. OONYERS. You understand the implications of this ques,tion~' 
Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. OONYERS. So if that is not contained in the report that you !lire' 

citing to me, we would be happy to accept it and any supplemental 
material that you would submit. 
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Mr. VELDE. All tight. There are additional tables in this report 
and any additional information that would be requested, we'll be. 
pleased to provide. 

[The material referred to will be submitted at a later date.] 
Mr. OONYERS. Have complaints come to your attention about the 

fact that there is felt to be unfairness in LEAA, based on racial 
considerations? 
, Mr. VELDE. We do--

Mr. CONYERS. Are you aware, for example, that the Congresswoman 
from Texas is seeking to testify before this committee, as is the gentle
man from New York, on the problem of the employment of your staff 
on the basis of race, creed, and color has not been sufficient in their 
judgment? 

1vIr. VELDE. I know that both of those Members of Congress are 
scheduled to testify, but I'm not aware of the subject matter of their 
testimony. No, sir. 

Mr. CONYERS. Do you have any questions? 
Ms. FREED. I just have one question, Mr. Velde. It concerns the 

Administration's, and I believe, your request for an advisory board. 
As I understand it, you don't need congressional mandate or authority 
to create such a board and, in fact, you have, since the bill has come 
out, created an advisory board. 

We have information from OMB that there are 1,341 advisory 
boards in the Government with 22,702 members. We t;tlso have infor
mation that LEAA at present has four of those advisory boards and 
that you spend $1,357,000 administering them. What do you need 
another advisory board for? 

Mr. VELDE. You are absolutely correct in statin~ that both the 
Attorney General and LEAA have current authol'lty to establish 
advisory boards and, in fact, have done so. You have also correctly 
indicated that we have four such groups that meet the qualifications 
under the Federal Advisory Committee Act. 

From time to time, we have also appointed other ad hoc groups for 
specific purposes. It is my understanding that the Attorney General 
will shortly appoint such an advisory board to assist us with our 
discretionary grant programs. 

Legislative authority to create this board has been requested for 
several reapons. li'irst, the Attorney General does have oversight 
policy direction responsibilities regarding our program and it's ~his 
strong feelin~ that an independent group could help him discharge 
these responsIbilities. 

Secondly, there is a strong feeling that this group should have the 
prestige and the authority to do a good job. Under the terms of the 
1974 juvenile delinquency legislation, we now have a Presidentially 
q,ppointed advisory commIttee consisting of 21 persons. But this is in 
one nl!'rro~ area. By giyin~ this new gI'?UP an expre~s statut~ry man
date, It WIll not Oilly gIve It the authol'lty and p,estlge that It needs, 
but it will insure that the best people available will serve on it. 

Ms. FRillED. That wasn't the answer I expected. I expected you to 
say that this advisory board is to review the priorities that you place 
in yOUI' discretionary fund programs and that, as has been testified 
to jn these hearings, sometimes diEcretional'Y fu:od programs nre tied 
to the politi<)s a:od the pr~orities of the Admi:oistration., 
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~\1r. VELDE. I agree the advisory board will assist in reviewing dis
cretionary program priorities. However, as far as being a vehicle to 
disperse political responsibility or to minimize any criticism, that is 
not the intent in this case. 

Mr. OONYERS. Oounsel Ohris Gekas. 
Mr. GEKAS. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. Mr. Velde, some of the 

testimony that we've heard concerned itself with the administration 
of your administration. And we've heard some criticism. I think the 
Deputy Attorney General made reference to the fact that one of the 
new appointees-if I understood him correctly-one of the new 
appointees would be concerning himself with deficiencies in the ad
ministration. Do you have any comments about that general problem? 

Mr. VELDE. LEAA has been a controversial agency since it opened 
its door. 'fhe subject matter that we deal with is crime control and the 
improvement of criminal justice. This is one of the most complex and 
difficult areas in our society. 

Men and women of good will disagree, sometimes very violently, as 
what ought to be done and what priorities ought to be. Our Agency 
has had a turnover in J)oliticalleadership, as has the Justice -Depart
ment. There have been different points of view and different approaches 
to deal with some of the crime problems. 

The Oongress has given us broad flexibility to change priorities, to 
try different things. 1 wouldn)t suggest, on the basis of my experience, 
thn,t it's been so much a problem of change of personalities as an inter
est in trying different programs from time to time. 

As far as the administration of the program is concerned, we're 
doubly controversial becallse of our delivel'y system. The block grant 
concept was first put into wide-scale operation in the LEAA setting. 
The dynamics of that new way of delivering Federal aid has resulted 
in a unique set of managerial and administrative problems, quite 
atypical of the conventional Federal aid program. 

Our program has also been placed within the Justice Department 
where there had been little prior experience in the administration of 
aid programs. That has caused problems in administration from time 
to time. 

Since the inception of the program, LEAA has been fortunate to 
receive very substantial congressional support in terms of dollar and 
resource allocation. However, we're a very small agency in terms of 
personnel. Our police desk, for example, has three professionalsi our 
courts desk, 2~ professionals i our Whole academic assistance pro
gram-a $40 million grant progrfl,m-eight positions. 

Our most precious resource has been our people; They have had 
tremenc:.ous responsibilities placed on them for grant administration, 
monitoring, and evaluation, in a very complex and difficult area. 
Although we do our best, we still have some imp~'ovements to make. 
I would be the first to concede that. 

I have had some background in public administration in other 
Federnl agencies. I have some graduate work in that area and my own 
personal oackgrolln(lnt the doctoral level is in public acl1ninistiration, 
:as welIns law. On balance I think thnt the Agency has done ,exceed
ingly well, considering the envil'onment, the subject mntter that it 
,deals in, aucl the conditions under which we've had to operate in the 
Justice Department and in the oxecutive branch of the GovernIllent. 
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Mr. G:\DKAS. Let me ask a couple of other quickies. I understand 
that LEAA has prepared a profile of the recent activities of the 
National Institute and Pm sme you're I1\vare that that's a subject of 
great interest to the subcommittee. 

Could you submit a profile of the Institute's activities and perhaps 
a list of all of the projects that have been funded over the last fiscal 
year or maybe 2 fiscal years? 

Mr. VELDE. Surely. I will be pleased to provide that. 
[The material referred to will be submitted at a later date.] 
Mr. GElCAS. On the question of evaluation--
Mr. VELDE. I might add, counsel, that under our 1973 amendments, 

we are required to submit an annual report to the Congress on the 
activities of the Institute. We do have those reports for 3 years. I'm 
sme they've been submitted to the subcommittee. 'rhey also give a 
summary of the Institute's program, too. 

Mr. GEKAS. Senator Kennedy has introduced a bill in the Senate 
which has a number of interesting and some controversial provisions, 
one of which relates to the question of evaluation. And if Pm not 
mistaken, he would establish a mechanism to more formalize evalua
tion capabilities and responsibilities within the agency by setting up 
or creating a Deputy Administmtor for Evaluation. 

Has the Department reviewed that proposal? First of all, am I 
correct in my chamcterization about it? And second of all, is there a 
view of the Department on that particular--

Mr. VEIJDE. I can give you the Senate bill number S. 3043. My 
understanding of the provisions of that bill is that our current Deputy 
Administl'l1tol' for Administl'l1tion would be given statutory respon
sibilities for LEANs evaluation program. 

Mr. GEKAS. Moving in from the National Institute, where he now 
primarily resides, is that correct? 

MI'. VELDE. As I understand the Kennedy bill, the current evaluation 
responsibilities of the Institute would remain intact. 

Mr. GEKAS. I see. 
Mr. VELDE. This would be an additional duty. This could be an 

administrative morass. Evaluation responsibility would be dispersed. 
One of the firsli principles of management is that you give someone 
authority and also make them responsible. If you have two different 
groups in the same agency with essentially the same responsibility, it 
becomes very difficult to administer. 

With respect to the second part of your quest/ion, to my knowledge 
the Department has not yet been formally asked to comment on the 
Kennedy bill although w~ have developed our own informal response. 
I would not want to represent our views at this time as being those 
of the Department. . . 

I assume that the Senate will ask us for our views. Pm sure there 
would be no objection if a copy of that report would be submitted 
here too. 

[The report referred to will be submitted at a later date.] 
Mr. GEKAS. 'l'hank you, sir. IEiJ 
Mr. VELDE. To my knowledge, there's been no companion to the 

Kennedy bill introduced in the House. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Velde, in closing, I want to thank you for your 

time spent with this committee and I suppose you have now perceived 
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the fact that I am not in agreement with your description of what 
LEAA has been doing recently and how it has been doing it. 

I only wish that I had more concrete suggestions to make to you, 
but I am clear in my own mind that what has gone on cannot continue 
tQ go on. I do not think that we can justify to the American people, 
the fact that we have some nice fellows over there that are trying 
that are admitting their errors as they go along, at the cost of $1 billion 
every year. 

To me, the problem, to which you were created to affect, is more 
important than that. I believe that the Congress and the American 
people are entitled to more than they have gotten and as the sub
committee chairman of this committee, I'm going to try to do every
thing that I can to see that we speak more directly to that. 

What we have been dealing with is a fiscal relief program, where 
there are thousands and thousands of agencies, governmental to be 
sure, who need the bread, in the vernacular. The cities couldn't care 
where this came from. They could drop it out of the Commerce 
Department, from the Defense Department, from HEW, or anywhere 
else. The mayors are desperate; the Governors are bankrupt or nearly 
so. A Federal buck looks good, no matter what purpose it is brought 
into any of the several States for. 

And so I can't really be too critical about their view. But it really 
does seem to me that until somewhere in the Government we begin to 
take a more incisive evaluation of the nature of the problem and not 
ask me to satisfy myself that we're dealing with an eight-century-old 
problem that no one else before us has solved, that we're dealing with 
internationally rising crime rates. 

To me, that tells me more about the bankruptcy that has charac
terized too much of our governmental action in the criminal justice 
process than anything else that has gone on here today. 

I would further like to add that I hope that we will treat our 
discussions here today as initiatory and really a beginning in the 
relationship which must continue, if we are to advance together in this 
struggle. So I respectfully appreciate your testimony and I hope that 
you will respectfully appreciate my comments about that. 

Mr. VELDE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We will be pleased to work 
with you and provide you with whatever information you need to 
exercise your oversight responsibilities. We certainly don't feel tbat 
we have any monopoly on ideas or suggestions as to how the progrnm 
should be made better or how we can deal with this most difficlll t 
problem. We need and solicit congressional support and encourage
ment. We will do all that we can to be responsive to your interests 
and your concerns. 

Mr. CONYERS. Thank you. The subcommittee is adjourned until 
10 o'clock Monday morning. 

[Whereupon, at 4 :05 p.m., the subcommittee adjoumed until 10 
a.m., Monday, March 8, 1976.] 



LA'V ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE AD~lINISTRATION 

MONDAY, MARCH 8, 1976 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME 

OF THE COMMI'rTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 :07 a.m., in room 
2237, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John Conyers, Jr. [chair
man of the subcommittee] presiding. 

PI'esent: Representative Conyers. 
Also present: Leslie Freed, counsel, and Constantine J. Gekas, as

sociate counsel. 
Mr. CONYERS. The subcommittee will come to order. 
We are very pleasecl to have two members of the court to lead off 

oUr testimony, as the hearings on the reauthorization of the Law En
forcement Assistance Administration legislation continue. With us 
today are Justice Harry Spencer and Judge Henry Pennington of the 
American Bar Association. 

Justice Spencer is a member of th'e Supreme Court of Nebraska, who 
served on the Executive Committee of Appellate Judges Conference 
and serves on the ABA Judicial Administration Division Committee 
on the LEAA Oversight and, for that reason, we are very pleased ta-
have him with us. . 

District Court Judge Pennington, of Kentucky, is a former director 
oftha Kentucky model courts project, and he is a member of the 
special study team on LEAA support of the State courts of the Ameri
can University criminal courts technical assistance project. 

Welcome, Your Honors, and we have your prepared statement 
which will be introduced Q,t this point in ,jhe l'ecQ;rd in it'> entirety, and 
tho;t will free you for whatever comments you would have added to 
your report. 

[The prepared statement of Justice Harry A. Spencer and Judge 
Henry V. Pennington follows:] 

STATEMENT OF JUSTICE HARRY A. SPENCER, SUPREME COURT OF NEBRASKA AND 
JUDGE HENRY V. PENNINOTON, DISTRICT COURT Ol~ KENTUCKY, REPRESENTING 
THE AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIA'l'lON CONCERNING THE LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: It. is It privile1e to appear 
before the Subcommittee on Crime of the House of Representlttives Committee 
on the Judiciary and to be able to present the views of the American Bar Associa
tion regarding legislation which would reauthorize and ftlnd the Law EnfOrce-· 
ment Assistance Administration. 

Both of us have had a great deal of experience working with and analyzing the 
activities of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.~o that you will 
better understand and appreciate the comments we. are about to make please 
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allow us to introduce ourselves. Justice Harry A. Spencer is on the Supreme Court 
of Nebmslm and the Executive Committee of the Appellate Judges Conference, 
a national membership organization of state and fedeml appellRte judges, where 
he 111so serves as the Continuing Appellate Education Committee Chairman. 
Justice Spencer serves on the ABA Judicial Administmtion Division Committee 
on LEAA Oversight; the Committee responsible for preparing the resolution 
adopted by the ASsociation which enables us to apJ)ear before you today. 

Judge Henry V. Pennington is on the District Court of Kentucky and is the 
former Director uf the Kentucky Model Courts Project. More importantly, he is 
a member of the LEAA funded three-mlLll Special Study Team on LEAA Support 
of the Stote Courts, selected by the American University Criminal Courts Tech
nicRI Assistance Project. 

At the outset, 1\111'. Chairman, we should make clear the charter under which 
we :tppear. The American Bar Association has pll1yed a very active role in the 
activities, programs, development and reform of the nation's criminal justice 
system. Therefore, it has !~ keen interest in the future rmd dire:ction of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration. Accordingly, when the ABA House of 
Delegates most recently adopted resolutions regarding the LEAA, it did so after 
It great deal of considemtion. Attached to this statement is a copy of thost' resolu
tions. 

The ABA I1grees with President Gerald R. Ford regttrding the ways in which 
the Federal government cal. play an important role in law enforcement. As you 
might recall, in his message on crime the President suggested that the Federal 
government can provide leadership to state and local governments by enacting 
Inws which serve as models for other jurisdiction!:! and by improving the Federnl 
criminal justice system. It can enact and vigorously enforce laws covering crimiUt\l 
conduct that cannot be adequately handled b3' local jurisdictions. In addition, 
it can provide financial and technical assistance to state and locl11 governments so 
that they can improve their ability to enforce the law. LEAA is the means by 
which the Federal government performs this final, important function. 

While we arc aware of the many problems confronting the LEAA, we can not 
help but feel that the nation would lJe far worse off without the agency. However, 
we also feel that if the agency is to continue it must be improved and refined, to 
improve the efficacy of its criminal justice programs. 

In our view, it is becoming increasingly apparent that there is a fundamental 
flaw in this nation's criminal justice system. The effect of this flaw is being felt 
everywhere, but most severely in many major cities, and has caused national 
Itttention to focus upon the stp,te and local courts. It is the state and local courts 
which are burdened with a caseload, both criminal and civil, which has been 
growing well out of proportion to the resources available to the courts. Therefore, 
the etIorts of Congress to do something to reduce the outhreak of violent crimes 
and juvenile delinquency in the lULtion are being frustrnted by this weak link 
in tho system. 

Thi8 flt1W has not gone unnoticed. President Ford, during a recent speech at 
Yale University, called upon Congress to do something to give the nation's state 
and local courts further ul>sistance. This problem was also identified in the report 
submitted to the Law Enfor/·ement Assistance Administration by the Criminal 
Courts Technical Assistance Project at American University. The "Report of the 
Special Stud)' Team on LEAA Support of the State Courts" (February 1975) 
repetLtedly drow attention to the imbalance in the nation's criminal justice 
system as a result of this flaw. 

It has been the consensus of all who hl1ve analyzed and evaluated this problem 
that severe court congestion stems from massive increases in the incidence of 
crime further compounded by the increasingly complex nature of criminal litl
gntiol1. At the same time, comparable increases in the incidence and complexity 
of eivillitigation has also taken plnce. 

This imbalance has grown more severe in recent years as a result of the infusion 
of federal criminal justice resources at both the state nnd federal levels which 
have clenrly favored law enforcement rmd corrections over the comts. Today, 
with the passage of more than seven years since the creation of the Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration and it;; expenditure of more than four billion 
dollars, crime nnd delinquency have not shown a significant decline; however, the 
law enforcement aspects of the criminal justice system in every state have been 
Higllificantly upgraded, thus compounding the t\\reRdy critical caseload situ[l.tion 
in the stlLte and local comts. 

With the enactment of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
19G8 tho Federal government became nctively involved in the "War on Crime". 
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Fof the'· first time'significant amotmts of federal funds were made available to 
-the states to help them cope with the problems of enforcing state criminal laws. 
It ,tas the intent of Congress that the funds it made available be used in a bal
anced mann'er through the use of ,comprehensive state planning oil the part of each 
cstatecriminnl planning agency. 

Congress failed to recognize, however, that by placing the state criminal 
planning agency (SPA) in the control of th? executive br,:n~h, th.e Sf A's beca!lle 
keenly aware of the needs of the executlVe branch Crllnlllal JustICe agenCles, 
notably the police, and had little understanding of, or support for, the courts. 
The 'constitutional and practical need for a separate but equal judiciary was 
overlooked. 
. In fact, the report commissioned by the LEAA through its Criminal Oourts 

'Technical Assistance Project concluded the following: 
"Separate and unequal. This is the cruel status in 1975 of most of the state 

Gourts in relation to the support shown by the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. By and large, th.ese courts have not received the interest, technicul 
assistance or finnncial support from LEAA that are absolutely essential for sound 
growth and progress. In fact, since the initiation of the federal war on crime in 
1968, many state courts have fallen further and further behind in their ability to 
relate to rising crime rates and to more sophisticated police, prosecutors, defenders 
and corrections personnel who have received generous federal support." 

We, therefore, urge you to amend the LEAA Act so as to assure a reasonable 
.and adequate portion of all LEAA funds, including state block grant and national 
scope discretionary fund." for the improvement of the courts of the states under a 
procedure by which political pressures on the state judges are not invited and by 
which the independence of state court systems and the separation of powers 
doctrine are guaranteed. 'Ve would also urge amendment requiring that plans and 
projects for the improvement of state judicial systems be developed and deter
mined by a judicial planning entity, designated or created by the eourt of last 
resort of each state and which shall be representative of all types of courts in n. 
state judicial system. ' 

Every st!Lte constitution recognizes the independence und equality of the 
judiCial branch of governmE'nt vis-a-vis the executive and legislative branol1- The 
Association, therefore, contends that this constitutionally protected equality 
requires that the state courts have the leadership role and primary responsibility 
for planning.and utilizing federnl funds to modernize and improve their operation. 

The ABA has also found thnt courts generally have not taken inititttive in 
planning for the utilizntion of funds available through the OrimeOontrol Act of 
1973 with the consequence that in many states this planning has taken place fot 
them within the executive branch of government. !tis not clear whether this lack 
of initiative is the result of apathy or lack of capability, but continued exercise of 
responsibility for court plnlllling by an agency outside the judicial branch of 
government is inconsistent with the intE'grity and independence of the judicial 
branch, and hus a potential for long-term deleterious effects. 

In order for the courts to hnve the capltbility to do this planning and aSsume the 
initiative required, it is essential that they have funds to hire the necessary 
planning staff ltnd develop the blueprint for their future structure, personnel and 
programs. For this reason, the Association urges you to amend Title I of t1;l.e 
Omnib.us Orime Oontrol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to allow for the establishment 
of judicial development commissions in each state. . 

The ABA agrees with the findings of the "Report of the Sp'ecial Study Team on 
LEANs Support of the State Oourts", which stated that "Pragmatically, it is 
important that courts do their own planning because commitment to the plan is 
€sselltial for implementation and permanence. Judges are'unlikely to be cOqlmitted 
to court strategies in which they have not played a principal role in developing. 

"The courts in many jurisdictions lack planning, capability and, therefore, have 
fnllen behind the other components of the criminal justice system in their par
ticipation in the federnl support program .... " 

The ABA also recognizes and recommends strongly that court planning be 
responsive to every level of court arid every component of the judicial branch in 
ench state. Therefore, the ABA has left the decision of selection and appointment 
in the hands of the "court of last resort," but has provided that the appointments 
give reasonable representation to local a!) well as state trial and appellate courts. 
Local courts must have access to the professional planning capabilities serving the 
stnte judicial system as a whole so that the needs of the rural court, the 11on
metropolitan court, the police court operating in a remote area of the state, the 
smuH and municipal court, etc., can be articulated in the same vein as those of lar~e 



398 

courts operating in primary population centers which usually have easier access 
to professional planning systems. 

The court system in every state, regardless of its quality or cohesiveness, cannot 
exist in a vacuum. There must exist a free exchange of ideas and goals with the 
other components of the criminal justice system. Failure to do this will, in many 
cases cause the goals and programs of each individual component to be divergent 
or in conflict with the others. In fact, this type of isolated planning perpetuates 
the f;-agmented system of justice that existed prior to the passage of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. 

Therefore, court planning must necessarily overlap with that conducted for the 
executive branch functions of police and corrections. It should also be done in 
concert with the planning of those executive agencies which operate in the court's 
community, i.e., prosecution, defense and others. This joint cooperative planning is 
essential to insure the optimum impact of this federal support program. 

Having the state court plan developed by an independent judicial planning 
commission which must then submit the plan to the state planning agency allows 
this interaction and compatibility to take.place. However, in order to protect this 
judicial independence, we agree that: 

"Decisions regarding the substantive validity and value of programs und plans 
proposed by the courts and designed for the courts should be made during thc 
internal court planning process by the court staff involved and the judicial plan
ning commissions (JDS's). Once a decision is made by the courts to support a 
project or course of action, its substantive value should be presumed by the state 
planning agency. 

"The primary role of the state planning agency therefore, should be to serve afl an 
interdisciplinary body which can pull the criminal justice components together 
into a congenial planning and working relationship and scrutinize the plans of 
these various component parts to assure their compatibility and correlation. In 
performing this role, the SPA will effectively carry out its responsibility as execu
tive branch arbiter of public policy as well as provide an essential review mecha
nism for the courts planning process. 

"Courts planning will benefit from thi,> review process which, in its impartiality, 
can promote a healthy check and balance for criminal justice system planning." 
(Report of the Special Study Team on LEAA Support of the State Courts, 
Fehruary 1975). 

However, absent the creation of a more neutral forum, the court plans will 
probably never be given equal consideration and the long depriv!Ltion that the 
judicial branch has suffered at the hands of state legislators and some state 
planning agencies will never be redressed. 

In New Jersey, the courts have one representative in the fifteen member plan
ning agency, As Edward B. McConnell, Director of The National Center for State 
Courts and former New Jersey Court Administrator, told the House Judiciary 
Committee in May 1973, whatever a fair representation is, one out of fifteen is 
certainly not fair. Up until recently, the Governor of Wisconsin has appointed one 
judge to the I'ltate planning agency. This lone judicial appointment was made 
without consulting the supreme court and th!Lt court can justifiably feel that it 
has. no representative o.Il the board. On the local level, the chief judge of the 
Milwaukee County Court was not invited to serve on the Great,er Milwaukee' 
regional planning board. Nor was he invited to. name a court representative. The 
Governor named five members; the County Executive named five;, and the. Mayor 
of Milwaukee named five. Thus, all appointments were made by three executive 
branch agencies. 

The evidence of inadequacy of court representation throughout the country is 
pervasive. If the planning boards are to be "broadly representative of the criminal 
justice system" .as the fedemllnw requires, then judicial representation of a mini
riwm of one-third should be required on each state planning agency and the 
executive committees thereof. This court representation should be appointed 
by the court of last resort. 

The ABA recognizes that there are claims which state that a financially unified 
state court system is penalized for its structure under the present Act. Further
more, the ABA is concerned by the potential for abuse if federal funds pre made 
available to the state courts only if the courts comply with some particular or
ganizational requirement. Therefore, we urge that the Act be amended to have 
specific language which would pr~vent this type of abu!)e. 

The American Bar Association is in favor of an extension of the LEAA program 
for five mOfe years, provided that Congress asserts itself and mandates continual 
Congressional oversight 'and evo1uation of the LEAA Act and operation and makes 
the extension subject to Congressional change at any time. . . 
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There is very little doubt that when the LEAA works, it works beautifully. The 
courts, for instance, have probably done the most with the least money. For ex~ 
ample, Chief Justice Howell Heflin of the Alabama Supreme Court has been able 
to obtain enough block grant funding to underwrite and complete constitutional 
reform that has brought Alabama Courts to the forefront of the judiciary. Mean~ 
while, LEAA funds are employed in a variety of judicial education projects 
(including some operated by the ABA) and, for the first time ever, in information 
systems and court management. 

Still, in 1975, the court~, as strictly defined, only received 5 percent of all state 
block grant funds. This is a decrease from the prior year when the "courts" 
received 6 percent of the funds and comes in spite of the very strong report of the 
Special Study Team. This demonstrates the need for the changes outlined in the 
ABA resolution. It also explains why it is absolutely necessary for Con6ress to 
take responsibility for seeing to evaluation. 

Finnlly, the ABA would like to see the LEAA Act contain a definition of 
"court" that would insure that the changes desired in the resolutions and described 
in these comments would benefit the "foresaken sister" of the criminal justice 
system. 

In behalf of the American Bar Association, we thank the Subcommittee for 
nffording us this opportunity to appear in connection with the reauthorization 
·of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and we welcome any questions 
you might have. 

LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATION-AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

The House of Delegates of the American Bar Association, adopted the following 
resolution on Monday, February 16, 19'/6: 

Resolved, That Congress is urged to amend the LEAA Act as so to assure a 
reasonable and adequate portion of all LEAA funds, including state block grants 
und national scope discretionary funds, for the improvement of the courts of the 
states under a procedure by which political pressures on the state judges are not 
invited and by which the independence of state court systems and the separation 
of powers doctrine are guaranteed, requiring that plans und projects for the 
improvement of state judicial systems be developed and determined by a judicial 
planning entity, designated or created by the court of lust resort of each state and 
which shall be representative of all types of courts in a state judicial system; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That judicial representation of a minimum of one-third be required on 
each state planning agency and the executive committees thereof, which judicial 
representatives shall be appointed by the court of last resort; and be it further 

Resolved, That the LEAA Act be further amended ns follows: 
1. To encourage the development of long-range plnns for court improvement, 

including the development of a multi-year comprehensive judicial improvement 
plan for each state; 

2. To nllow judicial planning entities to develop comprehensive plans without 
being compelled to adopt a particular organizational Tequirement as a condition 
precedent to obtaining funds. In addition l no state shall be penalized for the 
.adoption of a particular mode of organization; 

3. To provide for continuing Congressional oversight evaluation of the LEAA 
Act and operation; 

4. To extend reauthorization of the LEAA program for five years but subject 
to Congressional change at any time; 

5. To establish funding for the five-year period; 
6. To repeal Section 301(d) of the Act, limiting the compensation of personnel; 
7. To define the word "court" to mean a tribunal recognized as a part of the 

judicial branch of the state or of its local government units; the term "court of 
last resort" to mean that state court having the highest and final appellate au
thority of the state and in states having two sllch courts, the tcrm Hcourt of last 
resort" shall mean the highest appellate court which also has rule-making au
thority and/or administrative responsibility for the state's judicial system and 
the institutions of the stute judicial branch; and be it further 

Resolved, TL..t the ABA is authorized to assist the Conference of Chief Justices 
and other judicial organizations in connection with their efforts to obtain changes 
in the LEAA Act similar to those outlined above, and that the President of the 
ABA or his designee is authorized to present these views before the United States 
Congress and other agencies of the government. 
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TESTIMONY OF JUSTICE HARRY A. SPENCER, SUPREIIiE COURT' 
OF NEBRASKA 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. Chail'ma-n, members of the subcommittee, it is a 
grivilege to appear before this Subcommittee on Crime of the House of 
Rep,'l'esentatives Committee on the Judiciary and to be able to present 
the views of the American Bar Association regarding legislation which 
would reauthorize and fund the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration. 

And additionally to what yon have said, I do happen to be the 
present representative of the Appellate Judges Conference in the 
House of Delegates of the An1erican Bar Association. 

So, it is a pleasure for me, as I said, and it is an honor to appear 
before you 'as an official spokesman fol' the Appellate Judges (Jcn
ference, the Division of Judicial Administration of the American Bar 
Association, and the American Bar Association. , 

Now, attached to the stat.ement 'which has been filed with your com
mittee, the last two pages contain tho leghilatiye recommendation of 
the American Bar Association pel'taining to the subject we are ad
dressing this morning, This ret'olution was adopted February 16, 1976, 
at the midwinter meeting at Philadelphia. It is intended to point up 
certain deficiencies in the IA1W Enforcement A"sistnnce Administration 
Act, as it pertains to ll':.11' State court systems. 

Now, this resolution was drawn in cooperation with the Conference 
of the Chief Justices, who, I understand, have previously appeared 
before your committee, and it also has the snpport of the Conference of 
Court Administrators. 

Let me say at the outset that the LEAA has bem a reyitalizing force 
in the criminal justice system. Without the help provided by it, we 
would be in much WOl'l'e shllpe thlln we are todu;\:, My criticism of the 
act is not directed at the act itself but only as it relates to courts llS 
narrowly defined in the l'e::olution we have 'befo),e you. ' 

Almost from the inception of the LEAA, a concern has been ex
pressed by various j uc1icial and court related argaf1izn.tions re~t11 cling 
the present structure by which support if> pro\"ided to the judicilll 
components of the State court systems. 1n August 1974, the Con
ference of Chief Justices and the Conference of State Court Adminis
trators each issued resolutions specifically focusing upon the probll.'ms, 
inequities, find d-eficiencies of the current system of LEAA court fttncl
inD'o Both resolu'tionf> suggested the sources of the~e problems WllS 
lodged iIi certain structural and pl'OCeChll'al '\venknesses inherent in the 
I:EAA ~ct which could only be remedied by legislatiye 01' administra
tIVe actIOn. 

I think it is now apparent that legislative action is necersury to make 
the needed changes in the internal structure and management of LEA A 
to permit the Administrator to meot the critici~ms the judiciary of the 
country have voiced. 

Now, in these remark:;, I intend 11.0 cl'iticim1 othel'wiFe of tllC LEAA 
and no criticism of the present Admi'nistrator, My observation of bim 
is that he has been intensely concerned about the problems in the 
criminal justice system. I do commend him for hi~ intercRt ann objec.:. 
tive and attentive concern. 
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NIy primary concern is-maybe I should say our pl'imary concern 
is-to seek amendments to the LEAA Act which will assure a reason
able and adequate portion of all LEAA funds, including State block 
grants and national scope discretionary funds for the improvements of 
the courts, all courts. We want this done under some procedure which 
would avoid political pressure on State judges and which will guarantee' 
the maintenance of the separation of powers doctrine. . 

The Rodino bill, H.R. 8967, does this. I also understand that 
the bill introduced by Senator Kennedy, February 25, 1976, S. 3043 r 
will also accomplish this purpose. I am assuming from previous hear
ings, and otherwise, that this committee is. aware that the State 
planning agencies, as presently constituted, generally are not represent
atives of the courts. Appointed by the Governor, they are predom
inantly representatives of the executive branch of State government. 

In many instances, the State planning agencies have tended to 
superimpose their programing concepts on the State court systems. In 
other instances, they tend to ignore the courts or give them a very 
subordinate role in the LEAA program. 

The result has been that certam areas of the criminal justice system 
have received help which, as they became more efficient, has tended 
to accelerate the problems of the courts, crowding their dockets and 
making the task of catching up, in some instances, well nigh impos
sible. It is this deficiency in the operation of LEAA funding that, to 
me, is the weak link in its operation. Further, this, has resulted in 
placing the State court systems and the State judges in an arena 
of competition with executive agencies of the State government. 
This includes the police, the correctional groups, the defense, and the 
prosecutorial groups. 

Ironically, the funding for many of these groups in the past has 
be.en included in the LEAA statistical figures on cOlu'1; funding. And 
this is why a definition of courts should be included in the 
amendments. . . 

This competition, as might be expected, is destructive of the doctrine' 
of separation of powers. It tends to destroy the independence of the' 
State judiciaries. It also fosters the exertion of politicaL pressure on 
some. State judges. This is a policy which could eventua}ly erocle the' 
even-handed administration of justice. '. 

Judges must not, in any way, be obligated to the executive branch 
of government. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, Justice, how does the LEAA funding coerce 
a State judge? Who gets coerced? If they do not geb any money, 
they certainly are not subject to coercion. ' 

Mr. SPENCER, 'l'hat is true. But under the system of LEAA funding r 
they have been funding these other groups, prosecutorial, the defenser 
and correctional and other gt'oups. This fl,mding has resulted in 
accelerating the business in the courts, with no relief to the courts. 

N ow, as we see it, there are. many areas where we could use some 
LEAA funds for certain studies which might help us to work out some 
improvements to meet these problems. I will give you one instance. 

In my own Statf', unfortlmately-anc1Nebraska is not one of these 
States which has had many of these problems which have been pre.,. 
sented to you-but up until 4 years ago the judges of our supreme 
court, of which I was one, did not hl1ve law clerks. It is very recent
we were one, I think, of two States in the Union who were operating 
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without law clerks. We did get a funding grant from the LEAA to 
use senior law students for a year. We then got a continuation of that 
grant to take on recent graduates for a year. 

From that experience, we were able to go in to convince our legis
lature that it was a question of eventually adding more judges through 
increasing the supreme court or by providing an intermediate court or 
by giving us this legal help that we needed. We now have funding 
for law clerks. 

That was one area where the LEAA was very effective, in our 
State, and helped our court system, and I might say that we are-

Mr. CONYERS. Well, forgive me for being totally tinsympathetic 
with your State legislature for keeping you without clerks for so long. 

You know, this is another one of the endless examples of people bring
ing to us supposedly shining instances of the validity of LEAA by 
Hhowing what someone else should have been doing, that they were 
not doing, until finally the Federal dollar came along and did it for 
them. And then, all of a sudden, they realized that a justice of the 
State court ought to have a clerk. 

Now, if that is what LEAA is for, your honors, then we really 
have to do some rethinking about this-we did not have armor for 
policemen, before LEAA developed an armor; we did not know that 
there should be radio communication between the police in the city 
and the suburban po:lce departments. And then the LEAA came 
along and, miraculously, with millions of dollars, was able to figure 
out a way to hook up the cities with the suburban police departments. 

Well, now, I do not know how much of thi" I am going to have to 
liRten to, but I am singularly unimpressed with all of these examples 
of State action, that should have been going on long before, that LEAA 
is getting some undeserved tribute for. 

Now, the question we are faced with, gentlemen, is very simple. 
The legislatures have been before us. They say that they wert a part 

of the decisionmaking process, that the executive branch, the State 
Governor should not do it all. Everybody wants a category for them
selYes. They do not say anything about the other categories. So we are 
left with a big stack of categories. 

And then, the Administrator and the Attorney General come in, 
and you know what they say? They say, you do not need any more 
categories, or you are going to disturb the whole theory that the 
program is built on. 

Now, precisely, what do you advise us to do ? Weare going to end up 
here with thousands of pages of testimony. The Attorney General and 
the present Administrator keep saying to Congress, resist this cate
gorization or you will destroy the whole concept of block grants which, 
according to GAO, all things considered, is about as good a way to 
handle LEAA as anyone can figure ou t. 

Mr. SPENCER. Well, I would attempt an answer in this way. 
I think your-from your political background, I could assume that 

you are fairly well familiar with the operation of the legislative process 
at the State level. It has been necessary, in many instances, particu
larly in our State, that we be able to demonstrate that what we are 
contending for not only is needed but is workable. And I would say 
that that is one area in which the LEAA has been helpful. 

I would say further, from my observation of the LEAA programs, 
that there has been no question that they have considerably improved 
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the defense process in our Climinal justice system, and they have been 
working in the correctional area. They have provided some fundings 
for studies which, in our State have resUlted in the improvement of our 
judicial article. They have provided some funding in the past which. 
has resulted in a new criminal act in our State, which the legislature is 
operating on now. And, unfortunately, there have been some areas 
that have not had the attention and could not get the attention of the 
legislature until the problem was laid out before them in black and 
white. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, sir, I understand your problem. 
LEAA is in the nature of a fiscal relief program. Ninety-nine percent 

of the people that come before the committee say that they want some 
Federal money for some very important project. 

I think the courts need more attention. Could we not extract an 
agreement from the Attorney General and the Administrator to give 
you gentlemen a larger slice of the pie, and let it go at that, rather 
than trying to whack out a special category for the courts? 

After all, you have members of your branch on the SPA's and they 
are deeply involved in all of this. 

Mr. SPENCER. Well, unfortunately, so far as the SPA's are concerned r 
now, in our State, we have no problem. Our court administrator and a 
couple of judges are serving on our SPA's, and they are able to point 
up the problems and to answer the objections that are raised. 

But, unfortunately, that is not true in several of the States. And 
where there is a judge included, it may be someone that the Governor 
picked up, who may 01' may not be thoroughly familial' with the work
ings of the judicial system. And that is one of the reasons that we are 
particularly interested in two things. 

We are particularly interested in getting judicial representation on 
the SPA's; we are particularly interested in having the programs, the 
judicial reforms, and so forth, the planning, drawn by the judiciary. 

MI'. CONYERS. Well, what would you think of my attitude, if I were 
to suggest to you that I am concerned about the whole program which 
is failing to reduce crime, which is acceleruting the rute of the feur of 
crime and which, Romp, $4H billion und 8 yeurs later, has not produced 
much evidence of success. 

Mr. SPENCER. I see your problem. From your point of view, it may 
even look insoluble. 

I would observe, initially, thut, because of LEAA, we have much 
better statisticul information than we hud 8 years ago, und, in some 
part, that may account for whut appears now to be an increase in 
crime. 

My conception of LEAA funding is that t/hey should go in with 
funds-well, I will put it this way-they should not be expected to 
support the State and carry out, that is, to support the State judiciary. 
But they should provide funding which will permit the State judiciary 
to work out a program which they can then present, which may ac
complish the purpose we are seeking. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, now, I am not unsympathetic with the main 
points of your presentation here. 'l'hey are in the record. I have read 
them. I am going to reexamine them. 

But, in view of the fact that this bill comes up only every 3 years 
01' more before the entire Congress, and you are a very important 
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'Part of the whole system, let me ask you gentlemen what advice, 
what feelings you have, what should we record in this hearing in 
'connection wi.th your view about the nature of crime in America in 
19767 And what are we, as Federal and State officials going to do 
'about it? 

Mr. SPENCER. We have a real problem. We realize that. 
So far as the fact that this comes up every 3 years-3 years ago, 

.owe were presenting some of these problems to the LEU administra
tion, and they were going to do something about us. They told us, 
well, there were things they could do; but they were no t done. And we 
are still in the same position we were in 3 years ago. So we are now 
in to see if it.is possible to get some legislative corrections. 

In this area, I cannot help but feel that more efficient courts and 
attacks on recidivism, keeping some of the recidivists off the streets, 
might be helpful i~ meeting some of the problems that you have 
"Suggested. But these are your own area, I would guess, your own courts 
are probably very much overcrowded, t1,ncl in many instances have to 
operate on an assembly line basis, rather than administering justice 
as it should be administered. 

I do not know what the solutions really fl.l'e, but I do know that they 
do need some intensive study and that is what we are attempting to 
get accomplished. 
~ :v1r. OONYERI';. I am concerned, Judges, that we begin to look at the 
system before the offender gets into the criminal justice pu.rt of it, 
before a crime has been committed. But do we not, in the criminal 
justice system, have some responsibility to analyze whl1t ought to be 
'going on in the lurgor society before people get caught up in our sys
tem, ruther than to be looking I1t it from the point of l], police 111'rest? 

:Mr. SPENCER. Definitely, as you SI1Y, the plel1 to the arrest only 
'Stl1l'ts the process, but if the rest of the system cannot process that 
arrest e::q)eclitiousl.v, we have defeated the ends of jw,tice. 

1.11'. CONYERS. Whl1t difference does it make? If the crime rate is 
'goin~ up, and we are processing them fl1ster, how does tllll,t address 
n.nytlling? So we throw more people in jn.il, I1t a more efficient l'I1te, 
but that cloes not speak to the bigger problom, your honor. 

::\f1'. SPENCER. Well, the bigger problem, I think you I1re suggesting, 
is a problem of society tlmt is not going to be !1cldressed solely by the 
criminal justice system. 

:Ml', CONYERS. Well, if j nclges I1nd Oongressmen canllot n.mmrer it, 
"who is left? I mon.n, where 111'0 we to turn for the answers? People 
pl'e:mme that members of the juclicin.l'Y, who n.re the most honored of 
the legal profession, n.ud Membors of the Congl'ess, must have some 
special insight. We sit in exalted positions in Government. 

Now, I do llot know who eIRe to turn to, I can tell you, the Congress 
is brmkrnpt for answers, but here you ure den.ling with these people 
n.ncl the system much J!lol'e intiml1tely than any of us. You are in 
touch with the prosecutmg n.ttol'ney. You know tho defense. You are 
looking at the clefondl1nts. You n.re conducting the trial. You are 
writing the n.ppelln.te decisions. You n.re reviewing the State courts and 
their systems and cOl'l'e0tions. You are sentencing people. For God's 
Rake, yon cannoL be doing this, ycn.r in l1nd year ant, anclnot be think
ing [l,bout the problem thl1t I1'l1ise. 
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. Mr. SPENCER. Well, the problem you raise is a real problem, and 
honestly I have no answers, and I think there are very few that come 
up, if any, that could come up with answers. 

Our concern is that the criminal justice system work, but the crim
inal justice system is only getting the result of the problems created in 
society otherwise, and, so far as the Oongress is concerned, they have 
the larger problem. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, suppose we suspend the LEAA until some of us 
get some answers together. I mean, whn,t is the point in continuing 
throwing a billion dollars a year at a problem that everybody freely, 
from the Attorney General of the United States, to the Administrator 
of LEAA, to the Members of Oongress, to the top offices of the criminal 
justice system, all say has no answer. We have got no answers but 
continue fundingi creating categories; and we keep rolling along as the 
rate gets higher, as crime becomes a larger and larger problem, as 
people begin to question whether we are, indeed, functioning in a 
dvilized society. 

Now, what is wTong with just stop;Jing the program, and we take a 
year off and we begin to examine what ought to be happening, and, 
start off with an objective of reducing crime. 

Mr. SPENCER. My answer to that, so far as it is, is that there are 
problems, many problems, but I cannot help but feel personally that 
we would be much worse off than we are today if it had not been for 
the functioning of LEAA, and I do not think stopping LEAA is the 
answer. 

Maybe our crime rate is going to continue, but, unless we do every
thing possible to try to meet this burden, it could get much worse than 
it i" ~at the present time, and, as I say, I cannot help but feel that, if 
it had not been for the measures that have been taken in the past, that 
we would be worse off, and I do not think the answer to correcting 
certain deficiencies is the elimination of the program entirely, and that 
would be the solution that is proposed. 

I think that probably a more intensive study of the functioning of 
the sY8tem, ndministratively, might be an answe". I do not think that 
the Federal Government-as a matter of fact, I would be opposed to 
the Federal Government carrying the burdens of the State. 

It is my understanding that the LEAA is providing about 5 percent 
fnnding, and I expect that that funding should be used to develop or 
initiate programs tlu'\,t might help cure this situation with the re
sponsibility of the State to carryon, but the States, burdened as they 
are now, taxwisc, will not initiate programs to do these things that 
may be necessary to study this problem unless they get help from some 
other source, and that is the function that the LEAA has been per
forming and can perform, and all I am urging is that it be administered 
morc efficiently so far as the State court sY:5tems are concerned, and I 
think that it would jw;tify its existence if that were true. 

So, what we are urging, judicinlrepresentation on the State planning 
ngcncies-we are urging that some judicial l;epl'csentatives be 
ap pointed by the court of lust resort in each State. 

The American Bar Association urges the reauthorization-getting 
to your point-of the I..JRAA program for 5 years, but, of course, 
subject to congressional change at any time. 
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We also urge the establishment of the necessary funding for whatever 
program is continued. We feel that it must be for a period of time other 
than a year to encourage the development of long-range plans for 
court improvement and to permit the development of a multiyear,. 
comprehensive, judicial improvement plan for each State, and, if it 
were to be stopped, as you suggested, for 11 year, everything wouiel 
stop, and we would lose the progress we have made, und we would 
start from scratch a year from now. 

We are also urging that the judicial planning entities be permitted 
to develop comprehensive plans without being compelled to adopt any 
particular type of organization. That is, we do not want the State 
planning agencies to be able to say well, if you will do this in your 
court system, we will give you funds. We heattily endorse and insist. 
that it is a must, a provision for continual congressional oversight, 
evaluation of the LEAA Act, as well as its operation. 

Now, to avoid the misleading statements that you have heard in 
the past, I would say that the funding for courts, as I see them, is 
less than probably 5 percent. If you listen to the LEAA reports, they 
will say well, it runs from 17 to 25 percent. 

I would say the only way to avoid these misleading statistics is to· 
incorporate in the amendments the definition of the word, court. 

N ow, the Rodino bill and the Kennedy bill do define court ancl 
courts of last resort substantially as we have suggested in our proposed 
resolu tion. 

I urge your favorable considerable consideration of the amendments 
that we have left with you. I firmly believe that it is a broad outline 
of-which will tend to remedy the present deficiencies in the act, not 
as they pertain to the country as a whole but as they pertain to our 
State court systems, and that is the only point to which I am really 
addressing myself today. 

Now, on behalf of the American Bar Association, I thank this 
subcommittee for affording me this opportunity to appear in con
nection with the reauthorization of the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, and I will welcome any ful'ther questions now or 
after you have listened to Judge Pennington. 

I will say that Judge Pennington has made a much more thorough 
investigation of this whole subject than I have because he was a 
member of the Irving study group; the Dean Irving study group 
which analyzed the operation of the LEAA for the Administration. 

Mr. CONYERS. Thank you very much. 
Judge Pennington. 
Mr. PENNING'l'ON. Mr. Chairman, I, too, appreciate the opportunity 

to appear here before this committee. 
I would like to address myself, if I may, first, to your question, 

should we abolish LEAA because LEAA has not stopped the increase 
in the crime rate. 

I think each of us has to place LEAA in its proper perspective. It 
was designed to assist, but not to run, the criminlll justice system of 
this Nation. There are many instances in many States where quite 
the contrary is deemed to be true, and the States themselves have 
abdicated their duty to try to operate their own system and try to 
depend on the Federal Govel'l1ment. 
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. On the one h'and, they would like, to say we do not want aily inter
ference from the Federal Goyernro:ent. On the other h~nd, as -the 
lawyer always says, the hand is out for more Federal dole, and the 
answer to this does not lie strictly in the question of dollars and cents 
from the Federal Government. But it does perhaps lie in the expertise 
which has been able to come to the State level by virtue of the LEAA 
Act, and I think we could sit here for the rest of the day and cite to 
you specific examples of positive activity which has occurred by 
reason of the infusion of LEAA's presence, as well as LEAA funds. 

Mr. Jiro. Swain, who, for example, is the head of the LEAA court 
'Section, is an extremely competent man. Tom Madden is, perhaps, 
as well equipped to be a general counsel of such an important agency 
as any man I have ever met, and these people are very sympathetic 
to the needs of the court. 

We have found, as we toured the country, that perhaps a lot of the 
di:fficul ty does not lie here in Washington. It lies in the regional offices 
of the LEAA, and it also lies in the State planning agencies, and this 
is the reason that we would like to urge the Rodino and the Kennedy 
changes which have been recommended in order to provide some 
additional control over the management of the use of LEAA. 

I think we have to confess that perhaps judges are the worst of all 
planners. After all, the duties of a judge are to be a judge. They are 
judging, and the judge, essentially, is a babe in the woods when it 
comes to the field of grantsmanship. 

I think the best example in Los Angeles, where you have more 
planners, full-time, paid planners, in the Los Angeles Police Depart
ment than you have superior court judges in the entire Los Angeles 
COlmty system, would quickly tell you why $14 million in Federal 
funds flowed to the Los Angeles Police Department, and the courts 
there are stacked UP knee deep in work. . 

I visited Tucson: the superior court in Tucson. It has 13 judges. 
'1'hose judges are on a 365-days-a-year schedule. 

Mr. CONYERS. I have never met a judge who worked 365 days in 
my life. 

Mr, PEN1>fINGTON. Then I would invite you to go to Tucson. 
Mr. CONYERS. I might add, hastily, r have never met a Congress

man who worked 365 days out of the year. 
Mr. PENNINGTON. I invite you to go to Tucson, and I would 

point out to you--
Mr. CONYERS. At whose expense? 
Mr. PENNINGTON. At the expense of the Federal Government, and 

r wotIld suggest that lOU go today because the weather there is 
beautiful, and I would hke to join you, and we can discuss this on the 
way. 

1 think that you have to realize that the court situation in this 
country is probably in a much more deplorable situation than the 
Federal Government would ever believe. 

Starting with the facilities which are crumbling, we found that 
in our own State of Kentucky, by virtue of being able to obtain 
some funds through LEAA and making a statewide court survey, 
that of 86 circuit judges in those States, 10 had no telephone, 31 had 
no secreturies. 'l'lie question thnt we ask at the end of the ques
tionnaire that we IJosed to each judge, what could we do that would 
help you the most, the1Jl"uswer one judge gave us was that, if I did not 
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have to go across the stree/i to the Gulf station to go to the bathroom 
during trials, I believe it would help me more than anything I could 
do, pretty well typifies to me the state of the State court system. 

Now, LEU has made some tremendous advances in the court. 
system which would not have been made by these States because, in 
my own. State of Kentucky, for example, the State budget lists" 
below miscellaneous, the judicial branch of the government, that is,. 
the lowest part of the government budget, and it was one-tenth of 1 
percent. 

By reason of LEAA help, an infusion of their expertise, and the· 
planning which they have allowed us to proceed with, the budget for' 
the judicial branch of the government is tenfold, this year, what it has 
been in the past. 

The people in the State of Kentucky have been aroused to adopt a 
judicial article. We will have a district court as of January 1978. All 
of the judges in our State will now have to be members of the bar, as 
they have not been in the past. We will no longer have people being 
tried underneath automobiles by mechanics, or in the poolroom, or 
paying off fines along the side of the road in cash-register justice. 

You ask where is the problem. The problem, of course, is in some
tIling that you cannot legislate and we cannot cure in the courts. 

The problem, of course, is a sociological one that happens in the 
home. 

My 5-year-old son recently took six coke bottles. He went down the 
street, and in each d' iveway he would break one, and so when I 
posed the question to him-what would he like for me to talk to him 
about?-He said: "Daddy, to tell yOU the truth, I don't like to talk 
to judges about things like that." So many people do not talk to us 
and many people do not talk to you. 

As you say, you are in an exalted position, and, perhaps, we are 
not seeing some of the things that are going on below us, but, let me 
say, we do see what is going on in the courts, and we have had more 
help by virtue of LEAA in the States I have visited than anything' 
else. 

H that is abolish(l(l, it only means that something else will have to 
take its place. If you abolish J-,EAA, you are going to have to es
tablish the "EEAV' over here because the States are not equipped, 
by virtue of ability, to do anything about it. 

For example, there is no archive in this country where I can find 
out what was going on in Nebraska on the question of bail bond 
release, but, by virtue of J-,EAA compiling information and having· 
programs which al'e carried on, llnd preserving this information and 
sharing it with other States, the wheel is not going to have to be
reinvented again, and again, and again in the court system, and the, 
funds which are going to be saved al'e going to amount to a whole· 
lot for us. 

I say that one of the bi~gest fnu1ts in reducing crime is the fact 
that the courts, the conditIOn of the courts, is such that the courts 
slow down the system of justice. . 

We have filled the hole in the pohce department on the one end,. 
and that endless ship is sinking, the whole ship of justice, by not 
spreading the funds afJ they should be spread, llnd this is, as I ~,ee it., 
the purpose of the Rodino and the Kennedy bill is to equalize the· 
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needs -throughout the entire criminal justice system, find I wouler 
commend that to you, sir. 

Mr. CONYERS. 'VeIl, I thank you very much. 
You know, in your presentation, which I enjoyed, we are identifying' 

several shortcomings in the system. . 
For example, a State that will not put telephones into a judge's. 

chamber or provide a justice with a clerk, that is more than just a: 
fiscal irresponsibility. That indicates and manifests a state of mind 
about the court system that speaks far mote than the cost of the item 
that we have been discussing. 

Somewhere along the line, you know, the American Bar Association, 
or the judicial conferences, it would seem to me, would want to know,. 
would want to make sure, that all of you have the benefit of the prece
dents of each other. 'rhat would seem fundamental to a first year 
law student. 

Mr. PENNINGTON. I think you attribute, though, more to the
ability of the American Bar Association to carryon such a program 
than the American Bar Association could possibly handle. 

This is such a large, national problem, and I want to point out 
again, if I may emphasize again, that the telephoncs, and the secrc-· 
talteS, and the necessary things in the court systems have occurred in 
Kentucky by reason of the LEAA-funded court study which was then 
released to the Courier Journal, and once the news media released it 
to the eyes of the public, then the executive and legislative branches. 
of the Govermnent were very glad to take note of it, and they could 
not understand this oversight, and, at the present time, we have cured 
this ill, and,if this story is repeated, and I can assure you it has been, 
and I have toured the Nation as a member of the tlnee-person special 
study team on the judicial amendment. . 

I am amazed at the improvements which have been made in the
last year and a half by LEAA in the court section. I think that they 
have a long way to go in order to catch up with the needs, but I must 
blame the judges themselves, ourselves, myself, for having waited 
so long to rattle the chain because we have been too reticent to· 
complain, perhaps thinking it undignified or non-judge-like, or 
whatever else it may be to stand up in the marketrJace and say 
look, we have certain needs in this court. We expect our State 
government to take care of it. Of course, there is always the mandamus" 
as you know, and several other things available to the court. They 
could charge it, send the bill to the State treasurer, and then put him 
in jail if he does not pay it. That would get your name in the paper, 
and, unfortunately, we have to run for office, and we are not ap
pointed for life, and so there is that to keep us from doing it, but 
I just cannot emphasize enough that LEAA is continuing to make 
great contributions in the court system, and, if we could straighten 
out the court system, I think you fire going to see a change in the 
crime situation. because one of the Dig problems, as I see it, in the 
crime rate increasing, is the recidivism that occurs while a man is· 
waiting to have his trial, and, while he is running around the street, 
he commits three or four mOl:e felonies while he is trying to get on the 
court do.cket. 

We need to do something about the court system which is being 
run the same way it was in 1900 across this Nation, and that applie~,. 
I am sorry to SI1Y, Mr. Ohairman, to the] eclel'l11 system. Although 



410 

it is claimed to be perfect, the Federal court system is in the same 
shape, if not worse, than the State system. 

Mr. OONYERS. My final question is this. Would not LEAA fund~ng 
be just as well utilized as the categorical plan that you present if 
LEAA was to use its influence to create a ~reater coordination between 
the various sections of the criminal justIce system so that we begin 
to get this kind of interfacing that is so clearly missing, as your 
testimony points out? 

Mr. SPENCER. That is what we were working on 3 years ago, and 
we thought that probably from the top and through the regional 
operation it would be possible to bring sufficient pressures on the 
State planning agencies to get that job done, but we found that it 
would not. 

As soon as a block grant was given to a State, the State had no 
further contact, I will say, so far as the top administration of LEAA 
was concerned, so that I feel legislation is necessary to give the 
.Administrator the tools to work with to get this job done. 

I would agree with you that it is 11 problem of administration, but 
the Administrator is dealing with the appointments of the Governor 
in the various Stl1tes, and he hl1s to hl1ve some pretty solid backing 
flO far as Oongress is concerned before he might feel thl1t he wants 
to take on one of the Stl1te planning agencies. 

lvIr. OONYERS. Gentlemen, I want to thank you for your testimony 
here this morning, and I hope that you will continue to help us in 
the examinl1tion of this pl1rt of the Government that affects us both. 
We are grateful for you both appearing. 

Mr. SPENCER. We are grateful to you for letting us come in. Thank 
Sou. 

Mr. OONYERS. Our next witnesses I1re Mr. Walter Sml1rt and 
Mr. Robert Dye I1nd associates. 

Mr. Smart is the executive director of the N ationl1l Federation 
of Settlements and N eighbol'hood Oenters. 

Mr. Dye is an associl1te executive director of the N ationl1l Board of 
YMOA's. 

We recognize thl1t you' have worked in the juvenile delinquency 
field gentlemen. We have your statement, which will be incorporated 
into the record, some 15 pages. We I1re grateful thl1t you prepared 
it in I1dvance, and it w.ill now I1ppel1r I1t this point in the record, I1nd 
you ml1y begin your discussion. 

[The prepl1red stl1tement of Walter Sml1rt I1nd Robert Dye follow:] 

;STA'l'EMENT OF WALTlm SMART, EXBOUTIVE DIREOTOn., NATIONAL FEDBRATION 
OF SET'l'LEMENTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD OENTlms, AND Romm'l' DYE, ASSOOI!\.TE 
EX1~CUTIVI" DIREOTOH, NA'I'IONAL BOARD OF YOUNG IVlI~N'S OrnusTIAN Asso
CIATION, ON BEHALF 01<' THE NA'rIONAL OOLLABORATION FOR YOUTH 

Mr. Ohairman, it is n grent pleasure for us to accept your invitation to testify 
here today on behnlf of the NntiOlll1J. Oollnborntion for Youth. 'l'he objective of 
our testimony is to explain the need to include assurnnces in the renuthorization 
,of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration that the level of financial and 
program support for juvenile justice and delinquency prevention under the 
Omnibus Orime Oontrolnnd Snfe Streets Act be maintnined. 

We hope that you and your Subcommittee will not report Section 8 (2), nnd 8 
(3) of II.R. 9236, which would delete the requirement of «maintenance of effort" 
for LEAA juvenile delinquency progrnms from the Safe Streets Act, as nmended, 
.nnd from the Juvcnile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. We want 
to assure you that this requirement is not a mere technicality, but is essential to 
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'creation of a meaningful Federal government effort to reduce juvenile crime anc;l. 
,improve the quality of the juvenile justice system. 

This. is particularly important as efforts in the juvenile areL), are viewed as es
:sential to the reduction of crime, which we assume to be a top priprity or this 
Committee~ We quote from the 6th Annual Report of LEAA: 

" ... Perhaps the area that offers the most promise for red1,lcing crime is that 
'of treatment and diveJ:Sion programs, rather than institutionalizlj,tion, for juveniles 
who run afoul of the law." (Page 5) 

" ... If young people in trouble can be identified before their first serious en
'counter with. the law and given the chance to participate in programs designed. to 
'Promvte constructive behavior; the rate of juvenile crime might be reduced signifi
'cltntly." (Page 41) 

We are particularly pleased so testify here today due to.theCollal;>oratio!l's long~ 
term commitment to fight to improve the quality of juvenile justice for y01,!.ng 
peopl!:), and to break the cycle of crime by preventing delinquency in the first in
stance. 

The National Collaboration for Youth consists of: Boys' Clubs of America, 
'Camp Fire Girls, Future Homemal;;ers of America, Gid Scouts of the U.S.A., 
National Board of YMCA's, National JeWi$h Welfare Board, Boy Scouts. of 
America, 4-H Clubs, Girls Clubs of America, National Board of YWCA's, 
National Federation of: Settlements, o,nd Red Cross Youth Service Ji'rograms. 

In excess of 30,000,000 young people were served by the local affiliates of these 
'organil,ationsin 1974. These are a broad cross-section of this nation's young people 
;from rural and urban areas from every State in the Union, from all income levels 
and from all ethnic, racial, religious and social backgrounds. We have the. experi
'ence of working with children !tnd youth, many of whom are poor-poor in eco.
nomic resourccs, poor in spirit, poor in opportunity, children who are alienateg., 
,children who are troubled, !tnd children wh) get into trouble. 

\Ve have the expertise of 40,000 professional staff, both men and women, who 
believe in the importance of their work in youth development, and w40 believe 
,in the need to divert children from our outmoded jttvenile justice system. This 
,resource of competent, knowledgeable individuals with expertise in working with 
,youth and families is a formidable system of service delivery already twailable and 
active in large and smo,ll communities, urban centers and rural areas . 

. We luwe the services of 5,000,000 volunteers-this is an unusually active 
.resource of uncompensated people power. Voluntarism is a reality-a f.undamental 
facet of national youth serving agencies' orgl;tni~l;ttion. One million volunteers 
serve on national and local boards and committees. 'l'his tremendous corp!3 of 
local community leadership extends into every State of the Nation, providing a 
wide base of community support and influence. 

One of the major reasons behind the formation of the National Collapol,'ation 
:for Youth, which is rcally /l, way for Nl;ttional Executives and lay leaders to work 
togethenJor common goals, was a mutual anxiety about the problem of juvenile 
delinquencY and. its prevention. We were well a.ware that th<;l arrest of juvenil<;ls 
.for serious criminal nets has risen 1,600 percent in 20 yea.rs. Bu.t, as voluntary 
national youth-serving orgtmi~u.tions) we were COncerned both about the quality of 
,our juvenile justice system and the lack of a voice on this issue from those orga
nizations t1;lat have the most ;first-hand experience hl working with our nation's 
,youth. Qur agencies, den.ling daily with the delinquent and potentially delinquent 
'youth in our society, are aware of the abuses and shilrtcOlnings of the. w:ay our 
communities treiJ,t juveniles. 

'1'ho Oollaboration came together to express its concern that children o,1:e 
'frequently rejected by recreational, education and social service systems only to be 
,abandoned to the streets, the courts and ultimately detention and correctic;mal 
systems. Because of the urgent need to offer more opportunities to young people 
,and to find improved methods of preventing delinquency and of handling youthful 
'qffenoers, the national voluntAry organizations committed themselves t:; 
;strengthen their efforts and to reform youth jlervices. 

But, it Wl;ts obvious from the beginning, that etrective government I;tction was 
'essential if th,ere was to b.e t~ny hope of success. And, so we pledged our organiza
tions to seek n,pal,'tnership between t):le puplic and privL\te sectors to help children 
In trouble, 

One' of the first efforts of the National Oollaboration for Youth was to work for 
the comJ2rehensive ttpprol\Ch to th<;l juv.enile crime problem embodied in the 
Juvenile ,Jul)tiQe ttI:td Delinquency Prevention Act of 1074. This Act created a new 
Office of Juvenile Juetice and Delinquency Prevention in L1)JAA to coordinate 
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Federal delinquency programs and administer a new juvenile delinquency preven
tion diversion and community-based alternative program. The bill enacted the 
principles necessary for a new public-private cooperation in combatting 
delinquency. • 

Throughout the three year bipartisan push to pass the Juvenile Justice Act, 
there was considerable debate over what agency should administer the bill. LEAA, 
in claiming that it was the appropriate agency to administer the bill, stressed 
repeatedly its experience in the juvenile justice field. LEAA explicitly sub
stantiated its commitment to the field by emphasizing the significant, if small, 
allocation of funds to juvenile justice from its Safe Streets appropriation. In 
placing the new juvenile delinquency program in LEA A, Congress recognized that 
this new Act would be meaningless if LEAA could simply stop using Safe Streets 
Act funds for juvenile justice programs. 

In order to assure that LEAA maintained the level of funding of its existing 
juvenile delinquency programs, the Juvenile Justice Act provided in the authoriza
tion of appropriation section as follows: 

Sec. 261 (b) "In addition to the funds appropriated under this section, the 
Administration shall maintain from other Law EnfOl'cement Assistance Admin
istration appropriations other than the appropriations for administration, at 
least the same level of financial assistance for juvenile delinquency programs 
assisted by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration during fiscal year 
1972." 

It is this subsection-the so-called "maintenance of effort" provision, which 
Section 8 (2) of H.R. 9236 seeks to delete from the 1974 Act. Section 8 (3) of this 
House hill also seeks to delete Section 544 of that Act which contained an identical 
maintenance of effort provision as a conforming amendment to the Safe Streets 
Act. 

Repeal of the maintenance of effort provision would make the passage of the 
landmark Juvenile Justice Act a sham because of the limited funding available 
for the new Act. The requirement of maintenance of juvenile justice funding 
under the Safe Streets Act is essential for any meaningful Federal government 
effort to prevent and reduce youth crime, due to the fact that Congress has had 
to push LEAA towards a greater commitmcnt to juvenile justice programs, and 
the resistance of the Administration to adequate appropriations for the new Act. 

Ever since the establishment of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra
tion, Congress has been pressing LEAA to provide leadership in the reduction 
and prevention of youth crime. Any question of LEAA's mandate in this field 
was finally eliminated by the 1971 and 1973 amendments to the Safe Streets Acts, 
which specifically authorized grants for conullunity-based delinquency prevention; 
amended the declm'ation of purposes of the Safe Streets Act to include the reduc
tion of delinquency; and provided for the first time that each State must include 
juvenile delinquency in the comprehensive State plan. Not until 1974 did LEAA 
establish an office to deal with delinquency. The track record of State planning 
agencies' programs funded by LEA A is mixed. Some States devote almost no 
resources to the delinquency question. 

The lack of commitment to juvenile justice programs by LEAA is demonstrated 
by the small proportion of its funds allocated to juvenile crime measured. against 
the proportion of crime committed by juveniles. The States, in using theirLEAA 
Stu,te block grants, have never allocated as much as a fifth of their resources to 
seeking solutions to the delinquency problem in this nation. Considering the 
fact that youth are responsible for almost half of the serious crime in this country, 
and that juveniles have the highest recidivism rate, it is clear that LEAA has 
never devoted an adequate proportion of its !tppropriations to the juvenile crime 
problem. Congress was extremely sensitive to the need to compel LEAA to continue 
its juvenile justice programs at at least the 1972 level, and for this reason placed 
the maintenance of effort provision in the Juvenile Justice Act. 

In this connection, it should be noted that at the time of the passage of the 
Juvenile Justice Act, LEAA stated that it had spent $140 million on juvenile 
delinquency programs in 1972. By the time of the 1975 oversight hearings, LEAA 
testified that it had actually spent only $112 million on juvenile delinquency 
programs in fiscal 1972. Recently, LEAA referred to the "more than $100 million" 
spen t on these programs in 1972. It is not surprising that LEAA keeps changing 
its 1972 juvenile jm;tiee total because LEAA, to this dn,y, docs not have an ade
quate Hyatem of accounting for actual expenditures of funds. This is particularly 
true of State block grant funds, but LEAA also has incomplete information on 
how LEA A discretionary funds are spent. We do n0t know, for example, what it 
il:l counting as "juvenile justice expenditures" in arriving at the fiscal 1972 total. 
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As long as LEAA has this kind of flexibility with regard to juvenile justice funding',. 
both in terms of dollars and definitions, it is important that the maintenance or 
effort provision continue as a measure of the nunimum acceptable expenditure: 
for juvenile justice. . 

Since the passage of the Juvenile Justice Act in 1974, LEAA's total commitment 
to the funding of juvenile justice programs has not increased. The National COlmcil 
on Crime and Delinquency in 1975 testimony before the Subcommittee on Crimi
nal Laws and Procedures of the Senate Judiciary Committee, expressed its 
concern over the "irresponsibly low ratio" (9.3%) which LEAA spent of its 
discretionary flmds on juvenile justice programs in 1973. In spite of the fact. 
that most adult criminals start their "careers" as juvenile delinquents, the States 
did little better than the Fedeml government in expenditures for juvenile justice'~ 
In 19'75, LEAA State block grant expenditures in the juvenile justice area remained! 
at the "grossly inadequate" level of 13.1 % of available funds. LEAA's record Oll! 
juvenile justice makes it clear that to leave the level of expenditures in this vitaJ 
area to LEAA's discretion is to court disaster. 

The need for the maintenance of effort provision is apparent in the light of thei 
cut in the Administmtion's over-all request for LEAA appropriations for fiscal! 
year 1977. In this connection, The National Collaboration for Youth wishes to' 
support the reauthorization of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
We cannot take a position as to the level of funding for adult IJrograms, bu~ 
virtually all of our agencies have administered Safe Streets Act grants and can. 
speak from experience on the value of juvenile justice programs funded under 
that Act. From a policy point of view, the continuance of the maintenance of 
effort provision is crucial to deal with the exploding youth crime crisis. 

Nevertheless, given LEAA's record in the delinquency area, it is a cause for 
concern that the Administration's budget has proposed a decrease in LEAA's 
budget request to $709.9 mlllion for fiscal year 1977. This request represents a 
net decrease of $102.7 million below the $810.8 million adjusted appropriation 
for fiscal 1976, according to Mr. Velde's testimony before the House Appropria
tions Subcommittee. If the maintenance of effort provision is deleted, much of 
the LEAA's budget cut may well come out of juvenile justice programs. 

TIle retention of the maintenance of effort provision is also crucial due to the 
reluctance of the Administmtion' to provide adequate funding for the effective 
implementation of the Juvenile Justice Act. For the three fiscal years covered by: 
this Act, only $10 million (2.8%) of the $350 million total authorization has ever 
been requested by the Administration. It did not request appropriations for either 
fiscal 1975 or 1976. The Federal budget for fiscal year 1977 requests only $1<Y 
million for juvenile justice and delinquency prevention, which represents a 75 % 
cut from Congress' funding for fiscal year 1976. The National League of Cities. 
and the U.S. Conference of Mayors stated in their review of theAdministration's 
budget, that this program was cut so severely that its "very survival is ques
tioned." 

In addition, in January, 1976, th0 Administration submitted a message deferring 
$15 million of the $40 million which Congress appropriated for fiscal year 1976 for 
the Juvenile Justice Act. Even though this deferral is supposed to be spent in 
fiscu.l year 1977 the deferral request jeopardizes the entire delinquency program 
at a time when the States are just starting to participate in the Juvenile Justice Act. 
Some States have even decided not to partiCipate because of the inadequate 
Federal funding, and more may opt out. Given the low level of commitment to the 
1974 Justice Act, its existence should not be used to decrease juvenile justice 
programming under the Safp. Streets Act. 

It must be pointed out that in the notice of Deferral of Budget Authority of the 
$15 million for .uscal year 1976, the justification states that, in addition to appro
priations available to LEAA under the Juvenile Justice Act, the funding of juvenile 
delinquency programs from other LEAA grant programs must not be reduced. 
below the fiscal year 1972 level of "more than $100 million. II It would appear that 
the Administration is using the maintenance of effort requirement to defer funds 
under the Juvenile ,Justice Act while simultaneously trying to delete, through 
Section 8 of H.R. 9236 this requirement. '1'he net result w('uld be that funding 
levels of juvenile justice programs will be entirely in LEAA's discretion. Success in 
this combination of policies could be disastrous if not fatal to tm effective LEAA 
juvenile justice effort, and would put the Federal role in juvenile delinquency 
programming back to where it was before enactment of the 1974 Act. 

The overWhelmingpLLssage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 
Act demonstrated Congress' clear recognition of the need for a coordinated 
comprehensive Federal response to the juvenile delinquencJT crisis, and that the 
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maintenance of effort provision was essentinl to such a significant Federal commit
ment. 

The explicit mandate for Fedemlleadership was a key element in winning The 
Oollabomtion's belief in the importance of this legislation. Oongress passed the 
legislation overwhelmingly-the House by a 329 to 20 vote and the Senate by an 
88 to 1 vote-and the House-Senate Oonference version was passed unanimously 
by both bodies. The Oonference Report stated: 

"The conferees agreed to including a provision from the Senate bill which 
requires LEAA to maintain its current levels of funding for juvenile delinquency 
programs and not to decrease it as a result of the new authorization under this 
Act. It is the further intention of the conferees that current levels of funding for 
juvenile delinquency programs in other Federal agencies not be decreased as a 
direct result of new funding under this Act." 

Oongress recognized, and it remains true today that the maintenance of effort 
provision is essential to give the Juvenile Justice Act a chance for effective imple
mentation. The League of Oities and the United States Oonference of Mayors have 
pointed out in its 1976 study, The Federal Budget and the Cities, that "the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Program should be given a fair chance to 
prove itself ... " Adding the funds required by maintenance of effort and the 
Administration's request for fiscal year 1977 for the Juvenile Justice Act, only 
about 13% of the total LEAAfunds would be expended for juvenile justice in 1977. 

The lack of commitment to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act is a tragically familiar story. In 1968, Oongress passed fhe Juvenile Delin
quency Prevention and Oontrol Act, giving ILK W. priman responsibility for 
nationulleadership in dcveloping a broad spectrum of preventive and rehabilitative 
services to delinquency and pre-delinquent youth. H.E. W. ultimately failed to 
meet its broad mandate due to lack of effective administration, particular lack of 
support from the Department, and lack of sufficient funding. One of thc reasons 
for placing the new Act iu LEAA was to focus all juvenile justice programs in one 
place. But, it would be tragic to tmnsfer the delinquency program to LEAA only to 
repent the failure. 

Our hopes for the LEAA program remain high for there are a number of signifi
cant differences between the LEAA program and its predecessor. 

Although the program existed for a year without an Administrator, a qualified 
and competent juvenile justice expert, Milton Luger, has been appointed to head 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention within LEAA. 

The Juvenile Justice Act provides for policy control, not only of the programs 
under the Act, but also for the progrums concerned with juvenile delinquency 
administered by LEAA under the Omnibus Orime Oontrol and Safe St,reets Act. 
Mr. Luger's appointment was a first step in telling the bureaucracy, both in the 
Federal and State governments, that LEAA seriously intends to carry out the 
mandate of the Act. But, adequate appropriations are essential for the States to 
take this messnge seriously. 

The required Federal Ooordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention has been established and has undertaken the difficult task of trying to 
,coordinate all Federal juvenile delinquency efforts. 

The National Advisory Oommittee for Juvenile and Delinquency Prevention, 
a broadly repr!:'sentative group, including Oollaboration Ohairman William Bricker 
of the Boy's Olubs of America, is becoming advisor to LEA A on the planning, 
operationi, and management of juvenile delinquency programs. 

The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention has, 
commenced the research and evaluation required by the Act to make juvenile 
delinqu!:'ncy progmmming increasingly effective and accountable in the years 
nhead. The States are charged with developing the first comprehensive plans 
required by the Act so that the new delinquency prevention, diversion and com
munity-based alternatives programs should be part of meaningful coordinated 
approach of public and private agencies at the local, State and national level. 

A ke~T premise of the Juvenile .Tustice Act is the recognition of the need for 
cooperation of the private voluntnry sector because voluntary agencies have a 
well established delivery system unmtttched by government agencies. 

We fully recognize that it will require many more years of hard work to begin 
effective implementation of the Act. At the present time, we are only asking for 
assured funding to make thl1t significant beginning possible. 

The Juvenile Justice Act does not have to be extended until the end of fiscal 
yellr 1977, but the deci~ion to retain the maintcnance of effort provision in the 
('xtension of tho Safe Streets Act will indicate the intent of Oongress to continue 
to support a Federal leadership role in thc juvenile justice field. 
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In closing, 'we want to address two questions which are frequently raised in 
relation to delinquency programs: (1) are these programs a duplication of other 
social programs, and (2) is further research J?-eede!i before pro.ceeding on delin
quency programs? The answer to both questIOns IS a resoundmg tlNo." In the 
first instance, our nation's youth have never received a fair share of social pro
gram funds due, perhaps, to the fact that they are among the most powerless 
members of society. The delinquent and potential delinquent population are the 
least protected of this powerless group because many of them are poor, female, or 
disproportionately from minority groups. Many are the throw-away children 
(the dropouts or the push-outs) who no individual or organization wishes to deal 
with and who are virtually voiceless in .our society. These are the youth who are 
always at risk because they have been declared failures by every other social 
institution prior to involvement in the juvenile justice system. 

The constituent agencies of the Collaboration have years of experience in work
ing with youth in trouble in programs at the grass-roots level with proven effec
tiveness in preventing delinquency. They know that more research is not needed 
before creating more services to prevent delinquent behavior by these young 
people. 

While we can all benefit from knowledgE. gained from evaluation, we want it 
clearly on the record that more than enough is known to proceed with the pre
vention and treatment programs funded through the Safe Streets Act. There is 
no need for llore models or further studies before action. There is a need for a 
lasting Federal commitment to provide the leadership, knowledg~ and resources 
necessary for desperately needed operational programs. The \.Jollaboration is 
committed to working with LEAA to form a partnership between private volUn
tary agencies and the government so that these agencies can use their 'expertise to 
establish the operational programs necessary to reach hard-to-reach young 
people. 

The National Collaboration for Youth is also committed to providing a voice 
at the national level for experienced youth-serving agencies and their constit
uents, the youth themselves, in the fight for justice for juveniles this year, next 
year, and for years to come. 

This year the Collaboration recognizes that the battle that must be won on 
behalf of youth at the Federal level is the battle.to prevent the repeal of the 
maintenance of effort prOVision in the extension of LEAA. We strongly urge this 
Subcommittee not to delete this provision so vitally important to young people, 
and indeed to all people of this nation. 

Thankyou, Mr. Ohairman. 

TESTIMONY OF WALTER SMART, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NA
TIONAL FEDERATION OF SETTLEMENTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
CENTERS, AND ROBERT DYE, ASSOCIATE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL BOARD OF YOUNG MEN'S CHRISTIAN ASSOCIATION 

Mr. SMART. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
My name is Walter Smart, executive director of the National Fed

eration of Settlements and Neighborhood Oenters. 
We appreciate the opportunity to appeal' before you this morning. 

We recognize that your committee is not concerned with the Juvenile 
Justic'e and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, but we will mention 
it in part of our testimony for further understanding of the position 
which we take. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, we are concerned., We may not have direct 
jurisdiction over that le~islation, but this subcommittee is very sym
pathetic to its relationshIp to LEAA and the entire subject matter of 
crime. 

Mr. SMART. Good; we hope that you and your subcommittee will 
not report section 8(2) and 8(3) of H.R. 9236, which would delete 
requirements of maintenance of effort for LEAA juvenile justice pro
grams from the Safe Streets Act, as amended, and from the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 
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We want to assure you that, this requirement is not a mere tech
nicality, but is essential to creation of a meaningful Federal Govern
ment effort to reduce juvenile crime u.nd to improve tho quality of the 
juvenile justice system. 

We are particularly pleased to testify here today duo to the Collabo
ration's long-term commitment to improve the qtutlity of juvenile 
justice for young people and to break the cycle of crime by preventing 
,delinquency in the fil'st instance. 

The National Colhtboration for Youth consists of Boys' Clubs of 
America, the Camp ]'i1'o Girls, li'uture Homemakers of America, Girl 
Scouts of thc U.S.A., National Board of Y1IOAs, Nn,tional Jewish 
1Velfare Board, 4-H Clubs, Girls Clubs of America" National Bonnl of 
YWCAs, the National ]'edertltion of 8ettkments and Neighborhood 
Centers, and R('d Cross youth service programs. 

N ow, our basic point is that this collaboration has come together 
with a strong f('('ling about the nc('d for nntional kndcrship and focus 
on the issue of juvenile ju~tice and juvonil(l crim~. 

Since the passage of the landmark act of 1974, less than 2.8 percent 
of the $350 million totlliauthorizn.tion has ever been requested by the 
administration for juvcnile justice and delinquency prevention. 

Infiscnl1975, we receivcclreprogramed funds from the Safe Streets 
.Act of $25 million, aud in fiscal 1976 nnd fiscal 1977, the administration 
l'equ('stedno funds in 1976 nnd only $10 million in fiscn.l1977. 

The repeal of the 111aintenance of effort provision would mnke the 
;pnssnge of the landmark Juvenile Ju~tice Act a sham because of the 
limited funding now available under that act. 

The administration's representatives luwe sought to show that this 
is a 111ere technicality bccause of the existence of the Juvenile Justice 
Act which the ndministrn.tion has neYer sought to fund, us I pointed 
out, except in 1977, by a mere $10 million. 

Evon if that act were fully funded, we would believe that the mainte
nn.nce of effort provisions would still be important. 

As you know, scr~ons crime is now being committed, I think 50 
percent of it, by youth undor 18 years of age, and the amount of atten
tion and effort this age group is recl.'iving, we belie\'e, is deplorable. 

lvIr. DYE. Mr. Ohairman, I think the dilemma thn.t our country faces 
is that, once we have built up a largo system of, and a philosophy of, 
incnl'cern.tion nnd punislunl.'nt, and set up institutions to handle young 
people that get into trouble, we find oursclves in the position of, eyen 
though we advocate l'crol'ln, oven though (Wet',Yone will Stty that it is 
much more appropriate to det~r young people from a life of crime at 
the outset, insten.d of worrying n.bout young people once tlley get incar
cerated, and then build the institution I1lld a system to ke(\p him thore, 
,esen though we say that, once W(~ build these lo.rge institutions and 
staff them, then it is awfully hard to find the new dovelopmental dol
larB to stnrt turning the cornel' and stl1rt some innovation which will get 
to young people's needs nt t11(\ very outset. 

This 12-ol'gn.nizH.tion collnborntion, of whic'h ldr. Smur!; spoke, 
and the 16-orgn.nizntion collRbol'l1tion thaI; WHS n. l'esull; of It now 
;Ilet having b('(1l1 pn.ssed, wbich is, in effect, [l program coUaboration
:t6 orgunizn.tions lu1Vc banded to@;cthel' and have said it is timo we 
put ai-lido our local autonomies and put a~ide our local interests und 
,stCIl't collaborating in some chosen communities to iudie-ate that, 
:imleed, we do need altel'llfttives. 



417 

We do need to turn some of our resources toward providing these 
alternatives. VIle huve to plan in ucomprehensive way. We have to 
program and integrate these new options to demonstrate in fact that 
it is possible-hopefully, it is possible-to help catch young people 
at the outset. 

Mr. OONYERS. Now, this collaboration you referred to-is this 
metropolitan, State, or national? 

Mr. DYE. This is a nutional collaboration of national youth organiza
tions, which include the 12 that Mr. Smart just mentioned, and also 
add to that the National Oouncil of Jewish Women, the Ohild Welfare 
League, the Junior League, the NOOD, the Travelers' Aid, those 
organizutions thut now feel that their resources must go into youth 
delinquency prevention. 

'rhese 16 are now committed, and, in fact, have been funded by one 
LEAA grant to work in 5 demonstrution communities on ulternutive 
progI·ums. 

My point in all this is that now thut the commitment is fmally 
being made by these kinds of or~unizations, it would be futile to 
come to the end of our plunning etiorts and find that there is simply 
no money to get these programs started. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, that is exactly the point that you are at. 
Mr. DYE. We recognize thut, but the lack of funding for the new 

act, the fact the administration has called for no funds, the Oongress 
has funded the new act at about 30 percent of what has been culled 
for-the fact that there are ulmost no funds means that our continued 
job is to udvocate for the proper funding of this new act but in the 
interim, to certainly reserve that part of LEAA funds that in the 
past have gone towurd juveniles, und, if the $112 million, the muin
tenunce of effort is removed from that, then I think we might as 
well close up shop because there will be no priority and no interest 
in really working at juvenile crime. 

Mr. OONYERS. Whut is this new constellation of organizutions 
goinO" to do? I mean, have they developed a strategy? 

Mi .. DYE. The first 6 months of the constellation was really to get 
our own heads together to make new commitments, to engender the 
kind of trust, and the kind of commitment, and the kind of need to 
work in a collaborative style in the future that we have not done in 
the past. Along came the first series of grants for deinstitutionalizution 
of status offenders. LEAA. has chosen to fund 11 communities and 
create new systems thut will keep status offenders out of institutions 
or remove them from institutions within 2 yeurs. 

rrhe collaboration will work within 5 of those 11 communities and 
work side by side with the local grantee to put together the new kinds 
of programs that are needed, whether they be job programs or school 
programs, or residential programs, or whatever the need is to, in fact, 
produce the new system. . 

Mr. OONYERS. Where are the juvenile court judges and the officers 
of the court that work with young people? These are un organizutions 
unconnected with the juvenile crlminul process. 

Mr. DYE. The juvenile court judge, the school superintendent, 
the chief of police ure key people who will be worked with in these 
five demonstration ureas as we got to them. 
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We have just come back from Tucson, and have .worked with 
Judge Oollins and that group of judges down there who have express eel 
complete commitment to tliis kind of work. 

At the nationrillevel, we have started with these national organiza-
tions that have been part of this initial collaboration. > 

Mr. OONYERS. Is that the same place where the judges work 365· 
days a year? 

Mr. DYE. It appears to be. 
But the point you made is a good point that, although the national 

collaboration at the moment is a capacity-building collaboration, 
we at the national level can work with our local units to provide the· 
kind of resource that the new programs will need. 

At the local level, there is a mandated effort to include the courts 
and the police in the local planning that takes place. 

Of course, having this kind of a collaboration is terribly important 
because of the fallout. We have millions of volunteers involved in. 
our programs in these volunteer organizations across the country. 
We have thousands of board members who are key community 
people in the organizations, and we think to provide the kind of edu-· 
cation, the kind of elucidation that will focus on tllis terribly important 
program will be built into all the kinds of things we start doing. But,. 
ag~in, if we remove such requirements as maintenance of effort from 
LEAA, if we cut down the funding of the new act, we really will not 
get very far. 

We find that in some of our programs that have been going on
and we have studied the evaluations of some of them in programs; 
like Baltimore and four or five other cities-that veryimp0l'tant 
things are happening that require the kind of startup funds from 
LEAA and others that win allow these programs to start. 

Evaluations are tremendously promising as we look at them. 
Mr. CONYERS. Do you know Judge James Lincoln, of the Wayne 

Oounty Juvenile Oourt in Detroit, Mich.--
Mr. DYE. No, I do notj not persona1ly, no. . 
Mr. OONYERS. You know, that is why I am giving some friendly~ 

unnecessary advice. 
I just wonder if you are not making a mistake by not including the· 

court personnel and educators, from the beginning, in this collab
oration to keep it broad in its composition. 

Mr. SMART. On each of the local areas, the collaboration does. 
include the people of whom you speak. While I do not lmow the judge· 
you speak of, the Settlement in Detroit would lmow him very well 
and would be working cooperatively with him. 

Mr. DYE. There have been judges who have been working very 
closely with us in this effort-Judge Kannell, from Alcron, Ohio, 
who has been on our National Juvenile Advisory Task Force, and 
Judge Lindsay Arthur, of Minneapolis, who has been very cl.ose to us. 

The Juvenile Oourt Judges Association last year wns a part of OUl~ 
collaboration that testified in support of the act so we have been very 
closely identified. I think it was a matter of strategy at the outset, 
realizing that we needed to start with 14 rather disparate YO\lth 
organizations and really get ourselves together before we involved 
too many of the public sector, but n,t the local level their participation, 
is going to be terribly important. 
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Mr. CONYERS. Well, I am sympathetic to first keeping in the 
:provision in ~he LEU Act that you suggest. . 

I feel inclined that there is such poor accountability within LEAA 
"that they do not really know how much they have spent in terms of 
'the jl~venile effort, and I do think :r;nore has to be done about it. 

Mr. DYE. Mr. Qhairman, some of our evaluations to date have 
ibeen very promising. 

We have a facility in Baltimore, Md., our residential treatment 
Icenter, which handles some 27 to 30 youths. These are not youtn 
·creamed off the top but direct referralg ftom the courts. 

There is a mandate that once youngsters come into the program 
they ~ave to. e~t?er ~et involved in employment or a school and so 
there IS that IrotIal kmd of expectancy. 

The program was started by LEAA startup funds, but now the 
program has continued services with funding from the juveniles service 
in the State of Maryland. About $600 per youth comes from that de
partment, so, about $7,200 a year is goin~ into that program, as con
"trasted with a State cost for institutionalIzed youth of something lilre 
$17,000 a yen,r per youth. . 

I think the important thing is that the recidivism rate over the 
last couple of years has been about 18 percent, as compared with 
"the national average which has been above 70 percent rate of recidi
vism. But the critical need in Baltimore is that the $7,200 really is kind 
·of a minimum amount which goes toward custodial care, you know, 
the housing and the food, and so forth. And they really need some 
,additional stl}ffing of the kind that can work with this kind of young
'Ster. They have been looking to LEU for that kind of supplemental 
"help. The s~atistics there are very good. .,. . . 

The N atlOnal YMCA Urban Vl11age, sIillllar hlnd of statIstICs; 
.only about 25 percent of the YOlmgsters in this program have re
-entered the juvenile justice system, as against the national average 
'of more than 70 percent. 

There is a national project that has statistics that are tremendously 
·encouraging. Over 4 years, LEAA has put some $2,300,000 into a 
'national program working with 75 percent kids referred from the 
-courts. One of our international corporations has also put in about $3 
million. So about $5 million has gone in from a corporation and LEAA 
toward a progl'l}m that, over 4 years, has handled some 35,000 youth, 
75 percent of them court referrals. 

Mr. CONYERS. Let me get to a question on that. I ask you to come 
rout from beyond your organizational capacity. How do you assess 
the problem of the burgeoning juvenile delinquency in this country, 
:and why is ib that we are failing so demonstrably in this area? Could 
'either of you give me your views on that? 

Mr. SMARr. Yes, I have some very strong views on the subject, and 
my view, essentially, is the growing failure of so many of our institu
tions to be concerned with a certain sector of our society, notably, 
people who live within center cities. When we have our school system 
which will graduate 75 or 80 percent of its students as functional illit
-erates, with no skills, and no ability to read, we are n.sking for the 
'Problem. When we deny them the opportunity for worthwhile em
ployment--for example, our collaboration is very much concerned' 
"With youth employment. 
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We have noted in the past that every year, there is a program for 
summer employment, a program that is annolIDced sometime during 
the summer, when all the agencies that might have done some kind 
of effective planning ai'e given about 3 days in which to pull a program 
together and to get the youth employed. Generally, that is a sham. 

'rhe youth who should be given a viable work experience go through 
real hassles every year, believing that this government is more con
cerned about whl1t damage youth might do to other people's property. 
Therefore, tlus is the reason why we hope to aclueve improved funding 
for that effort. 

We know that in many of our major cities, the neighborhood is 
allowed to rot, with no hope, no expectation of what is going to be 
made available to those communities. There is no hope; thero is despair. 
In those neighborhoods where the only model to look up to, in terms 
of success, will be the neighborhood pimp or the numbers writer, we 
are asking for trouble. 

Mr. OONYERS. How come more people do not see this? You lmow 
the polls tell us that people are for law and order, for mandatory, 
sentencing. I have not come across any studies that indicate that people 
want to give more consideration to the juvenile delinquency pi'oblem 
as you have described it. Always the implication arises that we have 
too much invested, and somehow, we must cut back and deal more in 
terms of the pUlushment and corrections. Anticipating potential 
problems is too hard. Punishment gives your legislature an excellent 
way out because then they can rationalize what is reported as the 
prevailing national sentiment. Rather than increase juvenile delin
quency funding, they say, in the interests of fiscal economy and fight
ing inflation, balancing the budget, you can fIll in the slot--whatever 
phrase is more appropriate-in that interest, we are not going to deal 
with these kinds of problems. 

What accounts for that disparity of views? 
Mr. DYE. I think you have got a situation of building up a system 

which is lar~~ly \lependent on the institutions, a~d jails, and puni~h
ment modahtIes for 100 years, and so you have bUIlt up an expectation 
in our p'\nulJ1tion and you have built up an advocacy for this kind of 
treatment that is difficult to tlU'n around. 

I think the youth organizations are now trying to reeducate so that 
people will realize what happens when you take a youngster)n his or 
her formative age and throw lum or her into an institution, or what 
happens to a youngster when you label that person at 12 01' 13 years of 
age as a badlrid. He will certainly live up to your expectations. 

We simply have to turn around some of our feelings about how to 
work with people, and we simply have to find some of the dollars 
that have traditionally gone into institutions and make them available 
to the new programs. It is awfully hurd to turn around, because 
so many different things have to happen. People have to be educated, 
then they have to be willing to release these dollars, and then organiza
tions have to be willing to provide new programs. And it does not all 
happen at once. But it has got to start happening. 

Mr. OONYERS. Do you see any indication that more people are 
be~ipning to understand the considerations that you speak of? 

Mr. Sl\IAR'l'. Well, there is a beginning understanding, and I think a 
lot more is going to como I1bout through the collaboration of the 
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agencies that- we mentioned, of the thousands and thousands of 
volunteers. 

You know, it is a human thing, Congressman, for humans not to 
want to accept blame for problems in our society. We would like to 
believe that if there are problems, it is somebody else's fault, and 
there is no interrelationship between them-the ethic that I have 
made it and, therefore, everybody else can make it. 

And our communications system simply does not help in the pub
lic's eye to understand the problems that people, real human problemsr 
that people are having. 

Youth, of course, do not vote, and they have not been able to 
express themselves, but they are the ones who have been denied any 
kind of real opportunity for effective growth and development. 

Mr. CONYERS. I want to thank you all. I consider juvenile delin
quency a serious problem, and I would appreciate any further com
munication which we may have. 

The subcommittee stands adjourned until Thursday morning, 
10 a.m. 

[Whereupon, at 11 :15 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to 
reconvene again at 10 a.m. the following Thursday.] 



LA'V ENFORCEl\IENT ASSISTAN'CE ADMINISTRATION 

THURSDAY, MARCH 11, 1976 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTA'.rrVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME 

OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D.O. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 8:40 a.m., in 
l'oom 2237, Rayburn House Office Building) the Honorable John 
Conyers, Jr. [chairman of the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Conyers, Mann, McClory, and Ashbrook. 
Also present: Representatives Rodino and Sar·banes. 
Staff present: Leslie Freed, counsel, and Constantine J. Gekas, 

associate counsel. 
Mr. CONYERS. The subcommittee will come to order. 
We will continue the hearings on the reorganization of the Law 

Enforcement Assistance Administration program, a program which 8 
years and $4.4 billion later has raised some questions in our minds. 

'I'he first question that has been raised by many of the witnesses 
before this subcommittee is whether LEAA has been worthwhile in 
terms of the waY' the Federal Government has addressed the problem 
of crime. 

We have been asked to inquire into whether there has been estab
lished a managing mechanism which would facilitate Stat.e and local 
units in establishing crimmal justice planning systems. 

And then, of course, we want to examine the effectiveness of the 
distribution of moneys to the States and localities through fund proj
ects. 

In this connection, we are very pleased to have with us as our lend
off witnesses this morning representatives from the National Urban 
League, an organization with which both of the members of the sub
committee now prestmt have long been familial'. 

Ronald Brown, the directoi' of the Washington Burcu.u of the N a
tional Urban League, has testified before Congress many times and 
before the Judiciary Committee on at least several occasions. 

In addition to his responsibilities with the National Urban League, 
Mr. Brown has served on the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, on the board membership of 
the American Civil Liberties Union, Legal Action Center of the City 
of N ew York, the Resource Center for Consumers of Legal Services, 
and the Oenter for Criminal Justice, Marquette University Law School. 
Mr. Brown is a founder and serves as chairman of the National Alli
ance for Safer Cities. 

We are also pleased to welcome with him the associate director for 
the administl'l1tion of justice in the Urban League, :Ml'. Robert J.J. 
Woodson, 

(423) 
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Together they have prepared a detailed statement, which is in the 
hands of the subcommittee. Without objection, it will be made a part 
-of the record at this point, and that will free you to begin your dis
'cussion. Welcome before the subcommittee. 

T,ESTIMONY OF RONALD BROWN, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL URBAN 
LEAGUE 

Mr. BROWN. Thank you very much, Mr. Ohairman, for that most 
gracious introduction. It is a pleasure for us to appear before the sub
committee this morning on an issue that has been of great concern to 
the National Urban League n,ncl the minority community generally 
for many years. 

We welcome this opportunity to e}..-press the National Urban 
League's concern about the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra
tion. 

I might indicate in starting that we will be, in our oral testimony 
this morning, summarizing the basic thrust of the written statement 
that you have before you. The thrust of our testimony today will be to 
emphasize and encourage you to recognize the enormous potential 
for community involvement, especially minority community involve
ment in crime control and prevention. 

Specifically the league's position is that as this subcommittee 
amends the Orime Oontrol Act of 1973, it should recognize that 
community involvement is a mandatory and substantial part of the 
LEAA activity. 

The war on crime has been one of the few battles in our history 
in which the black community has not been enlisted. Some years ago, 
the Administration prematurely declared a victory in that war but, 
then and now, on urban fronts throughout the country thousands of 
poor and black people continue to be disproportionately victimized 
by crime. The lack of black participation in the crime fight has 
created the false impression that the black community condones 
crime and protects criminals. Orime prevention, however, is a very 
high priority in the black community, as those of us who are of and 
.in it know. 

As the level of crime and fear increases in communities throughout 
the Nation, minority group organizations have exercised leadership' 
and focused much of their energy on direct involvement in combating 
crime. And I might indicate that in the case of the Urban League 
this activity took place long before it was fashionable for black 
organizations to get involved in this fight, at a time when criticism 
was raised against those who had the kind of courage to step forward 
and speak out on the issue. 

Enlightened officials in the law enforcement field have long recog
nized the importance of active citizen support in crime prevention. 
Yet, attempts to officially introduce the community pel'spective 
into the criminal justice system have met with indifference, limited 
support and, on occasion, open resistance. 

l'he LEAA, as a primary vehicle for innovation, reform, and 
progress in the criminal justice system, has failed to recognize or 
Gup-port minority citizen involvement in the crime fight. 

I might addliel'e, Mr. Ohairman, this failure on the part of LEAA 
las been in the fll,ce of continuous consultations, an opportunity, 
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I think, to be heard, not as much as we would like to be, to eA'})ress 
Om' views, and the views of many other members of the minority 
community to the LEAA; I don't think it is a question of lack of 
information or not knowing what the problem is, that has been a lack 
of response to what we feel have been legitimate requests. 

Mr. OONYERS. Do you remember the legislation that r introduced 
several years ago, that would furnish a community involvement 
componeni; to LEAA legislation? 

This wholEI notion that somehow we can fight crime on an exclusive, 
professional 'basis without the assistance of citizens is one that to me 
characterizes. too much of the kind of thinking in the law enforcement 
field in general, and unfortunl1tely in the LEAA specifically. r think 
thl1t is one of the major problems that we hl1ve to get at. r hope that 
you will havlB some suggestions on it. . 

Mr. BROWN. Yes, there is no question about that. As you recall, 
we strongly 8upported the legislation you introduced, and commended 
you for it. 

I think thl3 tI'oublesome thing is that all experts even recognize the 
fact that citizens are needed if we are to have an impact. But yet, 
there is great resistance when citizens come forward and offer their 
services of working constructively with the governmental law enforce
ment agencies. 

Mr. MCOLORY. If the gentleman will yield. Doesn't the impetus for 
community involvement have to come from the community? We have 
had the sl1me thing with respect to education and school integration 
on parental involvement in school activities. There have been massive 
efforts from the Office of Educl1tion, but they are virtul1lly useless, 
if we don't have the initil1tive from the community. 

1'm very familiar with thl1t because of my own wOl'k in a number of 
communities, and the indifference I1t the community level is appalling. 
Without the citizenry, the community, you cl1n' t get some bureaucrat 
in Washington to go ont and decide that the community has an 
interest itself. 

Mr. BROWN. Well, Mr. McOlory, I agree with your goal, I disagree 
with your conclusion. It has been our experience that there has been a 
strong tlU'ust in Om' community involvement. The communities have 
tried to become involved. As we proceed with our testimony, Mr. 
Woodson will be pointing out a number of instances where there has 
been positive community involvement and community effort; and it is 
our conclusion that there is not acceptance, or there is not an attempt 
to use constructively that thrust toward community involvement. 
'rhl1t is one of our criticisms and concerns. 

The thrust of our testimony this morning is to point out these 
efforts, where we think they could work, and the resources available 
where a community has come forward. 

Mr. MCOLORY.. 'rhis is. a block-grant program with wide latitude on 
the p~rt of the State~ u!1d communities. 

Mr. BROWN. Yes, It IS. 
Mr. MCOLORY. Do you want to change that? 
Mr. BROWN. No; we think it can be used much more effectively 

than it has been. ' 
The Urban League has a particull1r interest in community par

ticipation in crime prevention becl1use crime has had a particularly 
ravaging effect on the black community. According to studies on 
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crime victimization in 13 American cities, blaclrs and other minorities: 
are four times as likely to be victimized as whites. 

Low- and moderate-income families experience significantly higher· 
rates of robbery and aggravated assault. The study also indicated that. 
at least one-half of the crimes committed are not reported. The· 
victims' mO'lt commonly cited reasons for not reporting a crime were· 
that they felt "it was not worth it,ll 01' that nothing would be accom
plished. 'This high ·incidence of not reporting crime provides only a 
Rmall measure of citizen disenchantment and distrust of the criminal 
justice system. 

The black community has been multiply victimized by crime. First,. 
by the disproportionately high incidence of crimes; second, by the
predom~nant numbers of black men and women imprisoned in a cor
rectional system plagued with inequities and abuses; third, by the· 
ravaging social and economic costs of crime; fourth, by the crime
induced fear and suspicion that permeates our communities; fifth, by
the unwillingness of the criminal justice system to solicit and support. 
the inpu t of informed citizens and community organizations; and sixth~ 
by national policies that fail to address the root causes of crime. 

The facts and figures on crime in America are harsh realit.ies for the
black community, and some of these are supported in our written, 
statement, and 'include the tremendous problem of black-on-black 
crime, which obviously the black community has to playa primary' 
role in solving. 

Youths under 19 years old commit over 40 percent of all violent 
crimes; a.bout 40 percent of the State a.nd Federal prison population is. 
populated by blacks; the cost.s of crime and imprisonment depletes om' 
communities of vitally needed manpower and economic resources. 

And what of the victims of crime? Each criminal act has a tmgic 
and often immeasurable impact on the victim, an impact that is most 
difficult to qnantify. The dangel'S of criminal victimization for school
children and those working within the school system, particularly 
thoRe in low income and minority communities are increasingly high. 

The criminal justice system should be the Nation's first line of' 
defense against crime. However, in minOl;ity communities citizens. 
must balance their concerns about escalating crime against theil~ 
historical experience with inequity and contradictions in the law
enforcement system. The increasing numbers of poor and black 
people in correctional facilities appeal' to support the notion that. 
wealth and mce, more than the nature of guilt or chal'!1cter of a 
crime, are key determinants for who goes to jail and how long they 
are imprisoned. 

Our experience Ilnd observations might also indicate that the· 
allocation of p01ice resources and the responsiveness of law enforce
ment officials in various communities are alRo measured by the race,. 
weal th, and power of the communi ties served. 

Minorities, who are proportionally the firRt victimized by crime nne!' 
the most penalized for criminal activity when apprehended, a.1'e thfl' 
least represented in the staffing and management of our cl'iminaU 
justice system. 

'rhe Law Enforcement Assistance Aclministration, our one national' 
vehicle that was set l,.lp to bring about reform in the criminal justice 
system, has a dismal internal stl1ffing pattern. Our review of reports. 
obtained on LEAA employment patterns reveals that of the J84 
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employees at LEAA's professional, administrative, ll;nd management, 
levels only 9 are black. In the key Office of· Management and 
Planning, where decisions on gritnt priorities, policies and dispensa-, 
tions are made, thete are no blacks in administrative or mano,gement 
l)ositions. 

Despite Mme mal'ked advances over the last decade in law enforce-. 
ment in the area of lninority representation on professional staff 
positions, the Law Enforcement Assist!1nce Administration and law 
'enforcement gener!1lly remain grossly inadequate in tIllS important 
at-ea. EvenLEAA's meager attempts to increase minority pa.l'ticipation 
raise serious questions about the 1'e!11 commitment. F 01' example, 
LEU's curriculum development program allocates funds to universi-. 
ties and colleges for 'the (levelopment of substalltive criminal justice 
curl;iculae. A consortium of seven l)l'edominantly white colleges and 
univel'sities each received, Over a 3-year' period, $750,OQO for their· 
criminal justice curriculum development efl'ol'ts and their coordinating· 
office received $350,000 over the saIne period. This is nearly $5.7 
million being awarded to this consortium ovel' a 3-year period. 

In contr!1st, a consortium of nine black universities and colleges was. 
recently awarded a nominal grant of $750,000 over a 14-month period, 
or approximately $64,000 a year for each school in the black ,consorti-. 
um, versus $250,000 per year for each school in the white consortium, 

l'he need for greatel' recognition of black colleges as potential 
resources for the development of criminal justice programs is evidenced 
by the fact that 85 4-year black colleges and universities in the 
United States enroll over 40 percent of all black students, and present 
70 percent of the bachelor degrees received by black gmduates. 

The N ationallUrban League, through its administration of justice 
division, has attempted to increase the direct participation of the· 
black community in a broad range of criminal justice activities. We 
ho,ve developed an extensive body of experienoe in administering' 
critninal justice programs, 

I would at this time like to tum the. presentation over to 
Mr. Robert Woodson, who is director of the administration of justice 
division of the National Urban League. 'rhis is a job that I held about 
401' 5 years ago. Bob succeeded me in ·that job, and has been ptincipally 
responsible for the operation o.nd development of the Urban League's 
programs on criminal justice over thitt period of time. 

Bob is going to take over in order to describe to you the kinds of 
activities that ,the Urban League is involved in, positive thrusts, in 
trying to achieve the kinds of goals that we need to acilleve; and, let 
me 'point out, will provide some answers to Mr. McOlory's question 
about the involvement of the communities, community groups, the 
examples we have seen around the countty of positive community 
involvement, how we think this involvement could 'be built on, and 
actually inco~rp01'ated into the system if we want to make it work. 

Finally, Bobis going to come forth with a series of recommendations. 
These recommendations clea'dy do not go to all the changes that need 
to be made, but what we have attempted to do tills morning is to, 
covel' the specific areo.s that to us (Lre of. primary concern. We are 
con~emed, of c~)Ursej with th~ pr~mary operation of LEAA, with ~he 
entIreformulatlOn of the leglslatlOu. But we understand andl'eahze 
tha't a number of othel' witnesses are dealing with specifio issues, so· 
that we hv,ve attempted to zero in on community involvement. Bob?' 

60-G87-76-pt. 1-28 
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'Mr. WOODSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I think Ws fair to say that the Urban League would be remiss if we 

'limited our testimony to criticism of the LEAA. We believe if you 
,criticize, it is important to recommend creative alternatives to that 
which you criticize, and that is what we propose to do this morning. 

The Urban League in 1970, with n, grant from the city of New 
York's Department of Correction, conducted a correction officers,' 
training program, training '700 raw recruits, 480 mq)erienced correction 

. officers and assistant deputy wardens. This demonstration project, 
designed to upgrade the correction officers' skills and sensitivity to 
inmate problems resulted in the establishment of the Nation's first 
training academies for correctional officers. 

Secondly, the Urban League conducted in 10 cities a project that 
since its inception in 1973 recruited, 12,025 minorities who were 
.counseled to pass appropriate civil service examinations in the 
,criminal justice field, and placed 5,159 black and Spanish people in 
law enforcement related jobs. This project has recently produced a 
major documentary film on opportunities in the criminal justice field, 
which was narrated by Bill Cosby; and this spoke directly to the 
concern that we had when local units of government said they couldn't 
find any blacks to fill positions thu.t were vacant. Well, the Urban 
LCftgue demonstrated the ability to recruit and assist these individuals. 

Mr. CONYERS. Would you be willing to make this film availu.ble 
to the subcommittee? 

Mr. WOODSON. Yes, we would, we welcome the opportunity to do 
.so. 

At the community level, the Urban Leu.gue conducts a highly suc
cessful pretrial diversion program in Chester, Pa. This "community 
:assistance project," utilizing u. community-based staff which includes 
.ex-offenders, resolves family disputes and neighborhood conflicts 
through u.rbitru.tion. These conflicts normu.lly account for 50 percent 
of all police homicides u.nd result in the u.rrest and incarceration of 
perpetrators. 

There are other examples of efforts on the pu.rt of black communities 
to organize to confront the menace of crime. ])'01' instance, the Wood
lawn Organization in Chicago, a black community service and eco
nomic development group in Chicago's South Side, has trained and 
employed a neighborhood security force for nearly 8 years. A com
munity-based crisis intervention program was established in Phila
delphia. For 10 years prior to its establishment in 1975, juvenile gangs 
murdered an average of 30 or more people a year, nearly all of the 
victims were young and black. Last year the death rate dropped by 
half, principally because of the efforts of the crisis intervention pro
gram. There was a re,Rort in the N ew York Times last week. 

Mr. CONYEns. Well, now, that is an interesting feature. Mr. Velde 
cited a project to me [md then pointed out how many lives were 
saved u.s a result of it. What process leads you to make that kind of 
evaluation. How do you know that peoples' lives were savAd? 

J\.lr. WOODSON, Well, I happen to be from Philadelphia. Mr. 
·Oonvers. 

Mr. CONYERS. And you're u.live. 
Mr. WOODSON. That's part of the reason. But secondly, I think it's 

fair to say that for the first time in Philadelphia Mothers United and 
.other people took to the street and began to work with gangs and 
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brought about treaties, so that some communities are nQW neutralized 
from gan~ activities and people are free to walk in those areas, which 
is something that is unheard of, even though the city of Philadelphia 
had spent thousands and thousands of dollars for youth service 
programs and the like. 

Mr. CONYERS. That is an Urban League program? 
Mr. WOODSON. No, it was not. 
Mr. CONYERS. An LEU funded program? 
Mr. WOODSON. No, it was not an LEU funded program. 
Mr. CONYERS. Through the citizens' initiative alone? 
Mr. WOODSON. Yes, that's right. 
Mr. CONYERS. Well, that speaks for discontinuingLEAA and 

doesn't say much for the Urban League. We have a billion-a ollar 
program, and you tell me that citizens by themselves had to go in and 
do what everybody else, Federal, State, and local, had not been 
doing. 

Mr. WOODSON. What I'm saying to you, I mentioned the program 
that the Urban League was involved in, in Chester, Pa., and we of:· 
fered technical assistance as well as resources, and gave them some 
directions and showed them how to evaluate their results. There is a 
lot of technical assistance such groups need, and many times they 
trust, rely on us to provide that kind of assistance. 

And I think my point is, rather than the LEAA and other groups 
coming in and imposing programs on them, they should be an ad
junct, supplemental, and get behind these community groups and 
find out what they need by way of assistance, and then provide as
sistance in this manner. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Would the Chairman yield? 
Mr. CONYERS. Of course. 
Mr. JYICCLORY. You are aware, of course, of the project of the Na

tional Institute on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice with regard 
to crisis intervention studies, which was borne out by the 50-pel,'cent 
reduction in police deaths, which is accounted for in that study, that 
was conducted and financed by LEAA, with the work being carded 
out by the National Institute on Law Enforcement. Are you aware 
of that? 

Mr. WOODSON. I'm aware of that. 
Mr. MCCLORY. That is a related type. 
Mr. WOODSON. It's very interesting, Mr. McClory, that such a 

program was operated in New York City and worked successfully for 
a number of years, but that program is no longer in existence in that 
city because policemen many times are not thinking of themselves as 
social workers, think that is not their proper role, and therefore the 
program lu\.d no lasting effect. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Well, the purpose of the National Institute project 
was to demonstrate how effective a crisis intervention program can 
be, and to try to explain to different communities that they should 
adopt such a program in their area. They went around the country to 
demonstrate such a program. 

Mr. BROWN, I think one of the problems, Mr. McClory, is the 
process of that demonstration. It is clear that that is one of the roles, 
and an important role i but I think the problem is after you demonstrate 
something, how do you get it then translated and transformed in 
other communi tier:;. That has been one of the failures. 
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Ml". MdOLOnY. You can't communicate it .by sending out a paper1 
but they in turnhacl regional seminal's that explained the value of it. 

Mr. BnowN. Ii we could go back for just a moment to the verY'valid 
question the chail'mal1 tasied, and that has to do with evaluating the 
effectiveness of programs, what does the data mean, how can you say 
that because som~thing was cut in half, that you lose the program. 

Mr. MCCLORY. That's another area. 
Mr. BROWN. That's one of the prinCipal problems of evaluation,. 

and one of the main cl'iticismsthat the National Uijban League and 
many other groups have about LEAA operations, h01v to evaluate 
programs. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Shouldn't that also be one of the functions of the· 
National Institute, would you consider it as that? 

Mr. BROWN. Well, it might be the function to be involved in the, 
process. rt seems to me, though, if you are going to evaluate a program 
that is supposedly going to be a community based program that you 
hope win be effective in the community, then a cOlUmunity based 
organization that is in and of that community should play some role' 
in the evaluation. I'm talking about an organization that has credi
bility, that has demonstrated it can be accountable; and it seems to 
me One of the big failurM with a lot oJ analysis is, it is just analyzing 
data, which is not enough. 

It seems to me that in order to do the kind of effective evaluation 
that the chairman sugg~sted, you would have to know what other 
resources are avmlable to the community; what other factOl'S are 
going on in that community, what considerations, what other kinds 
of things might aid in reducing thp'3e rates. It seems to me that is 
difficult to know from ·the outside, it is difficult to know that just 
from a list of figures. 

And one of the things we have been encouraging for a long time is 
to get some of these community-based groups to get involved in 
programs of that sort, and get integrally involved in the evaluation 
process, so we can for the first time really determine what has worked, 
and what hasn't. 

Mr. JVICCLORY. That has to be done on a national basis if it is 
going to be disseminated. 

Mr. WOODSON. There are national organizations, minorityorganiza
tions such as the Urban League and others that have the capacity to 
conduct these evaluations as well. As of this date we have been 
excluded from evaluations. In fact, in the closing statement of my 
testimony I give some support to the fact that most, if not all of the 
research evaluations being conductecl in this country by law enforce
ment ag€lncies are done by noncommunity based organizations. 

Mr. MCCLORY. You have to have some Federal depository for that 
information and its dissemination. 

Mr. BnowN. A repository, yes, sir. 
Mr. MCCLORY. And the National Institute on Law Enforcement. 

can have its role augmented. 
Mr. WOODSON. If I may continue. The preceding examples, anet 

there are others listed in the contents of the testimony that we have· 
for the record, the preceding examples of positive citizen/community 
involvement in crime prevention provide only a mod£,Rt indication of' 
th'e success potenti'all1nd diverse li:iodels that community participation 
in the criminal justice system offers. 
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LJDAA suppor·t of comm.unity-based and community-run crime pre
vention.initiatives has been haltiug and piecemeal. In introduGing the 
CommUllity Crime Preven.tion Act of 1973, Mr. Chairman, yOl.U' 
legislation that was not acted upon by the Oongress, you uotec). that 
only 2 percent of the LEAA action funds were allocated by the St!;Ltes 
for C('illllunity involvement programs. Iu fiscal year 1975" the~e was 
only a m, odest improvemen, tin, SUP1)01't of cOillmu, nity witi!),tiv, es. In
deed, we even ques~ion LEANs definition of community initiative 
funding. Since fiscal yeur 1971, over $26 million has been allocated to 
public and IJrivate interest groups that are themselves already an 
integral part of the criminal justice system's opemtion, for example, 
the National District Attorneys' Association, the National Sheriffs' 
Association, the International Association of Ohiefs of Police, the N a
tional Oonference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators, 
and others. Even those organizat~ons that have fulfilled a narrow defi
nition of nonprofit or~nizations are nonminority groups, such as the 
Federation of Jewish YVomen, and the Junior Chamber of Oomwerce,. 
and other g.r;oups Hke this, the Junior League. Some Q£ these Ol:gf,Luiza
tions received funds, and in addition to th!;Lt a commitment from the 
Secretary of HEW to meet with them quarterly to review their phl,lilS. 
The minority community has never had this commitme:p.t, either in 
funds or having slich an audience. 

While we in no way wish to demean the valuable worl~ of such 
groups, we doubt that their fllnding by LEAA l'epresents a. significant 
administration conlmitment to involving neighb.orhood based and con
trolled nonprofit community organizations in the planni:p.g a~ld imple
mentation of crime prevention programs. Further evidence of LEAA's 
lack of understanding and commitment or funding for crime prevention 
activity can be found in the sixth aunual report counted. llmOng the 
agency's citizen initiatives, an omnibus courts improvement program; 
RUPPOl,:t for the National Orime Prevention Institute, and Proj ect 
Turn-Around, a $1.6 million grant. ' 

The largest portion of LEANs discretionary grants continue to be 
allocated to police science, police technical reseftl'ch and gadgetry. 

We believe that the intent of citizen initiative in crime prevention is 
not being met in LEAA's current community crime preventiou focus. 
Numerous public and private consultant and technical Tesearch firms 
have received, gra, 1,lt,S lmder the fi1.1spices of "community crillle preven
tion." The involvement of these fums in technical research on vic
timology or aSsessment of crime trends and the operation of criminul 
justice systems has resulted in a useful body of data, However, their 
involvement in the planning and implementation of local criwe pre
vention programs has been characterized by limited insight, il1,dif
ference to the input and concerns of community residents and gener(tl 
ineptness. 

J WOllld like to highlight for you one example of our point here~ One 
of the largest l'ecipients of such funds, a reseurch institute opern,ting 
in !L mojor metropolitan areal has over the last 3 years received $2 
million in LEAA funds to devise community crime pi'evention plmi,s of 
questionl1blo merit. For example, this institute's solution to the high 
criIne rate plaguing a local neighhorhood occupied by blacks. and 
Puerto Ricans involved fencing in the arel1 and putting in lights. 'fhe 
recommendation, accompanied by un impressive urray of supportive 
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charts and documentation, and developed with no real input from aren, 
residents, Was approved by city officials. If irate citizen reaction and 
protest is a measure of community involvement in crilne prevention, 
then this project successfully involved the community. When citizens 
were apprised of the dubious fencing plan, they banded together in 
understandable opposition, and after heated debate with city officials, 
the plan was mercifully trashed. 

Another milestone in the institute's recommendations involved 
changing the street traffic patterns in an effort to reduce congestion in a 
residential-commercial area plagued with crline. 'rhe neighborhood 
included a number of smull retail and other commercial operations that 
would lose business with the change in traffic flow. In addition, area 
residents and merchunts were not involved in the formation of this 
plan. The city approved this ill-devised plan, de:"pite the vigorous 
protest of citizens. After all, the institute represented experts in the 
criminal justice field, and is the city's priIne technica assistance 
resource. 

However, citizens have documented the detrimental impact of a 
new traffic plan on the commercial viability of theil' area and have 
initiated a lawsuit to halt implementation of tJ3 plan. 

Representatives of the criIninal justice system have readily admitted 
that citizen participation is needed, but again, that demonstrated 
theil' insensitivity, how things were done. And in fact, when the 
citizens arose in protest against the plan by the research illstitute, 
they then responded by setting up local crime prevention cOlmcils, 
but these councils were estublished after the plans had been put into 
effect, and only in reaction to the protests of citizens. 

We do not believe tIus is the best process whereby to gain support 
and citizen iIlltiative. And there are other examples of insensitivity like 
this. 

Mr. CONYEHS. We would like to begin questioning as soon as possible. 
NIl'. BROWN. Well, the recommendations we are making on citizens' 

involvement are clearly spelled out ill the remainder of the written 
statement. We are prepared at tlus time, }'1r. Chairman, to entertain 
any questions that you have. 

1\1[1'. CONYEHS. Thank you very much. 
I recognize Mr. :McClory. 
Mr. MCCLORY. Well, Mr. Chail'man, I'm impressed by the state

ment, and I suppose the only question I have is how we go about this 
kind of thing because I'm sure that mandating here in Washington a 
requirement to be carried out in each community around the country 
might not be the best decision; but I am sure a number of communities 
do require some outside influence in Ol'del' to develop community 
involvement, other Il,reas may not. That might not meet the vital 
ingredients in some aread. 

I would certainly not want to criticize a street lighting program 
which was not involved with community participution because I have 
seen the benefit of street lighting programs mytlelfj I think that's one 
wuy. I think that is a very complex problem, community involvement, 
and also the question of citizens' different problems that we have to 
deal with very carefully and perhaps differently in different areas. 

It seems to me that while we had GAO studies to determine the 
wisdom of some programs, ancI we had some hearings, of course, and 
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our hearings now are to determme whether LEAA ftmds have been"', 
applied appropriately. And you are indicating some criticism of some· 
projects. 

The broader question we have is, shall we extend the LEAA au
thority, and shall we expand it, and how could we handle the kinds of' 
questions that you raised by community involvement. 

Now, I would personally feel that instead of making that a man
datory requirement with regard to the State plans, that we should 
indicate in our report that we recognize there is not in general sufficient 
community involvement, and that we should concentrate on that, 
particularly in the high crime areas. 

Is that along the lines of what you think we should do? 
Mr. BROWN. I think we would agree with most of your analysis. 

I don't think, Mr. McOlory, we would agree with the conclusion. 
I think what the analysis shows us is that without a mandate it's 

not going to take place. I think the record and the history is that 
without some strong guidance from the Federal Government, State 
and local governments have tended not to encourage citizen involve
ment and participation, and that is one of our great concerns. 

I think it is our conclusion that we do not see from what we know 
of the history of this experience, how it gives us any confidence that 
something is going to take place in the future just by mentioning it in 
the committee report. So, we would be in favor of some mandatory 
requirement to assure citizen participation. 

The other point, Mr. McOlory, is one of pel'ception. You indicated 
that your perception is that there is commtmity indifference and com
munity apathy as far as participation and involvement in the issue 
of crime prevention. 

1\111'. MCCLORY. I used the word "citizen," and we have some testi
mony about that. 

Mr. BROWN. Well, we would be in clisagreement with that testimony. 
Mr. MCOLORY. You think the citizens in this country are really 

concerned about crime to the extent that they want to get involved in 
helping combat it? 

Mr. BROWN. 'rhere is no question in my mind. And of course we 
are most familiar with the citizens in the black and other minority 
communities, and our experience on a day-to-day basis in 104 cities 
in this country where local urban leagues are active in the community 
area, is that citizens are up in arms; there is rage, there is despair; 
they arc ready to step forward with constructive ideas, and they 
have done it. In our experience they have done it and have been 
received with cartainly less than open arms, and sometimes even 
hostility. 

Mr. MCOLORY. You think they want to do more than just buy 
big dogs to walk with, get double locks for their doors, and street 
lights? 

Mr. BROWN. There are situations where they want to do that too. 
Mr. MCOLORY. And they want to get handguns to arm themselves 

with. But beyond that, do you really think they want to get involved 
on the community level and get out on the streets themselves? I 
can't even get the people in my neighborhood to walk on the street. 
When I go out, I'm the only person without a clog. 
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Mr. BROWN. Well, sir, if you have been in many black communities 
in tIlls country, particularly in the summertime, when you have over
'crowded housing, you don't have any option to be out on the streets. 
And if that is the case, you have the kind of living situation in many 
minority communities whlch really forces people to become directly 
involved in what happens on their street. 

I think that is one of the reasons why we have seen the stepping 
forth, and the real push, whlch admittedly is a relatively recent one, 
where citizens are rell,lly at the point where they want to be involved. 

Mr. MCCLORY. I agree with you it's recent, and I'm glad to have 
'your support of it because I can't help but feel that getting people 
-out from behlnd locked doors and Ol\t in the streets, being willing 
to participate in thls is vital to the solution. It seems like a simple 
solution, but it is kind of basic, it seems to me. 

Let me ask you thls, you are supporting the extension of LEll, 
are you not? 

Mr. BROWN. With some major changes. 
Mr. MCCLORY. Changes such as you suggested. 
Mr. BROWN . .And a number of others. 
Mr. MCCLORY. I don't thlnk they are so major. 
Mr. BROWN. Well, I indicated to you, Mr. McClory, that we 

just dealt with a portion of our concern, and we would be prepared 
at any time to come back to the committee with a series of recommen
dations, broad-ranging recommendations. 

Mr. MCCLORY. If these l1l;nendments were not adopted, would 
you be opposed to the plan? 

NIr. BROWN. We are seriously concerned about the continuation, 
with these and the other concerns that we have. 

Mr. WOODSON. Mr. McClory, if the LEAA were to adopt the 
policies we support, that is support the efforts of minority communities 
to protect themselves, we would consider that a major change; that 
would be a major change. 

Also, I would like to speak to a point Mr. Conyers raised earlier 
about, how do we know that the activity in Philadelphia and other 
areas has contributed to the reduction of crime. Thls is a problem. We 
need an opportunity to assess the impact of certain kinds of activities. 
We need the same kind of technicall'esources that the Mitre Corp., 
Westinghouse, and some of these other organizations possess. And 
we think that the Urban League and other such research and evaluation 
firms, we have the capacity for that, too. But, as I said earlier, we are 
excluded from participating. We are excluded from funding for such 
activities. Indeed, they are going to outside organizations that do not 
have community ties and do not have a record of service to that com
munitYi they don't live in the community. This is what we are con
cerned about. 

MI'. MCCLORY. I would like you to give consideration to possibly 
-amending the role of the National Institute as an agency which can 
fulfill the research evaluations and dissemination of the iniormation 
that is going to be available. 

Mr. BROWN. We would like the opportlmity to respond specifically 
in writing on that subject. 

Mr. MCCWRY. Mr. Chairman, I'm going to suggest thll,t we try t.o 
arrange a further meeting in which we can discuss informally with 
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one or both of these gentlemen and our staff recommendati()ns for 
improving and extending it. 

I'see our colleague, Congresswoman Jordan here, ap.d perhaps we 
could excuse the witnesses and meet with them at a later date. 

Mr.COl'l"YERS. I think that's an excellent idea. My colleague from 
Illinois is proposing that this discussion go on with the subcommitteet 
we have a half-dozen witnE\sses remaining here today. 

I would like to refer to you, the statement of the Administrator of 
LEAA, and I would also like to refer you to the Department of Jus
tice's statement on employment practice where it is alleged on page 
20 that, the LEAA's employment of minorities is as high as any in the 
Department of Justice. 

I think that data will be the basis of a discussion, among you and 
the subcommittee members, as well as the questions that my colleague 
of Illinois has raised. 

So, on this point we will part, but not say "goodby". 
Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the oppor

tunity for dialog. 
I would just like to say one thing, I hope you will have greater 

success with the Administrator of the LEAA. When we have had the 
opportunity to speak with him on issues, he has indicated to us that he 
is involved in personal litigation, he is unable to respond to our ques
tions and concerns. So, we hope that he would he able to respond better 
to you than he did to us. 

Mr. COl'l"YERS. I wish I could give you a positive rep()rt on that 
story. 

Mr. BROWN. Thank you very much. 
Mr. WOODSON. Thank you very much. 
[The prepared statement of Ronald Brown f()llows:] 

STATEMENT OF RONALD H. BROWN, DIRECTOR, WASInNGTON BUREAU, NATIONAL 
UlmAN LEAGUE, INC. 

I aUl 'Ronald H. Brown, Director of the Washington Bureau, National Urban 
League. The National Urban League is an interracial, nonprofit, and nonpartisan 
community service and civil rights organization. Throughout its 65-year history,. 
the League hus been committed to the achievement of equal opportunity for all 
Americans. That commitment has been and continues to be carried out through a 
constantly expnnding network: of 104 affiliates located in 34 states. 

We welcome this opportunity to express the National Urban League's concerns· 
and views on providing more adequate support for minority involvement in 
crime control and prevention. 

The "War on Crime" has been one of the few b!Lttles in our history in which 
the blnek community has not been enli$ted. Some years ago, the Administration 
prematurely declared it victory in that war but, then and now, on urban fronts 
throughout the country, poor and black people sustain crime casualties by the
thousands. The lack of blnck participittion in the crime fight has created the false 
impression that the black community condones crime and protects criminals. 
Crime prevention, however, is a high priority in the black community. As the level 
of crime and fear increases in communities throughout the nation, minority group 
organizations have exerciaed·leadership nnd fooused much of their energy on direct 
involvement in combating crime. 

Officials in the law enforcement field have long recognized the importance of' 
fiCtive citizen/community support ill crime prevention. Yet, attempts ;to officially 
introduce the "comm1lnity perspective" into the criminal justice system have met 
With indifferenceLlilllited teohnical/funding support, tmd on occasion, open resist
ance. The Law .illnforcement Assistance Administration (LllJAA), as 11 primary 
vehicle for innovation, reform and l)rogress in 'the (\\'i.milllil jUstioe system has 
fniled to recognize or support minority oitizen involvem(Jnt in the crime fight. 
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The Urban League has a particular interest in community participation in 
crime prevention-crime has had a particularly ravaging effect on the black 
community. The reported 17 percent increase in crime during H)74 has been 
doubly felt in low-income and minority communities. 

According to studies on crime victimization conducted in thirteen American 
cities, blacks and other minorities are more than four times as likely to be vic
timized by crime as whites. Low and moderate income families experience sig
nificantly higher rates of robbery and aggravated assauh.1 The studies also 
indicated that at least one-half of all crimes committed are not reported. The 
victims' most commonly cited reason for not reporting a crime were that they 
felt "it was not worth it", or that nothing would be accomplished. This high 
incidence of not reporting crime provides only a small measure of citizen disen
chantment and distrust of the criminal justice system. 

The black community has been multiply victimized by crime. First, by the 
disproportionately high incidence of crimes against us; second, by the predominant 
numbers of black men and women imprisoned in a correctional system plagued 
with inequities and abuses; third, by the ravaging social and economic costs of 
crime; fourth, by the crime-induced fear and suspicion that permeates our com
munities at a time when we need healthy, vital coalescing around common issues; 
fifth, by the unwillingness of the criminal justice system to solicit and support 
the input of informed citizens and community organizations; and sixth, by national 
policies that fail to address the root causes of crime-poverty, unemployment, 
discrimination, inadequate housing, education and health care. 

The facts and figures on crime in America are harsh realities for the black 
community: 

Criminal homicide, black-an-black crime is particularly severe. Of an estimated 
1,500 homicides committed in New York City in 1974, 545 of the victims were 
black and only 07 of these victims were slain by whites or members of other racial 
groups.2 . 

Youth, under 19 years old, commit over 40 percent of all violent crimes and 
70 percent of aU property crimes in the nation. In the hlack community, the 
potential for juvenile crime is further exacerbated hy the high rates of joblessness 
among our youth. If current trends continue, more than half of the nation's black 
youth will he out of work over the next 5 years. 

About 40 percent of the State and Federal prison population is black. In 1973, 
nearly 83,000 of the 204,000 inmates in Statc and Federal correctional institutions 
were hlack-a disproportionately high percentage when we note that blacks 
constitute about 12 perccnt of the overall U.S. population. 

The costs of crime and imprisonment depletes our communities of vitally 
needed m!tnpower and economic resources. It has been estimated that every 1 
million unemployed workers cost the Nation about $16 billion in lost revenues 
and productivity. Today, there are roughly 400,000 inmates in Federal, State, 
local Hud juvenile penal institutions. Per en.pita expenditures on each person 
ranges from $9,000 to $12,000 per year. As citizens cngaged in meaningful, lawful 
employment this prison population could put over $7 billion back into our econ
omy.3 In addition, as taxpayers, we bear not only the costs of imprisonment, but 
also the costs of welfare and social services to which the prisoners' family and 
dependents arc forced to turn. During the course of a year our correction insti
tutions l'C'ceive Rome 2.5 million persons (inmates, probationers, parolees) and an 
Hdditionnl 5.8 million family members aro alfected.4 

And what of the victims of crime? It is difficult to quantify the cost of a slain 
loved ono, tho trauma experienced by a robbery and assault victim; or the emo
tionnl dilmlption for a rapo victim. J<}ach case presents a tragic consequence. We 
can understand, for example, the toll taken on a 23-ycar black worker and father 
in Washington D.C. when he was nSl3aulted by juveniles 2 years ago. This man, 
born with sight only in ono oye, lost hill romaining eye in the assault and was left 
complotcly blind. The crime victimizlttion study, referred to previously, revealed 
that perilons from families earning less than $3,000, or in the $3,000 to $7,499 

1 Orl1nillaZ l'·ioti?n-Izu.tlon IiIttrvolls tn 18 A.1nor/oan GltIes, U.S. Department of Justice Law 
lilnforc(llllent Assistance Admlnlstr!ltion, National CrIminal Justice Inform!ltlon !lna Sta
tISti('A Service, June, 1075. 

• "Black on BIac!c CrImo: Why Do YOIl Tolerate the Lawless?", by Roosevelt Dunning, 
Drlluty Commissioner, New York City Pollee Department, from speech delivered Decem
ber 7, 1075. 

II Pr1801l01's1n ,gtrrto (tn{~ F'orlora~ 11lstitlttlons on Deocntbor 81) 1.971, 72 anrl 78 T.law En
forcement Assistance Auminlstratlon, Nutlonal Criminal Justice Information and Stutlstlcs 
S~rl'lco, MaJ'. 1070. • 

• '1'lt6 PI'obZe/lt 01 Pl'Isons) D. Greenberg, American Frlenus Service Committee, 1070. 



437 

:range, were more: apt to be crime victims. Nearly one-third of the robbers and 
Jurcenies perpetrated on these victims involved losses of between $50 and $250. 
A significant proportion of the crimes also led to serious injury and hospitalization 
.of the victim. 

The dangers of criminal victimization for poor and minority school children 
,are greater. In 1975, on school property, juveniles committed 100 murders, .9,000 
rapes, 12,000 armed robberies and 204,000 reported assaults on other students 
,and teachers. In addition, school age children were responsible for more than $600 
million in damage to school property. A proportionately higher number of these 
incidences occurred in the 104 largest school districts that service about 60 percent 
{)f the minority pupils." 

Ordinary crimes against business costs an estimated $16 billion a year. Minority 
entreprenuers, involved in local retail operations, suffer four to five times greater 
injury from crime than is sustained by white business in the larger business/cor
porate community. In 1973, the Small Business Administration estimated that 
looses to small firms from vandalism alone totalled $800 million annually. Black 
businesses, generally undercapitalized, can ill-afford the costs of extensive crime 
prevention and detection measures. In this period of national economic down-turn, 
no community, least of all black and poor communities, can afford the costs of 
destroyed or stolen property, slain loved-ones, personal injuries, disruption of 
families, imprisonment and other ills wrought by crime. 

The criminal justice system should be the nation's first line of defense against 
crime. However, in minority communities citizens must balance their concerns 
about escalating crime against their historical experiences with inequity and 
contradictions in the law enforcement system. The predominant numbers of poor 
and black people in correctional facilities appears to support the notion that 
wealth and race, more than the nature of guilt or character of a crime, are key 
determinants for who goes to jail and how long they are imprisoned. Our experi
ence and observations might also indicate that the allocation of police resources 
and the responsiveness of law enforcement officials are measured by the race, 
wealth and power of communities serviced. 

Minorities who are proportionally the first victimized by crime and the most 
penalized for criminal activity when apprehended, are the least represented 
in the staffing and management of our criminal justice system. The Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration, our one national vehicle for innovation and 
reform in the criminal justice system, has a dismal record in reflecting and en
forcing equal opportunity mandates. Our review of reports obtained on LEAA 
employment patterns reveal that of the 184 employees at LEANs professional, 
administrative and management levels (above OS-14-16), only nine are blnck. 
In the key Office of Management and Planning-where decisions on grant priorities, 
policies and dispensations are made-there are no blacks in administrative or 
management positions. A marked shift in the racial compoflition of LEANs 
{lentral and regional staff occurs at the lower OS levels. Of the 196 employees 
below OS-6 grade level, some 106 are from minority groups.6 

LEAA, itself, recognizes the need for more black criminal justice practitioners. 
In 1968, the National Advisory Oommission on Oivil Disorders conducted a 
study of 28 police agencies and found that while tho black popUlation in cities 
.surveyed was 24 percent, the mediiLn figure for black law enforcement personnel 
was only about 6 percent. Today, of the nearly 600,000 employees with State 
~nd local law enforcement agencies, throughout the nation only 21,000, or about 
3.5 percent are black. Little more than 1 percent of the judges in the U.S. court 
system are black.7 Despite some marked advances over the last decade, minority 
representation in professional starr levels of correctional institutions remains 
limited. 

n .TltvenUe .TlI8tic6 Divc8t, p. 8. Februnry 103, 197(}' 
a lIIemornndum (lnt~l'nnl) TJEAA, ~'Q Richnrd Velde, from Gernl<l l'rI. Cnplnn, Mny 23, 

10711. 
1 "Rlnel{ Representntlon in the ;Third Brnnch", Beverly Blnh' Coole, Blaol~ Law JoUrnCll, 

Wlnt!l r, 1071. 
Otl\(1l' S011l'CCS : 
",Tustlce ItepOl't/Rencwul of TJEAA Lileely. Despite Doubts on Crime Imonct", Nat/ona! 

JOIl1"IWL Scot. 20, 107G, Vol. 7. No. 38, pg, 1320. 
7'110 .~if/lt/l. ,hll!1tc1l ROJlOl·t ot LEAA, Flscnl Yenr 1074. 
EC!01lOmio III1TJact oj 01'i1ll08 Avalllst Bll8ino88, Dryden Preas. 1073. 
"Comlluting Crime Allnlnst Smull Buslncss". 1072 NC,TRS, 0000,00.007504. 
"Impnct of Crlme on Smull BURlness, 1900-1070, Pnrt 2, Heurlngs before lie Select 

Committee on Smull Business, U.S. Scuub-, 
Orimo (11HZ JU8tioa, Rndzlnowlcz, L. und Wolfgnng, M. E. (cds.), Vol. I und II .:s-ew York 

Busic BooIes, 11>71. 
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LEAA's 406(e) Curriculum Development Programs allocates funds to uni
versities and colleges for the development of substantive criminal justice cur
ricula. A consortium of seven predominantly white colleges and universities 
each received, over a three year period, $750,000 for their criminal justice 
curriculum development efforts and their coordinating office received $350,000 
over the same period. This is, nearly $5.7 million was awarded to this consortium 
over a three year period. In contrast, a consortium of nine black universities and 
colleges was recently awarded a nominal grant of $750,000 over a 14-month 
period-or $64,000-IL-year for each of the black schools versus $250,000-per-year 
for the white schools in the consortium cited earlier. 

The need for more intensive support of criminal justice programs in black 
colleges is evidenced by the fact that there are 85 four-year black colleges and 
universities in the United States. They enroll over 4.0 percent of all black students 
and present 70 percent of the bachelor degrees received by black graduates. 
Further, according to reports by the American Council on Education, the number 
of blacks enrolled in white institutions has been steadily declining since 1970. 

The Law Enforcement Education Program (LEEP) provides financial support 
to colleges for the education of persons employed by police, courts, correction 
facilities and other criminal justice agencies. LEEP assistance provides an oppor
tunity for men and women working in criminal justice fields to improve their 
professional competence and upgrade their general performance. Students pre
paring for criminal justice careers may also take advantage of the program. 
LEEP's emphasis on in-service training is intense. 

Given the well-documented need for accelerated recruitment of black per,sonnel 
into criminal justice professions; and given the fact that predominantly black 
colleges and universities are generally clustered in Southeast and Southwest 
sections of the country-where the size of the law enforcement labor force is 
generally smaller, we question LEAA's apparent emphasis on insCl'vice rather than 
pre-service training and education programs. 

An intensified pre-service training effort would allow for greater participation by 
minority colleges and universities and would strengthen LEANs wanning affirma
tive action initiatives in education. 

The National Urban League, through its Administration of .Tustice Division, has 
attempted to increase the direct participation of the black community in a broad 
range of criminal justice activities, We have developed an extensive body of 
experience in administering criminal justice programs. In 1970, with a grant from 
New York City's Department of Corrections, the Urban League conducted It 
correction officers training program-training 700 raw recruits, 480 experienced 
correction officers and assistant deputy wardens. 'l'his domonstration project, 
designed to UPb'l'ade the correction officers' skills and sensitivity to inmate prob
lems, resulted in the establishment of the nation's first training academics for 
correctional officers. 

In cooperation with the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, the 
National Urban Lengue conducts a Law Enforcement :Minority Manpower 
Project. Operating in 10 cities, the project Juts, since its inception in 1973, re
cruited 12,025 minorities who were counsC'Lled to pass (~ppropriate civil Rervice 
examinations in the criminal justice field; and placed 5,159 black nnd Hispanic 
people in law enforcement and relatcd jobs. 'rhis project has recently produced a 
major documentary film on opportunities in the criminltl justice Held. 

At the community level, the Urban League conducts a highly suocessful prc-trial 
diversion program in Chester, Pennsylvanit1., 'rhi" "Oommunity Assistance 
Project", utilizing a community based stltff which includes eX-Offenders, resolves 
family disputes and n('ighborhood aonfiicts through arbitration. These conflicts 
normt1Ily o.ccount for 50% of all policc homicide:> and result in the arrest und 
incarceration of perpetrt1tors. 

The trend towurd increased citizen involvement in crime prevention is especinlly 
marked in pOOl' urban neighborhoods with high arime rates. However, many 
public and privl1te nonprofit community organiz(ttions laak the funds to establish 
an ongoing institutional capacity to alert citizens to crime trends, 'mobilize resi
dents to watch fwd report crimina! activity, improve police-community oom
munications and responsiveness and deploy nid to victims. Poor ll,ud bluok com
munities across the conn try realize the attcntion to the immedil1te problem 
of fettr and crime in their neighborhoods need not obviate or lessen efforts to 
combl1t the root economic and sooialoauses of orime, 

The National Urban Lengue is greatly encouraged by the crime prevC'ntion 
activities of national organizations stich (lS the National Center for Urban Ethnic 
Affairs, the Center for Community Change, their local affiliates and other com-
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mUllity-ba.sed: groups. A 111).mber of signifiGa~t mo«;l.els for commtlnity action and 
involvement hQ,ve emerged: 

The WqocU(\[wn, Qrgunillation (TWO), a, black community service, and economic 
development group in Chicago's South; Side section ha~ trained and, employed a 
neighborhood secUl;ity force for neady eight years. This IS-man force is employed 
to guard TWO's economiG development and bu.silless interests. These include 
a major housing development (Jackson Park Terrace), a, 504-unit housing Project 
(Woodlawn Gardens), a shopping plaza !md I;lupermarket. In addition, the organi
zation la,st year initiated a block watcheJ:S project in which local residentl) reported 
suspiciollS activ~tj.es to the police. Ad Hoc escort services for the eldedy have also 
been provided. 

BUILD, a black community-based, nonprotit service organization in B1,lffalo, 
New York operates a halfway house for ex-offenders; issues periocjic. community 
alerts on Grime-flyers designed to illicit community cooperation in providing 
evideI\ce and information to local police in,vestigations j participated in aJ;l in-depth 
study of discrimination in Buffalo's jury selection process; participl1ted in negoti
ations dUring the Attica prison revolt; conducted a police precinct and court 
monitoring effort, using resident volunteers; conducts ad hoc Gounseling serviGes 
for victims of crime and a referral-a,dvocacy service in cases of nlleged, police 
brutality. 

For 10 years prior to 1975, juvenile gangs in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania mur
dered an average of 30 or more people ayear. Nearly 1111 of the victims were young 
and black. Last year, that death rate dropped by half, principally the result of 
efforts by a community-based Crisis Intervention program-a program run 
largely by former gang nlembers. 

The East Los Angeles Community Union (TELACU), an alliance of 11 pre
dominantly Chicano international unions and twelve independent community 
groups, has beell highly successful in curbing gang violence withhl a, local housing 
project. The Casa Marvilla organization (a member of TELACU) operates a 
gang dispersion pro~ram which provides family crisis intervention and counseling. 
for gimg members; lllvolves tho youth in the development and construction. of 
a new 504-unit housing project that will replace the current, dolapidated public 
housing. In addition,I(l'ELACU played a key rolo in developing a HUD-oporated 
Tenant Security Patrol. 'l'his service, established in 1971, is staffed by young 
mell who reside ill the housing projects or surrounding neighbox:hoods. Since 
the initiation of the Tenant Security Patrol, there has been an appreciable decline 
in criminal activity (burglaries, assaults, violent disputes) within the projects. 

In New HaveIl, Conn., SAND, a community organizn,tion, employs and involves 
a 200-member juvenile gang in constructive community services-rehabilitation 
of hou~es, support service::; for the elderly, community organizing, job tmining and 
other worthwhilo efforts. 

Two years ago in Chicago, a core group of 40 women built the Coalition of 
Concerned Women in the War on Crime. They established [t program called 
"Operation Dinlog" in which neighborhood residents, churches, local police met in 
small groups to express their concerBll and ideas ()ll resolving the problem of crime 
in Chicago. The group, now has some 1,500 members and, in coopemtion with the 
police, has distributed information 011 neighborhood crime trends and patterns; 
aggressively challenged discrimination in the police department; and a~sisted block 
cluos in formulating orime prevention strategies. 

A variety of citizen-based crime prevention models have been developed in New 
York City. An estimated 6,000 volunteers are involved in child safety patrols 
throughout the city. Police have reported a marked reduction in street crimes 
during the J)ours of these parent patrols .... More than 3,000 taxis are equipped 
with tWO-Wlty radio conncctions to a base flttttion and New York City radio police 
dispatcher. 'l'hil'! program, llsing individual drivers, provides an added measure of 
f;lelf-J)l'otection for the drivers and provides citizens with additional eyes and ears 
against criminQI !iCtiviti('s on the streets. 

The Block ASflociation of West Philadelphia adopted intensive crime prevention 
3tl'ntegies that include: use of piercing freon horns by volunteer-neighborhood 
p!ltrolers; holp and cOllllseling for victims; assistance to ex-convicts; aJ:ld the 
organizl1tion of youth soolal functions. At leust 25 block groups belong to the 
assoch~tion. In the 4 years of the program's operation, crime in the neighborhoods 
involved has been reduced, the decline in property values has beon reversed and 
tho neighborhoods hnve shown much greater stabiiity. 

A major critique of the LtHV Enforcement Assistance Administration's programs 
(11)69 to 197~), entitled IILa\V ttnd Disorder" was prepared by the Lawyers Com-
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mittee for Civil Rights Under Law. This highly informu,tive and critical report 
was financed by the N u,tionru Urbu,n Coalition and Field Foundation. 

The preceding examples of positive citizen/community involvement in crime 
prevention provide only a modest indication of the success potentiru and diverse 
models that community participu,tion in the criminal justice system offers. In 
1974, Donald E. Su,ntarelli, former Administrator of LEAA observed tlmt: 

"It is time for us to carry out the will of the Congress through the LEAA 
program, to become the spokesmen and advocu,tes of the people-to make certain 
that their interests u,re a primary factor in u,11 we do. The criminal justice system, 
in working to achieve the goal of crime reduction, must mu,ke citizen interests and 
citizen participation and integral part of its operation .... " 

Thu,t mandate has yet to be met. LEAA support of community-based ancl 
community-run crime prevention initiatives hu,s been hu,lting u,nd piecemeal. In 
introducing the Community Crime Prevention Act of 1973, Mr. Chairman, you 
noted that only about 2 percent of the LEAA action funds were allocated by the 
states for community involvement programs. In fiscal yeu,r 1975, there was only 
a modest improvement in support of community initiatives. Indeed, we question 
LEAA's definition of community initiative funding. Since fiscu,l year 1971, over 
$26 million has been allocated to public and privu,te interest groups that m'e, 
themselveR, already an integml part of the criminal justice system's operation
for example, the National District Attorneys Association, the N u,tional Shcriffs 
Association, the International Association of Chiefs of Police, the National Con
ference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators. LEAA ofIicials have 
cited support of such groups as proof positive of its commitment to community/ 
citizen involvement. While we in no way wish to demean the vruuable work of such 
groups, we doubt tht,t their funding by LEAA represents a significant Admin
istration commitment to involving neighborhood-based and controllcd, nonprofit 
community organizations in the planning and. implementation of crime prevention 
progru,ms. 

LEAA Sixth Annual Report counted u,mong the agency's citizen-initiu,tive 
efforts: 

An Omnibus Courts Improvement Project. $1.04 million grant to the 
Kentucky Department of Justice. 

Support for the Nationu,l Crime Prevention Institute. A $295,998 grant to 
the University of Louisville's School of Police Administration. 

Project Turn-Around, u, $1.6 million gmnt to the Executive Office, 
Milwu,ukee County Courts. 

The Inrgest portion of LEAA's discretionary grants continue to be u,llocated to 
police science, police technical research and gadgetry. Smrul and large grants for 
rell,tively unimaginative projects with rather specious benefits continue to receive 
preference, while community organization proposals me given cursory reviews 
and are, more often than not, rej ected. 

We believe that the intent of citizen initiative in crime prevention is not being 
met in LEAA's current community crime prevention focus. Numerous public and 
private consultu,nt and technical research firms have received grants under the 
auspices of "community crime prevention." The involvement of these firms in 
technical research on victimology 01' assessment of crime trends and the operation 
of criminal justicc systems has resulted in an useful body of data. However, their 
involvement in the planning and implementation of locu,l crime prevention pro
grams has been characterized by limited insight, indifference to the input and 
COncerns of community residents and geneml ineptness. 

One of the largest recipients of such funds-a research institute operu,ting in a 
major metropolitan area-has, over the last three years uscd much of its $2 
million in LEAA funds to devise community crime prevention plans of question
able merit. For example, this institute's solution to the high crime rate plaguing a 
local neighborhood square involved fencing in the area. The recommendation, 
accompanied by an impressive !Lrray of supportive charts u,nd documentution, 
and developed with no real input from area residents, was approved by eity 
officials. If irate citizen reaction and protest is a measure of commlmity involve
ment in crime prevention, then this project successfully involved the community. 
When citizens were apprized of the dubious "fencing" plan, they banded in under
stand!Lble opposition and, after heated debate with city officials, the plan was 
merdfully trashed. 

Another milestone in thc institute's recommendations involved changing 
street trufflc p:1tterns in an effort to reduce congestion in a residential-commerciu,l 
firC':1 plagued with crimC'. 'rhe neighborhood included a number of small retail 
and other commercial opemMons that would lose business with the chu,nge in 
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traffic flow. In addition, area residents and merchants were not involved in the 
formation of this plan. The city approved this ill-devised plan, despite the 
vigorous protest of citizens. After all, the institute represented "experts" in the 
criminal justice field, and is the city's prime technical assistance resource. How
ever, citizens have documented the detrimental impact of the new traffic plan on 
the commercial viability of their area and have initiated a law suit to halt imple
mentation of the plan. 

Representatives of the criminal justice system have readily and repeatedly 
admitted that, in the absence of citizen assistance,. neither more manpower, 
improved technology, nor additional money will enable law enforcement agencies 
to effectively combat crime. We strongly urge that this sentiment be adequately 
reflected in mandates, policies and funding levels of LEAA's new authorizing 
legislation. Specifically, the National Urban League recommends that: 

1. Language be added to the declaration and purpose of the legislation noting 
that it is the purpose of Title I to also "encourage research and development 
directed toward· improving and increasing citizen/community input and re
sponsiveness to the law enforcement t),nd criminal justice system, thereby en
hancing the effectiveness and overall operation of the system." 

2. That part C Grants for Law Enforcement Purposes, State Block Grants 
Purpose and Funding (Sec. 302, 303), Title I be amended to include in the State 
Plan a requirement that the plan "demonstrate the willingness of the State and 
local government to support citizen/community-based inititLtives by local private/ 
public non-profit agencies in law enforcement, criminal justice, and crime pre
vention activities." 

3. For Title I, Section 306, Allocation of Funds: Block Grants and Discretion
ary Funds, on the statement of eligible recipients of discretionary grants, the 
existing legislation states the eligibility of private nonprofit organizations. There 
are many neighborhood groups, however, that perform quite well, but lack the 
formal organizational structure for participation in this program. We recommend 
that a statement be added specifying eligibility for such groups, noting, "such 
groups that lack a formal structure with proven record, be allowed to apply for a 
grant with the provision that they have a sponsor who is a private, non-profit 
organization. This non-profit sponsor will have administrative responsibility for no 
more than one year or until such time that the citizen group is able to satisfy the 
director that they meet the minimum standard outlined in the legislation for 
nonprofit organization." 

4. That Part D. Training, Education, Research, Demonstration and Special 
Grants Purpose (Sec. 401) and Section 406, Academic Education Assistance be 
amended to provide full assurance on the recruitment, eligibility and involvement 
of disadvantaged and minority students and minority colleges and universities. 

In H,l73, the N ation!ll Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 
stated that "citizen involvement in crime prevention efforts is not merely 
deSirable, but necessary." This premise should be prominent in congressiomtl 
deliberations on LEAA's authorizing legislation. 

Mr. CONYERS. Our next witness is our colleague on the Judiciary 
Committee, Ms. Barbara Jordan. 

I am very pleased to say she and I both serve on the House Com
mittees on the Judiciary and Government Opero,tions. Frequently she 
overshadows the other members of the Congressional Black Caucus 
by her skill and legislative ability. 

In addition she serves on the Steering and Policy Committee of the 
Democratic Caucus. She was a major participant in this legislation 
when it was in the jurisdiction of Subcommittee No.5 in 1973, chaired 
by now chairman of the full committee, the Honomble Peter Rodino. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CONYERS. Of course. 
Mr. MCCLORY. I want to join in welcoming my colleague here this 

morning. She is the principal sponsor, and I am sponsoring the Re
publican side of a very important bill, we call it the "Fair Tmde 
:!menclment" to bring about greater competition and consumer 
benefits .. 
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I also recall she is one of our "Women of the Year", so it is a great 
honor to serve with her, and I am pleased to welcome you this morning. 

Mr. CONYERS. We appreciate your prepared statement. We know 
you have also introduced a piece of legislation, H.R. 12364, and both 
of those will be incorporated in the record, and we welcome your addi
tional comments. 

TESTIMONY OF HON. BARBARA .rORDAN, REPRESENTATIVE FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 

Ms. JORDAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Mr. 
McClory, for welcoming me to this committee, and for the words 
which you said, which are all kind. 

Mr. Chairman, and Mr. McClory, I have introduced a piece of 
legislation that attempts to strengthen the civil rights provisions of 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. I would hope that 
this subcommittee, in proposing legislation for the continued authori
zation of LEAA, would put my bill in your authorizing legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, it is necessary that we do something about civil 
rights enforcement in the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra
tion. I am sure it is not the only agency, but it is certainly one agency 
with the word "Enforcement" in its title, which has declined to enforce 
the law. 

In 1973 I proposed amendments when the LEAA authorization was 
in Subcommittee 5. I proposed civil rights amendments which were 
designed to strengthen civil rights enforcement at that time. What 
we wanted to do was to give the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin
istration the early option to cut off funds if a jurisdiction was found to 
be discriminating. We passed the 1973 authorization l11w, including 
the civil rights amendments. The LEAA did not even promulgate 
regulations to carry out, to effectuate, the 1973 amendments until 
December of bst yea1'-I am talking about December of 1975-when 
they didn't promulgn,te regulations, they "proposed to promulgate". 

We have had the 1973 amendments longer than 2 years. They IH~ve 
not been enforced. Regulations have not been promulgated. In De
cember the Administration proposed to promulgate regulations and 
has not clone RO. 

LEAA has not, on its own, terminated funds for any recipient who 
was found to be the perpetrator of discrimination. LEAA does not 
like to terminate funds at all because they say it is quite essential 
that the people in these communities continue to receive the benefits 
of whatever program it is. And so, consequently, the benefits keep 
flowing. LEAA keeps paying. And discrimination persists on the part 
of the recipients. 

The bill which I have introduced is very simple. You probably have 
a diagram in front of you that will show the flow of enforcement of 
my bill. His a little scheme called, "Schemn,tic of Proposed Civil 
Rights Procedures". 

N ow, step one: If one of three things occurs-and if you are follow
ing me in my prepared statement, I'm on page 3-if one of three things 
occurs LEAA must send to the Governor a notification of presumed 
discrimination. 

What three things will trigger notification of the Governor? A find
ing of noncompliance by a Federal or State court, or administrative 
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agency; the filing of a la;wsuit by the U.S. Attorney General; or a 
finding of discrimination by LEAA's own investigators. 

If one of these three things occur, what does LEAA have to do? 
Notify the Governor that there is presumed discrimination. 

Step 2: The Governor is given 60 days to seek voluntary compliance. 
If, after 60 days, voluntary compliance is not achieved, or an adminis
trative hearing has not absolved the recipient, payment of further 
LEAA funds would be temporarily sustained. 

All right, we've got our triggered notification where there is pre
sumed discrimination, and the Governor has 60 days within which 
time he can try to seek voluntary compliance. And if in that 60 days 
voluntary compliance is not achieved, a temporary suspension occurs. 

Step 3: After suspension the recipient has 120 days in which to 
request an administrative hearing. LEAA must grant the request for 
a hearing within 30 days of receiving the request. Payment of further 
LEAA funds may be terminated permaneutly if, after the hearing, the 
recipient is found to be in noncompliance. If the recipient fails to 
request a hearing, LEAA must make a finding based upon the record 
that it has before it. Payment may resume only if the recipient is 
found to be in compliance. 

There is nothing very new or dramatic about the procedure that I 
have outlined here because HEW has a similar procedure. It is antici
pated that revenue sharing will have a similar procedure for civil 
rights compliance. 

Note, at any time during the process the recipient has access to the 
courts. Aggrieved citizens may file suit in Federal court against al1eged 
discriminators, and they may be awarded attorneys' fees if their suit 
is successful. Attorneys' fees to the prevailing plaintiff-nothing new 
about that. 

The Attorney General is given explicit authority to file suit in 
Federal court, independent of any action or recommendation by LEAA. 
Reasonable and specific time limits must be established by LEAA for 
dealing with complaints and for conducting independent reviews. 

If LEAA does nothing at aU, at least the provisions of this bill 
which I have introduced would provide for some remedy on the part 
of the recipient; some remedy on the part of that person who is 
discrimina,ted against. That's what we've got to do, or the law just 
means absolutely nothing, as we approved it as a result of the 1973 
amendments; and the whole policy of, "No Federal money shall be 
distributed to people, agents, which discriminate. II 

So, Mr. Ohairman, I recommend the bill to you for your considera
tion as you discuss civil rights provisions and continued authorization 
ofLEAA. 

Mr. OONYERS. Thank you very much. 
I think your proposal makes eminently good sense. 
'fhe consideration that arises with me is, what if the organization 

itself is in noncompliance, which is precisely the problem we have here. 
Your legislation, of 3 years ago is still in the process of being pro
mulgatea-it makes me want to find out how far along LEAA is. 

We un enacted a law; everyone understood what it meant; it went 
on the books; the President signed it; and then it was ignored. 

N ow, some of us-yourself included-are getting a little tired of this. 
We can pass civil rights laws year in and year ont, and the aO'ency 
charged with the enforcement ends up being the prime noncoffil;!iant. 

OO-u87-70-pt. 1-29 
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Now, how do you get tough in Texas legislative proceedings? 
Ms. JORDAN. Well, Mr. Ohairman, I wish that I could Ilpply the 

law of the frontier--
[Laughter.] 
Ms. JORDAN [continuing]. And go over there and mandate 

enforcement. 
Now, since we can't do that, I have suggested that if LEAA doesn't 

do that, we at least have two other places on that scheme for people 
to try to ad, to file suit; the Attorney General can file suit, that's 
one thing that clln happen. Then we can get an administrative agency 
or a court to find discrimination as the basis of the filing of the com
plaint by the person against whom the discrimination occurred. 

We've got three ways to go, rather than one. It would be very 
frustrating for the whole process of civil rights enforcement if we were 
going to be forever stymied in the enforcement of this law. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, I think you do point out correctly that there 
are multiple alternatives involved in your approach. 

Would you be willing, and my colleague from Illinois, to perhaps 
examine an additional provision to your legislation that would inter
rupt the operation of LEAA if they are not in compliance, if it reaches 
such a point? 

Ms. JORDAN. )VIr. Ohairman, you are not acldl'eesing thllt question 
to me, I assume. 

1\tJr. OONYERS. I am, as my fellow colleague on the judiciary. 
Ms. JORDAN. Mr. Chairman, if we say interrupt all the money 

that is being dispensed by the LEAA, and that money is going to 
recipients, groups, agencies, organizations which do not in fact 
discriminate--

Mr. OONYERS. True. 
Ms. JORDAN [continuing]. And we simply say we are going to end 

the authority of LEAA to dispense funds altogether, we would be 
penalizing those groups who now receive money, which Ill'e in 
compliance. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, how about a temporary interruption? 
Ms. JORDAN. We conld temporarily interrupt, Mr. Chairman, 

but I would hope there would be some alternative dispenser of funds 
to those groups which are entitled to continue to receive the funds. 
To temporarily disrupt or haH, I'm, just worried Ilbout those people 
out there who are doing the right thing. 

M1'. OONYERS. I share your concern. 
How about interrupt the operation of the LEAA itself, without 

interrupting those grantees who are in compliance? 
Ms. JORDAN. If a way could be found to do that, 1\111'. Chairman, 

I would certainly be in total agreement with that. 
Mr. CONYERS. We'll, that may be a challenge to the continued 

noncompliance of the LEAA. 
N ow, perhaps the alternatives that are raised in your proposal 

shonld be given some experience to cletel'lnine whether' these [llterna
tives will put the pressure that is needed into action. 

Bu t finoIly, if in the end this is a consistent pattern that [lfter 8 
.years and all kinds of legislative attempts to fail to get any kind of 
effective cooperation, then I wonlcllike for u<; to explore some legisla
tive provinions that would go to the heart of the matter, inside the 
LEAA opcmtion, anel not punishing those recipients of funds who are 
in compliance. 
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MI'. McClory? 
MI'. MCCLORY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Is the proposal that you make, Miss Jordan, is that consistent with 

another practice with regard to other legislation? 
Mil. JORDAN. It is consistent in a general wny with the practice 

a.uplied by HEW in the enforcement of title VI. 
oL Mr. MCOLORY. Right. 

~v.rs. JOH.DAN. Now, as you know, HEW may, under title VI, try 
to achieve compliance in school integration matters. They, with 
just the threat of termination of funds, are able to resolve almost 90 
percent of the disputes that occur. 

So, the answer to your question is: Yes, it is certainly c(lnsistent 
with HEW's emorcement under title VI. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Since it is already- in the law that the funds should 
be dispensed and utiHzed without discrimination, the Administrator. 
of LEU would have authority, I assnme, under e:ll.-lsting law, to 
withhold if he found administratively-he hasn't exercised that 
authority, has he? 

lVIs. JORDAN. He has the authority, but he has not chosen to exercise 
it at all. 

Mr. MCCLORY. We don't have {tny- mechanism. 
1\1[8. JORDAN. That is right, we don't have any time frame. 
Mr. MCCLORY. What abouG the city of Chicago-those funds

aren't they Withholding $60 million? 
Ms. JORDAN. Those are LE.AA funds, the police department. But 

that was not LEAA action, that was court action. 
Mr. MCCLORY. Right. 
Ms. JORDAN. And 1£ LEAA had acted, it might have been possible 

to get that situation worked out without going to court, having It 

decision and enforcement of the judicial decree. 
Mr. MCCLORY. So, at the present time under administrative 

authority you can achieve the sa,me thing as through comt action. 
Ms. JORDAN.It only takes longer. 
Mr. MCCLORY. Of course, yom suggestion inVOlves also the pos-

sibility of court action. 
Ms, JORDAN . Yes. 
Mr. MCCLORY. I think that is very good. 
Mr. OONYERS. Let me just rnh;e one question while Mr. McClory is 

preparing for his final question. 
Let us go to the lnrger question of crime in America, and the 

responsibility of the Federal Government in this area, and the apparent 
failure of 8 years and $4.5 billion of LEAA; but the greater failure of 
the Federal Government to deal with tIllS problem of' crime. 

Would you have any suggestions, or recommend.1tions at this point, 
or later, Miss Jordan, with regard to the formulation of policy, or 
objectives in the way that the governments, Federal and Stlate, could 
approach this pl'oblem? 

Ms. JORDAN. Well, Mr. Chnirman, that is a problem thUG is, as you 
observed, most serious. I would like, Mr. Chairman, to give that some 
thought, and at another time come with a thoughtful l'eRpOl1Se to 
your question. 

Mr. OONYERS. I appreciate that and here is why I'm saying that. I 
have asked tho Attorney General of the United State:;, through his 
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Deputy Attorney General, the sume precise question. Until the 
Government designs some program with some objectives by which we 
can measure what it is in our strategy toward crime, to make some 
evaluations, we can have programs-anel there are 100,000 grants 
flowing from LEAA.-we can increase them ad infinitum; we can 
increase the amounts of money. We can create block grants and 
revenue sharing, but absent some kind of plan-it may be necessary 
for us in the lecislature to devise some kind of a program that ap
proaches this subject. We have now what some people have termed in 
this subcommittee a "fiscal relief program," for the law enforcement 
agencies of America at every level. 

And of course no one wants that kind of a law. With the localities 
as starved for revenues as they are, they don't care if it comes from 
the Mu.:fia, they want the money, much less whether it comes through 
the LEAA, the Justice Department, or anybody else. 

But somewhere along the line I perceive us as having the responsi
bility to inquire if there is a program, and if not, perhaps help shape 
one. I would invite your thoughts on that. 

Ms. JORDAN. I would certainly do that, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CONYERS. Thank you. 
Mr. MCCLOIW. Miss Jordan, aside from the recommendations for 

amendments that you are making, are you in full support of the 
extension of the LEAA program? 

Ms. JORDAN. Mr. McClory, I'm generally in support, but I have 
some negative reactions to their civil rights enforcement that make me 
reluctant to give total approbation to the Agency. But, the answer to 
your question is, yes. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Thank you very much. 
JV[r. CONYERS. Now we'd better let you get out of here, now that 

you have approved the program. [Laughter.] 
You may reconsider it before too long. 
Ms. JORDAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The prepared statement of lIon. Barbara Jordan follows:] 

S'1'ATl~MENT OJ!' HON. BARBARA JORDAN, A REPRE~JmTATIVE IN OONGRJ~SS FrwM 
~~iE STATE OF TEXAS 

Mr. Ohairman, members of the subcommittee, I have introduced legislntion 
amending the civil rights section of LEAA's bnsic authorization. I urge this 
Subcommittee to incorpornte my bill into its 1976 nmendments. 

The purpose of my bill is strnight forward: to assure that LEAA funds will not 
continue to flow to state and locnl law enforcement nnd criminnl justice ngencies 
which have been found to hnve discriminated, unless corrective action is taken. 

The reasons for my bill nre equally strnight forward: First, LEAA has not scen 
fit to implement civil rights law adopted in 1973. Second, LEAA has never, on 
its own, suspended payment of funds to nny recipient which has been found to 
hnve engaged in discriminatory prnctices. 

In 1973)., the Oongress adopted subsection 518(c) of the Omnibus Orime Control 
nnd Safe i:itreets Act. I authored those 1973 mnendments. They provide a broad 
prohibition against the use of LEAA funds for a discriminatory purpose or eff.ect. 
The nmendments provide ample nuthority for LEAA to initiate civil rights 
compliance investigations, make findings, seek voluntary compliance, tempornrily 
suspend payments, hold administmtive hearings, order corrective nctions, and 
permanently terminnte payments. The response of LEA A to the 1973 civil rights 
amendments has bcen less than minimal. LEAA's civil rights regulations now 
ill efrect were adopted prior to the enactmcnt of the 1973 amendments. Simply 
put, LEAA's civil rights regulations contravene the law. 
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In December, 1975, two yenrs and four months after the enactment of the 
1973 amendments, LEAA published in the Federal Register proposed regulations 
to implement the 1973 amendments. Since December, nothing further has 
emanated from LEAA. 

LEAA has never terminated payment of funds to any recipient because of !1. 
civil rights violation. Despite positive findings of discrimination by courts and 
administrative agencies, LEAA has continued to dole out funds to the discrimi
nators. A process of tortured reasoning and a blatant disregard of the 1973 
amendments keeps the money flowing. 

LEAA's reasoning can be illustrated by example. A complaint is filed aUeging 
discrimination. At the same time the complainant files suit in either state or 
Federal court. LEAA reasons thl1t pcnding the litigation it can do nothing. And 
it does nothing, except continue to pay the defendant. Later, the litigation over, 
the defendant has been found by the court to have discriminated. The Court 
(.rders remedies. LEAA reasons that the court ordered remedies solve the problem. 
LEA A continues to do nothing, except pay. Either way LEAA portends non
involvement. Either way a clear reading of the statute is ignored. "No person ... 
shall ... be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity funded 
in whole or part with fnnds made available under this Act." 

My bill proposes a simple set of steps which must be followed by LEAA if 
discrimination is found to exist. The Members have before them !1. diagram which 
summnrizes these steps. 

Step one. H one of three things occurs, LEAA must send to the Governor !1. 
notification of presumed discrimination. The three things which would trigger 
the notification are: A finding of non-compliance by a fedcral or state court or 
administrative agency, the Jiling of a law suit by the U.S. Attorney General, or 
the finding of discrimination by LEANs own investigators. 

Step two. The Governor is given 60 dnys in which to seek voluntnry com
pliance. H, after GO days, voluntary compliance is not achieved or an admin
istrative hearing has not absolved the recipient, payment of further LEAA funds 
would be temporarily suspended. 

Step three. After suspension, the recipient lms 120 days in which to request an 
administrative hearing. LEAA must grant the reque~t for a hearing within 30 days 

"of receiving the request. Payment of further LEAA funds may be terminnted 
.p~r1Unnently if, after the hearing, the recipient is found to be in non-compliance. 
'If the recipient fails to request a hearing, LEAA must make n finding based 
upon the record before it. Payment mny resume if the recipient is found to be in 
compliance. 

At any time during the process the reCipient hag access to the courts. Aggrieved 
citizens may file suit in federal court against [IUeged discriminators, and they 
may be awarded uttorlllJYs fees if their suit i;; succcssful. ~rllO Attorney General is 
given explicit authori~y to file suit in fedeml court, independent of any [Iction or 
recommendation by LEAA. Reasonable and specific time limits must be estab
lished by LEAA for dealing with complaints and for conducting independent 
reviews. 

The steps required by my bill are similar to the steps the Dcpurtment of Health, 
EdllCl~tion, and Welfare uses to implement 'ntle VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964. Their inclusion in the LEAA uuthoriz[ltion will assure that if LEAA con
tinues to ignore civil rights law, payment of funds to discriminators can be halted 
by action of the courts, administrative agencies or the Attorney General. 

If LEAA continues to do nothing, tIt least my bill provides that federal money 
will not be spent in contravention of the civil rights prohibition. H LEAA wishes to 
implement the 1973 amendments, tlmt will be fine also. Either wuy, my bill 
makes certain that the 1973 prohibition against the usc of LEAA funds for a 
discriminutory purpose or effect will be meaningful. 

LEAA has both a con'ltitutional and It statutory responsibility to enforce civil 
rights law. Failure to take that responsibility seriously leads me to believe that 
further promis(~s should not be taken seriously by the Congress. I um 110 longer 
willing to wait to see promises fulfilled. The law should be enforced. That is what 
my bill assures. To nsk that an agency ca1led the Law Enforccment Assistance 
Administration itself enforce the law, ill not nsking too much. 
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Mr. CONYEUS. We are going to go in order, we have another member 
of the Judiciary Committee before us. And this subcommittee of course 
is flattered to have the only two women members of the Judiciary 
Committee testify; it speaks well of myself and my colleague from 
Illinois. 

Ms. JOUDAN. It does. 
Mr. CONYEUS. We now call the gentlewoman from New York, 

Miss Holtzman to testify. 
She has a long record of concern in connection with the Law Enforce

ment Assistance Administration, and she has a proposal which I 
think is quite relevant. She serves with distinction on the Full Com
mittee on the Judiciary, and has concerned herself with matters 
of criminal justice and law enforcement. 

We have yOUI' statement, it will be incorporated into the record 
at this point, and I will call the subcommittee to as much order as we 
can obtain. 

We welcome our colleague. 
MI'. MCCLOUY. If the chairman would yield. I want to join in wel

coming the distinguished Congresswomanfl'om New York. 

TESTIMONY OF HON. ELIZABETH HOLTZMAN, REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM'THE STATE OF NEW YORK 

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Thank you very much for your kind remarks. Let 
me say it is a privilege to appear before your subcommittee, not only 
to testify about the LEAA, which is an important tool on the fighting 
of crime, but to acknowledge this subcommittee's very important 
role with regard to gun control. In my opinion, LEAA and gun 
control Ilre the most important Federal legislation dealing with the 
problem of crime in the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that one of the top priorities of 
government at all levels is to protect Americans from the ravages 
of cl'ime---fl'om the death, and injury, and fear that it brinf?;s. 

State and local governments have the basic responsibilIty in our 
system of government for combating crime, yet the Federal Govern
ment has tried to assist them in these efforts. It seems to me that the 
Federal Government has failed to provide adequate help. 

I1EAA was to be the major weapon of the Federal war on crime, 
but testimony that others have given before this subcommittee has 
shown that the LEA.! has not had the kind of significant impact 
that the doli ill'S spent on it would warrant. 

In 1968 the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act was 
passed in order to aiel States in improvinl? law enforcement and reduc
ing m·ime. From 1969 until 1974 the LEAa spent more than $3.6 billion 
in that effort. But in the same time period the crime rate increased by 
36 prfcent, and the rate of violent crime increased by 40 percent. 
You can't say that the increase in crime is directly re1ated to the spend
ing of money on LEAA, but I would argue, Mr. Chairman, that the 
money spent on LEAA is not nearly as effective against crime fiS it 
could have and should hl1ve been. 

Mr. CONYERS. Would it be inl1ppropriate to submit that reducing 
the amount of money of LEAA would result in 111'eduction of crime? 
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:Ms. HOLTZMAN. Well, that is an argument you could make, lvIr. 
Ohairman, but clearly, there have been important programs funded 
around the country that LEAA has been responsible for. 

But, as I say later in my testimony, very little evaluation has been 
done; we don't 1m ow why programs work if they have worked; and 
we don't lmow why they fail if they failed. I think the problem 
wit.h LEAA isn't so much the amount of money, but how we spend 
money, what we spend the money on, and what we require to be done 
with that money. 

I am going to try to summarize my testimony, Mr. Ohairman, if 
that is permissible. 

Let me say that I have introduced a bill, H.R. 12362, and I have 
distributed to the clerk of the committee copies of the provisions of the 
bill itself. This is a bill that I think is the first step toward what should 
be a thorough and comprehensive overhaul of the LEAA; and I would 
suggest, 111'. Ohairman, in light of the work you have done on gun 
control, and the deadline facing the subcommittee, that perhaps a 
thorough overhaul of the LEAA won't be practical before this year's 
deadline. But I would suggest nonetheless that a I-year extension of 
LEAA is important, and should include a number of basic improve
ments. 

Let me spell out the four areas that I think are of particuln.r concern. 
'rhe first is the need to speed up the processin~ of criminal cases. The 
second problem, it seems to me, that has to be addressed now is to 
assure that LEAA projects be evaluated to find out if they work. It is 
an absolute disgrace to keep spending money on programs without 
knowing if the programs have succeeded. One thing we ought to be 
able to do is learn from out past, learn from our successes and learn 
from our failures. We should have a serious, intelligent evaluation of 
the LEAA progl'l1ms. I think we can require LEAA and the States to 
begin to start thinking about evaluation, to the maximum extent 
feasible, of all LEAA-financed programs. 

Mr. OONYERS. I think that is an excellent idea. I think it is similar, 
Ms. Holtzman, to the idea of suspending the LEAA long enough for us 
to get our bearings and examine what in the devil has been going on 
with the 100,000 gl'l1nts that are out right now. 

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Some programs, 111'. Ohairman, have worked, and 
I would very much hate to see LEAA stopped for a year. I think that 
we can go forward for a short period of time, while the committee 
studies the LEAA progra~ns. We can begin. at the same time, this 
year, to make changes that would really help LEAA to improve 
itself in the next 15 months. For example, by requiring evaluations. 
And through the transition quart.er and the next fiscal year, we ought 
to be able to get a better sense of how the evaluations are working and 
what the LEAA is doing than we have now. 

We should also begin to focus LEAA funds on the problem of speed
ing up trials. Those are two of the things I'm suggesting. 

Mr. McOLOny. Will the chairman yield? 
You would mandate the National Inst.itu te on Law Enforcement I1nd 

Oriminal Justice to do the evaluations? 
Ms. HOL'l'ZMAN. Thl1t would be in my bill, Mr. McOlory. 
Mr. MOOLORY. That is a 'Very good sllgge.stion. 
Ms. HOLTZMAN. And the resnson for thnt IS, we need to get profes

sionals in the LEAA involved in the evaluation process. 

I 
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Mr. MCCLORY. A. professional agency on the Federal level. 
Ms. HOLTZMAN. 'l'hat is correct. And I think we ought to help 

States to begin to develop tlus year their own evaluation programs. I 
think we ought to make a serious and professional st!1rt, and I think we 
ought to do it right now. 

I think it would be disgraceful to m!1ndate the extension of the 
LEAA. without requiring some serious and intelligent start toward 
evalu!1tion this next year. 

Mr. CONYERS. You know, this is very thoughtful and also in
credible to find that my colleague and I always !1gree when the witness 
is a l!1dy and a member of the Judiciary, th!1t seems to bcilitate co
ordination in the subcommittee. Please continue. 

Ms. HOLTZMAN. I have two examples, by the W!1Y, of how the lack 
of evaluation is really harmful, in my written testimony. In one case, $7 
million was spent on a program trying to improve police response time 
in Cleveland, Dallas, New York, and St. Louis. 'ro this day nobody 
knows, after this $7 million was spent, whether police response time 
actually improved. Now, if it did improve, wouldn't we like to know 
that? And if it didn't work, we should be telling cities and localities 
they shouldn't be using that approf1,ch. 

Mr. CONYERS. It is startling indeed that it never occurred to the 
Department of ,Tustice or LEAA to do this. We will transmit the testi
mony to them forthwith. 

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Well, I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that we not 
only make the suggestion, but that we put it in the statute to start the 
States responsibly tow!1rd evaluations, that we make it m!1nc1!1tory. 
My bill does not mandate the States to begin complete evaluation 
procedures right aW!1Y, but it does require a beginning. 

Mr. CONYERS. Do we agree with that? 
Mr. MCCLORY. If I understand it, we mandate tlus oper!1tion. 
1111'. CONYERS. Now, let me raise one question, we have Senator 

Kennedy joining us nt about 10 o'clock. The one question I W!1nt to 
pose is this, what is the program of the Department of Justice in 
combating crime in America; and if there isn't one, should not the 
JUcliciary begin to f01'l11uln,te one? 

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Wen, I would say, Mr. Chairman, that the LEAA 
was established by the Federal Government to fight crime. It may be 
in fact that the LEAA has made major contributions, but we don't 
know that. Chances are that a lot of money has been wasted in the 
process, enormous amounts of money. 

I thinlc the Congress ought to set some national priorities about what 
this money is to be spent on. I would suggest that we m!1ndate th!1t 
the money be spent in three areas. 

One are!1 is speeding trials. 'rhe fact is that many C!1ses take a year 
or 2 years to try-even violent crimeS-[llld this maIms a mockery of 
the criminal justice process throughout the conn try. 

I think another arel1 is the problem of juvenile delinquoncy. We 
have seen I1n enonnous increase in juvenile violent crimes over the Pl1st 
3 yem's. I know in the StH,te of New York we hl1ve rel1lly shocking 
figures, as I point out in my prepl1red testimony. 'rhere hl1ve been 
somethin~)ike 25,000 arrests for juvenile crimes in the ll1st ye!1r in the 
Stl1te of l'lew York alone-5,700 for violent crimes. Only 900 persons 
have been placed either in penl1l-type institutions, h!1lf-wl1Y houses, or 
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some other kind of custody. What happened to the 24,000 other youns; 
people that committed serious crimes? Where are they. Are they back 
on the street? 

In the State of New York, I would say frankly, we have been unable 
to cope with the problem of serious juvenile crimes. I thinh: that is 
a problem that is repeated in other parts of the country. I would 
suggest, in a major overhaul of LEAA, that we require States to 
concentrate their efforts on dealing with this problem. 

I also think that corrections has been a serious problem in the sense 
that much crime is committed by people who have already been in 
correctional institutions. Something is wrong there. I would suggest 
that a lot of attention and effort be directed to this problem. 

But I would also say, Mr. Chairman, that I don't think it is the 
business of the Federal Government by itself to deal with and 
straighten out these problems. I think this should be done in accord
ance with local conditions and with plans the States and localities 
develop. I think if we begin to build up an evaluation arm of LEAA, we 
can probably encourage States and localities to develop plans that 
have a meaningful chance of success. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, once we in the Congress establish these 
priorities we can review them in 2 or 3 years. Maybe those priorities 
won't be shown to be the ri~ht ones. 

In addition, the categorles should allow for waivers where a par
ticular expenditure is not justified. In some ar·eas juvenile delinquency 
and the lack of speedy trial may not be serious problems. Those areas 
could spend LEAA funds on other needs. 

But I would suggest, lvIr. Chairman, that it is time for Congress to 
set some priorities for the expenditure of moneys for needed im
provements. 

As I said, at this tinle what we need to do is three or four things to 
make important improvements right away, and yet give the com
mittee time to go into this problem in depth. First, as I said, evalua
tion, and second, to begin to concentrate Federal money on the 
problem of speedy trials. What my bill does is require that a portion of 
the Federal discretionary money, which constitutes 15 percent of the 
part C block grant money, be spent on speedy trials in the various 
States. rrhat cloesn't tnke any money away from the States that they 
already have, and it doesn't take any money away from localities; 
but it gives to the States and localities a part of the Federal discre
tionary money to deal with the problem or speeding up trinls. 

And the third area thl1t I deal with in my bill-and I would suggest, 
}'1r. Chairman, that the committee undertake at this time-is a 
program to deal with violent crimes in high crime areas. rvIy bill 
provides $100 million for the purpose of fighting violent orimes in 
high crime areus in thie country. 

I would point out the President nnd the ndministrntion bill propos(} 
a simi1o,r progl'filll, to be funded, howeV01', at the $50 million level 
annnnlly und providing no sto,ndo,l'cl by whieh this money would be 
usod. I double the amount bMauso I Hunk tlu\t we ought to be focus
ing on some of Ollr ei1;ies or countieR, or combinations of locul jmis
dictiolls, wHh populationH over 250,000, which have a high incidence 
of crimo. I think tho money ought to be focused on c~rtain. pt'oblems, 
namely aggrav(l,ted aHsftult, bUl'glal'ly, robbery, rape, and mm'der. 'l'he 
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money ought to be spent on the basis of the kinds of programs that 
are submitted, so that the best programs-the ones that aTe most 
likely to succeed-will have a preference; and second, it should be 
spent in the highest population aTeas, the areas with the highest 
incidence of crime. And my bill also would require that high crime 
incidence areas which are given this money make evaluations. That 
will be a mandatory part of it. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that would permit us to target money on 
high crime areas, with some standards, focusing on certain criminal 
problems, and to see how it works in the 15-month period of the transi
tion quarter and fiscal 1977. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the fourth innovative part of the bill 
would focus a portion of LEAA efforts on the elderly, the people 
who are very vulnerable victims of crime. 

1'11'. CONYERS. We are certainly grateful that you are a member 
of the full committee, and I know that you will be working with the 
subcommittee as we get into more details on your proposal. 

Ms. HOLTZMAN. I will be very honored to do so. 
Mr. McCr~oRY. The only fault I find with your suggestion for an 

extension of 1 year, or 15 months; one of the objections to the existing 
I-year appropriation is thl!-t. it is difficult for t!lC States' planning 
agencies, and the commumtles to develop ongomg programs. So, I 
would hope we would extend the bill, extend the law for 5 years, and 
then we can still take up the subject of amendments in a succeeding 
Congress without eliminating the extension to 1 year. 

The other observation I would like to make is, this Congress and 
our committee have been pretty deficient, it seems to me, in connection 
with the business of speedier trials, and trying to accelerate the 
administration of justice by our previous failure to provide for addi
tional Federal judges. 

The Judicial Conference recommended over 50 additional Federal 
judges to take care of Federal criminal cases, and we have not had any 
hearings in our committee. I think the Senate committee has taken 
action to recommend 45 i and there are partisan political considerations 
that are preventing them from having additional Federal judges. I 
think that is a" pretty dismal commentary on our congressional 
service here that we refuse to provide the necessary additional Fedeml 
officials because we want to wait until after the elections to see if we 
can't get another administmtion in the White House and then get 
judges from another political party. 

Ms. HovrzMAN. Mi. McClory, I want to respond to both points. 
First on the point of whether the LEAA should be extended only for a 
limited period of time. I think this subcommittee realizes there are 
serious problems with the IJEAAj that it has not performed as well as 
it should have, given the fact tho,t over $4 bil1ion have been spent on 
this effort; that we as Members of Congress can do much to improve 
this program. 

Also, I would like to suggest-nnd pm'hops I'm out of order-that 
bccauHo the subcommittee has other impol'tnnt bills, to cleal with 
LEAA in depth may not be practical at this time. . 

Mr. McCrJoHY. We intend to get back to the gun control bIll. 
Ms. HOT11'Z:\IAN. I wnnt to S!1Y, Mr. McClory, I consider my bill 

as a r->top-gap effort, with some improvements, which will nIlow this 
commiIJtee to make It major ovel'hn,ul of IJEAA later. 
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'Mr. MCCLORY. I don't see any rel1'lon why 'we couldn't take ull 
'three steps right now, they ure not thut earth shaking that we need 
to wait unother year. 

Thank you very much for your very helpful testimony. 
If I may, I only want to say, IvIr. Ohuirman, that I'm impressed 

by Ms. Holtzman'p unalysis of the shortcomings of the program, und 
the affirmative uctIOn that she recommends. I have been particularly 
concerned about the evaluation uncl exchunge of information tha.t 
have been basically lacking. 'l'hank you very much. 

11s. HOLTZMAN. Thank you very much. 
1'11'. CONYERS. Do you have any concluding remurks? 
Ms. HOLTZMAN. No, MI'. Chairman, I would just hope th!1t this 

.committee would take action, as I am sure it will, to try to improve 
LEAA, so that it can more effectively deal with the problem") of the 
:States and loc!1lities in fighting crime. 

I know, Mr. Ohairman, that the Senator from Massachusetts, 
lVrt'. Kennedy, will testify later, and that he too has offered a major 
,overhuul of the LEAA. He has important suggestions that I know this 
-committee will consider. 

Mr. OONYERS. Do YOUI' bills coincide? 
Ms. HOLTZ;\IAN. I think in part they coincide. Tho Senator i~ con

-eel'ned about evaluation and also concerned about reporting. But I 
take a (lifferent approach to major reforms. 

I have two kinds of bills, :Mr. Chai l'ln an. One proposes a I-year 
extension, beginning evaluation this -yea,!', target.ing some discretionary 
money on speedy trials, and targeting $100 million for areas with high 
incidents of crime. 

What my bill to provide a fnn restructuring of LEAA does that is 
different from the approach of the Senator and others, i~ that it hap, tho 
Federal Government set the priorities with respect to where Federal 
money ought to be spent. It would, however, allow the States to 
determine ~how the money ought to be spent to achieve the goals 
tn.at we set in tIle CongreR~. 

1\11'. OONYERS. Well, it scems to me his evaluation approach and your 
specificl-l are not in conflict. 

1\1s. HOL'l'Zl\IAN. Oh, no, I think we are both concerned about that. 
11m not sure whether hi:; bin places the evaluation in the Institute. 
I would just suggest that that il-l an important point. 

Mr. C·ONYERS. Well, he is hore now, so we will co.l1 him forward. 
Thank you very much for your testimony. 

Ms. :£'IOLTZMAN. 'rhank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The prepared statement of Hon. Elizabeth Holtzman follows:] 

S'l\\'l'EMENT OF HaN. ET,IZ;\JlWl'H IIourzMAN, A HJ;l'REsr':NTATIVE IN CONGRBSS 
FROM 'l'lIl~ S'l'ATE 01,. Nl~W YORK 

Mr. Chairman, members of the 8uhcommittee on Crime, I apprcciate )"our 
giving me the opportunity to nppCftf before you today to speak about the Law 
Enforcement Assistance AdminiHtmtioll. 

Certainly one of the top priorities of gov('rmnent at all level.; must be to protect 
Americans from the l'ltvages of crime-from tho death, hljury, and fOnr that it 
brings. While Stato and local governments htlVC the primury responsibility for 
fighting crime, the Federal Governmcnt-cicRpite the rhetoric of the President 
und others-has failed to meet its own duty to aid the States find cities in this 
effort. 



455 

LEAA was intended to be the major weapon of the Federal war on crime, but, 
cas testimony before this Committee has shown, it has failed to have significant 
impact. In 1968 Congress passed the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act, mandating the LEAA to aid State and local governments in fighting crime. 
From 1969 through 1974, LEAA spent more than $3.6 billion in that effort. In 
that same period, according to the FBI, the crime rate increased 32 percent and 
the rate of violent crime increased 40 percent. Thi~ is hardly a record of achieve
ment of which we can be proud. 

I do not mean to imply that LEAA has been a total failure. Many useful 
projects have been funded, many improvements have been made in State and 
local law enforcement efforts, and many of the programs funded by LEAA offer 
significant promise for the fu~ure. The fact remains, however, that the average 
American does not feel safe walking the streets of most cities, many Americans 
do not feel safe in their own homes, and at least one out of every 20 Americans 
will be the victim of a serious personal or property crime this year. 

It is clear, then, that we must make substantial improvements in Federal 
efforti:l to protect our citizens from crime. 

I have introduced a bill, H.R. 12362, which constitutes a first step toward 
those initially needed improvements. My bill focuses on four areas of particular 
concern: First, the need to speed the processing and disposition of criminal 
cases; second, the need to evaluate LEAA-funded programs to determine whether 
they work, third the problem of violent crime in our cities; and fourth, the unique 
vulnerability of the elderly to crime and criminals. 

Perhaps the signal failure of LEAA to-date has heenthe lack of attention 
given to speeding the disposition of criminal case!'. Thii:l fact has been attested 
to by, among others, thc General Accounting Office, the Advisory Commission 
on Inter-governmental Relatioml, the American Bar Association and the Confer
ence of Chief Justices of the State Courts. LEAA's latest annual report shows 
that only 13 percent of fiscal year 1975 action funds were spent on the adjudica
tion of criminal cuses, and less than half of this went to the courts. 

This neglect mUi5t not be allowed to continue. Probably, the greatest deterrent 
to crime is the aRflurnnce of swift and certain ptmiRhment. Trial delay and over
crowded courts, however, muke justice in America anything but swift or certain. 
'While no reliable nationwide figures on trial delay exist, (indeed this very absence 
of information demonstrates the lack of attention which has been devoted to the 
problems), LEAA studies in Cleveland, Indianapolis, and New York City have 
shown that it takes an average of 7 to 8 months to bring a case to trial, not includ
ing the time consumed in the trial itself. Thus it is not surprIsing that many 
criminal cases drag on for one to two yeurs or more, and, because we don't know 
which cases arc tried Quickly, it may well be that the most serious crimes take 
the longest to proc(,SR. These figurE'S Rhould be compared with the rceommendation 
of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards nnd Gaols 
that trials begin within GO days after arrest and t.he recommendation of the 
President's Crime CommiR~ion that trials be compl('ted within 3 weeks later. 

And the problem is getting worse, not better. The GAO found that criminal 
case backlog grew in Colorado from 3,4.00 cases in IDG9 to 5,420 in 1072, in Ma~sa
chwletts from 18,306 cases in ] DGD to 33,104 in ] 072. Chi<'f Justice ,"Vulter 
McLaughlin at the Superior Court of Massachusetts te~tIfied before the Senat!} 
that this backlog had grown to 38,933 by 1075. Indeed, if LEAA does increase 
police effectiveness, without dealing with trial delay, the result will be no reduc
tion in crime but only greater backlogs. 

Society pays for trial delay and crowded court calend:m; in a number of ways. 
Defendants released on recogniznnce or bond may commit additional crimes 
during the lengthy waiting period. Witnesses move away, become unwilling to' 
testify or Simply forget. Prosecutors ug1'ee to plea burgnin which results in reduced 
sentences or probation for the most serious of crimes. Police become disgusted 
lIS they see criminals repentedly returned to the streets with a slnp on the wrist or 
less. Innocent defendants who cannot .mise bond are kept in overcrowded jOils, 
for lengthy stays at public expense. 

Added to all of these consequences is the mockery which trial deloy makes of 
our criminnl j\lstice system, convincing police, defendunts and the public at large 
tbnt so-called "justice" is simply a gnme to be played und beaten. 

My bill makes an important start in focusing Federnl Efforts on this pI'(;hlem. 
It mpj{cs reducing criminal case backlog and triol delny u specific objective of the 
I4EAA progrllm, and l'cqtlires thnt both LEAA und the Stntes ?ive E'pe('inl emphasis 
to theso goals. The bill nlEo requires that one-third of part C discretionary funds 
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be uiiPd for speedy trial programs. Thus, LEAA will be mandated to compensate 
.for its prior neglect of the delays in the criminal trial proceas. Finally, the bill 
~ssures that the courts will be represented on State planning 2gencies by requiring 
"that at least two members of each SPA corne from persons nominated by a State's 
'dlief jUstice. 

These steps can and should be taken right away. They will move us towards 
the goal of providing swift and sure jlUltice for defendants and society at large. 

The second chief fOCllS of my bill is on improving the evaluation of LI<jAA
funded programs. The shocking fact is that after 8 years and more than $4 billion 
in Federal expenditures LEAA has no idea whether the programs it paid for have 
worked. Sturly after study, report after report, have shown that LEAA projects 
have not been evahmted for their impact On crime or whether they achieved the 
goals set for them. In fact, LEAA docs not even know what all of its money has 
been spent for. 

The LEAA program was intended first to encourage States to create compre
hensive plans for reducing crime and improving law enforcementj second, to fund 
new and innovative approaches to these problemsj and third, to enable States to 
implement useful programs for improving law enforcement. Because neither 
State plans nor the projects contained in them are evaluated, however, we simply 
do not know whether the existing State plans offer the promise of reducing crime 
or which innovative projects have been successful and should be repeated or what 
steps a State can take to improve its efforts against crime. 

In the words of Victor L. Lowe, director of the General Government Division 
of the GAO: "Are we any closer now, after 8 years to the LEAA program, to 
knOWing why the crime rate increases, and 'what to do to reduce it? 'Ne believe 
the answer is no". 

A brief look at oue of the progrnms LEAA has evaluated illustrates how serious 
the problem iB. From 1072 through 1076 IJEAA spent $140 million on a high impact 
anticrime program in 8 cities. LEAA nlso Bpent $2.4 million on a national-level 
evaluation of the program. In the words of LEANs own evaluators: "Evaluation 
planning at the national-level took place during November and December of 1071. 
Given the short time-frame, however, it proved impossible to establish an eval
uation plan for the national-level evnluation (outcome objectives, for example, 
were never operationally defined) 1/. 

And, further on, the evaluation report sayB: 
"All of these considerations necessarily Signified the renunciation of any ex peri

menttll or quasi-experimental design for the national-level evaluation, and the 
dech~ion wag taken to concentrate on proceBs rather than outcome". 

In other words, this $2.4 million evaluation of a $140 million program was not 
intended to find out whether the program worked, but only to find out whltt the 
program did and how it did it. 

As a result, in the High Impact program, $2 million was spent buying helicopters 
for Atlnntn, Baltimore and Dallas, with no idea of whether those helicopters 
werc at all useful. Nearly $7 million was spcnt to improve police response time 
in Cleveland, Dallas, Newark, and St. Louis, but no one knows whether police 
response times actually improved. 

It is clear, Mr. Chairman, that in the interests of both fighting crime and of 
assuring that Federal Tax Dollars are not simply going down the drain, grClttly 
increased evaluation of LEAA programs !md projects is absolutely necessary. 

:My bill contains seveml provisions to improve LEAA evaluation efforts. State 
plans for the expenditure of block grant, corrections and juvenile justice funds 
are required to provide for the development and implementation of evaluation 
procedures. This provision not only mandates that evaluations be done, but 
makE'S it clear that block gruntR fundr; cnn und should be used for this purpose. 

In addition, if a State wishes to develop a uniform statewide evaluation pro
gram, it may clo so with up to 10 percent of it part C funds exempted from require
ment of mandatory pass-through to locoJities. This provision, recommended by 
the GAO in testimony before this Committee, encourages uniform, central 
eVllluati on. 

The bill directs the National Institute of Law Bnforcell1iJnt and Criminal 
Justice to clrvelop uniform procedures for making and reporting evnluations. 
This will allow comparison of the efIectivelH'SS of projects from different states 
and localitiel'. 

The Institute is also mandated to recrivc evaluations of all programs and 
project~, to mttke such evaluations aR it deemR advisabl!', and to compile and 
circulate among the Stp,trR information about succesBflll programs. 'rhus, a 
State phmning ngency will be able to IUlrn whether a project it is contemplating 
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has been used with success elsewhere, and will also have valuable source of prom
ising future projects. It will also know what has failed, and thus, what to avoid. 

I would note, too, Mr. Chairman, that by making the Institute which is the 
professional rather than bureaucratic side of LEAA-responsible for evaluation, 
my bill provides t.he maximum of technical assistance to the States with a mini
mum of redtape and interference. 

Finally, the bill requires that LEAA report to the Congress and the President 
about its efforts. Thus, we will be able to learn regularly how its programs are 
working and what changes are necessary. 

The third major feature of my bill is the creation of a program of aid to urban 
aret\s which have high rates of so-called "high fear" crimes-homicide, rape, 
aggravated assault, robbery and burglary. The need for a special effort in major 
metropolitan areas is obvious. According to the FBI, standard metropolitan 
statistical areas with populations over 250,000 have a rate for violent crime that 
is 22 percent higher than the overall national rate, more than twice as high as 
the rate in small cities, and nearly four times as high as the rate in rural areas. 

The "high fear" crimes are those which are the greatest direct threat to most 
Americans and they deserve special attention. In addition, by focusing LEAA 
funds-$100 million annually-on a limited number of crimes in a limited number 
of areas, the program will hopefully have a substantial impact. 

While this provision is based on the High Impact program I referred to earlier, 
which has not been as successful as it should have been, I am hopeful that the 
increased funding and stepred up evaluation provisions contained in my bill will 
give the program a real impact on the areas most affected by serious crime. 

The prevention of crimes against the elderly is made a specific objective of 
LEAA aid under my bill. No segment of the population is more vulnerable to 
crime than elderly people who frequently live alone, often in declining neighbor
hoods, and who are least able to avoid or resist being victimized. In addition, 
an elderly person can often least afford the financial loss or physical injury which 
result from crime. Thus, the elderly person must be a special concern of LEAA 
crime prevention efforts. 

Finally, my bill removes the restriction that no more than one-third of an 
LEAA grnnt may go to personnel costs. This limit has contributed to LEAA 
fondness for hardware-for helicopters, surveillance equipment, wrist heart 
monitors and other Dick Tracy devices. The restriction is unnecessary and 
should be removed. 

I would stress, Mr. Chairman, that H.R. 12362 is only the beginning toward 
making LEAA an effective crime-fighting program. The provisions \vhich I have 
discussed today are, in my opinion, the irreducible minimum of improvements 
that are needed to have an impact on crime and assure Federal taxpayers that 
their money is being sensibly spent. A far more extensive revision of LEAA is 
desirable, although the pressure under which this Committee is operating makes 
that not a practical goal at this time. I intend within the next few days to introduce 
legislation to make such a revision. I would like, Mr. Chairman, to outline briefly 
the major aspects of this proposed legislation. 

One of the chief problems with LEAA is that its efforts have been diffused 
across the entire range of law enforcement LLnd criminal justice activities. Because 
LEAA LLCCOtmts for only 5% of nt\tionwide Inw enforcement expenditures/ it has 
not been able to have a significant impact. Any serious overhaul of LEAA has 
to remedy this by focusing its efforts on the most serious problems in law 
enforcement. 

Thus, my proposed bill targets LEAA funding on three critical crime problems. 
The bill makes an all-out attack on crowded courts and trial delay by allocating 

40 percent of LEAA action funds to solve those problems. It would require States, 
in order to receive these funds, to develop multiyear plans for expediting the 
processing of criminal cases. It would treat the criminal trial process as a whole, 
providing funds for courts, prosecutors, defenders, and supporting agencies. 
These unified approaches should ensure that no single component of the process 
becomes LL bottleneck. 

An Office for Speedy Trial would be created within LEAA, to coordinate and 
monitor state efforts, to provide technical assistance, LLnd to determine whether 
programs nre working. 

Two important protections are built into the speedy trial section. First, courts 
would participate in coordinated planning, but would receive funding independ
ently of the state planning agency. Second, the states in which trial delay is not a 
problem would be permitted to use speedy trial funds as regular part C block 
grant monies. 
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Thus, without unnecessarily restricting any state, LEAA can undertake a 
massive effort to improve our criminal justice system. 

The bill's second major focus is on juvenile crime. Juveniles commit half the 
serious crime in America. According to LEAA the peak age for arrest for violent 
crime is 18 years, followed by 17 and 16 years. The peak age for arrest for major 
property crimes is 16 years, followed by 15 and 17 years. 

Juvenile crime is increasing at a terrifying rate. For example, according to the 
FBI, from 1973 to 1974 arrest of persons under the age of 18 increased 9 times 
faster than arrests of persons 18 and over. 

The criminal justice system has been totally unable to cope with juvenile 
offenders. It does not know how to rehabilitate them. It does not have adequate 
treatment facilities or alternl1tives to incarceration. 

Instead, the crimin111 justice system simply washes its hands of juvenile 
offenders. For example, while more than 25,000 juvenile arrests were made in New 
York City in 1975-including 6,700 for murder, rape, armed robbery, and felonious 
assault, fewer than 900 juveniles are now in the custody of State or privately run 
institutions. The rest are back on the street, presenting a continuing threat to the 
public. 

Thus, LEAA must address juvenile crime and make a strenuous and sustained 
effort to control it. My bill will build on the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974. It assures that at least 15 percent of LEAA funds go to 
reduce delinquency and improve juvenile justice. It subjects programs in these 
areas to rigorous evaluation and reporting requirements. I am hopeful that these 
;~'1provements will end the shameful and destructive neglect of juvenile crime. 

The bill builds on the increased evaluation requirements of I-LR. 12362, on the 
assumption that as evaluation becomes a normal component of all LEAA projects, 
it will be more useful. In addition, the bill requires beginning in the fiscal year 
1979, that each State spend at least 25 percent of its block grant, corrections, and 
juvenile crime funds on programs that have already proven to be effective. Thus, 
while innovation remains a chief goal of LEAA, assurance is provided that some 
funds will be spent on programs that are already known to work. Part E correc
tions programs would be continued under the new program, and the bill continues 
the High Fear Crime program of H.R. 12362. 

We must recognize that trying to do everything at once oft.en produces nothing. 
Therefore Congress should define certain broad areas for the concentration of 
effort. Within those areas, Congress should not tell States what to do, but only 
provide assistance to allow them to find approaches that work. 

Part C-the block grant section-provides additional funds so that States can 
meet their own particular needs. My bill, therefore, removes the "laundry list" 
of objectives in Part C. In addition because the priorities contained in my bill 
may not be relevant to a pl\rticull1r State, the bill allows a waiver of earmarking 
requirements. 

Finally, Congress should reconsider the LEAA program in three years to deter
mine whether a shift in national priorities is needed. 

These are the directions in which I believe, LEA A must go in order to have the 
maximum impact in fighting crime. I realiZe, Mr. Chairman, that these are major 
changes and will require most careful consideration by this Committee. I also 
understand that the many months this Subcommittee and the full Judiciary 
Committee have spent trying to place some sensible and essential restrictions on 
the availability of handguns, have made it impossible to undertake n thorough 
revision of LEAA before the program expires. 

For these reaRons, I urge you to pass H.R. 12362, whIch contains the essential 
improvements I described earlier, but which only extends the LEAA program 
through the fiscal year 1977. 

I hope this Committee will then turn its attention to n major restructuring of 
LEAA. hopefully along the lines I have suggested. It should be noted that Senator 
Kennedy has introduced the major LE AA reform effort in the Sennte, and while 
his approach differs from that I will take in the hill I intend to introduce next 
week, it is an importnnt effort and merits most serious comddcration. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would note that wheth('r this Committee at n 
Inter date ultimntely chooses the approach Ruggest('d by Senator Kennedy, by 
myself or n different appnlllch altogether, I believe that n.R. 12362 is compatible 
with, and ltn important precedent to any major improvement of LEAA. The 
changes n.R. 12362 recommends, while simple, are essential to b('ginning a gen
Uinely effective Federal wnr on crime. I hope this Committee will act on it quickly. 
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Mr. CONYERS. I would like to welcome the distinguished Senator 
from Massachusetts. We know that he has served on the Senate 
Judiciary Subcommittee on Oriminal Law and Administrative 
Practice and the Oommittee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

We welcome you to the subcommittee to speak with reference to 
the authorization of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
Mr. McOlory? 

Mr. MCOLORY. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
I join with the chairman in welcoming you, Senator. I know you 

are very interested in legislation relating to law enforcement and 
criminal justice, and the subject of the National Institute, which 
was one of my special interests on legislation when it was firsb enacted, 
and continues to be. 

Mr. OONYERS. Senator Kennedy, we have your prepared state
ment, and it will be incorporated in the record at this point, and we 
are loo;dng forward to your discussion. Welcome. 

TESTIMONY OF HON. EDWARD KENNEDY, U.S. SENATOR, STATE 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

Senator KENNEDY. Thank you very much, Mr. Ohairman, and 
members of the committee. 

r want to first of all say how much I appreciate the chance of 
testifying on a matter of very considerable importance to the Oongress 
and the American people; and I want to acknowledge the very im
pOl·tant work that has been done by you, Mr. Ohairman, and the 
members of the committee in focusing attention on this particular 
issue. 

r Il,ppreciate being able to file the statement as read with the Ohair, 
and I would just like to highlight some of my particular concerns .. 
I know you started early this morning and have a very full roster. 
I want to just highlight the principal points which I am very much 
interested in. 

r welcome the chance, Mr. Oh airm an , to testify on tbi::; issue. 
I think if you were to try and provide a public poll umong the American 
people, you would probably find-at least in my pn,rt of the country, 
and I imagine most parts of the country-the restoration of the 
economy being ~\.'. 1; concern about energy problems, No.2; and 
crime, No.3. It varies in different parts of the country, and perhaps 
varies in the cities of the Nation, but these are three issues that are 
high in the minds of the people of the country; 

It is interesting that we get such a response by the Congress in the 
area of the economy. We have the Joint Economic Oommittee that is 
tireless in its pursuit; we have the vmious respective committees of 
the Congress that offer alternatives, und I think they play t1 construc·· 
tive role, representin~ the two great politicnl parties of the country. 

We have scores of committees that are concerned with energy, 
and they are tireless in their discussion anel debate on energy issues; 
but there really hasn't been the kind of dialog and discussion in the 
area of crime, crime prevention, crime control, and the entire ::.ystem 
of cl'iminal justice which this issue deserves. 

I think you und r perhaps remember the not too distant past when 
the slogans of "law' and order" und {{domestic tranquillity" really 

OO-tiS7-70-pt. 1-30 



460 

blunted any kind of intelligent discussion about tIlls issu.e. People. 
were either hard or soft on crime, ~"nd this obviously took away from 
any kind of intelligent discussions of the issue. I remember back in 
1973 we had the extension of the Law Enforcement Assistunce Act, 
and we only had 2 days of hearings on that. And, lookino- back now 
over the period of 7 years, we expended maybe $5, $5.5 billion on the 
whole LEAA program, and we have really not provided the insight, 
the oversight, the really critical anoJysis willch Congress has been 
willing to give to a vadety of other programs. 

And. so, we have had in the ,Tudiciary Committee in the Senate 
an extensive review. I have offered an oJternative to the LEAA 
program, and I would like to mention very specifically and briefly 
the principal points that tIlls legislation has focused on. 

First of all, it has focused on accountability and on evaluation. 
What we have seen over u period of time in the administration of the 
LEAA progrom, is the absence of accountability. 

When the program was fust offered, right after 1968, Senator Hart 
and I offered an amendment to try and put it within the Justice 
Department, to try and bring some kind of consolidation and ac
countability to the direction of the program which has not been 
successful, and has been an administrative nightmare. 

So, I think it important that we have detailed accountability to the 
Congress. First of all, providing information to the Congress about 
what works, what doesn't work, what is going to be tried; and we 
have built into our legislation important provisions for account
ability to the Congress, and obviously, we have a responsibility to 
provide oversight. 

Second, we provide important accountability in evaluating the 
various different State programs. What programs have been accepted; 
what progroms have been rejected, the reasons for this. What is hap
pening to the money that has been appropriated. You are familiar 
with the fact that moneys have been appropriated because programs 
have been approved, and yet such moneys are still remaining in banks 
throughout this country because the programs are not actually being 
implemented. 

We need much greater accountability within the department, we 
are specific in making the deputy administrator of the administration 
accountable in these areas, and we spell out in very considerable 
detail in the program what we are looking for in terms of account
ability, on page 20 of the legislation-and I won't take the time of the 
committee to go into that. But we are interested in terms of any 
recommendations you might have in tills area. 

'rhircl, we place very important emphasis in the area of court con
gestion. After we get through the procedural aspects of the program, 
which I think are very important, we recognize the importance of 
court congestion; what can ancl must be done in order to provide a 
system of justice to free the innocent, Mr. Chairman, and also to 
bring accountability to those that are involved in violations of the law. 

It is absolutely 0, tragedy, in terms of court congestion. There is no 
Stn,te where the situation is worse than in my OWll, Mr. Chairman; 
n,nd therefore we provide in our bill procedures by which pursuant to 
the highest court official of the State we develop independent planning 
agencies to focus on court congestion i to make recommendations to 
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the Stato a~ency, and. if not resolved. in a satisfactory way, to be able 
to 0'0 directly to LEAA. 

Also, we allocate a third of the discretionary funds-15 percent of 
the total money-to be used to alleviate court congestion. 

So, we tried. to build into this program a priority in the area of court 
congestion which we think is of great importance. LEAA really hasn't 
done the job. Their testimony before the Judiciary Oommittee men
tions that f:i)proximatelf 6 percent of their rosources are devoted 
toward alleviating court congestion-the GAO figures it to be less 
than 3 percent. It's an area we feel, and I think those that have ex
amined the whole criminal justice system feel is absolutely essential. 

We also provide a provision for communities, whether it's cities or 
rural communities, that have high incidents of crime, allowing them 
to make direct appeals for block grant assistance; to make that appeal 
to the State agency and be able to benefit from that. 

In 0, time when we are prepared to provide block ~rants for a wide 
variety of revenue sharing. in a wide variety of different areas, we 
should try to do something in the law enforcement area. We find that 
in It numb!.'r of instance..c; communities-whether it's the cities of the 
country, or other local jurisdictions-have, I think, behaved more 
offectively and more efficiently than some of the statewide programs. 

These arc Home of the issues, Mr.Ohairman, and I will be glad to 
discuHs the other~. The thrust of this legislation is to try and recognize 
the importance of account!1bility, both at the LEAA level, as well as 
in the States and the communities; try to target the principal area of 
COllrt congestion where we think a major breakthrough can be effected; 
to include in the development of the various LEAA programs priorities 
for att!tCking crime against the elderly people. 

With a shorter authorization period and tighter oversight by 
Congress, I'm vcry hopeful that the 60 percent increase in crime tha:ii 
we have experienced since the enactment of the LEAA program can 
at leaHt be altere(l and changed to go in a downward direction. 

Factually, !Someone born in my own city of Boston today, with the 
gl'Owth of erime in the city of Bm;ton, has a 96 percent chance of being 
a victim of Romo kind of serious incident or crime. 

What we want to do is try and see where the Federal Government 
can help find a way to attack this problem. Any of us who support 
LEAA recognize prinliLry local responsibility; we are only providing 
about 6 pC'leent of the total moneys that are going to be expended in 
the war on crime. We can't expect thll,t the Federal Government is 
going to resolve all of the problems, but what we can try and do is 
hopefully benefit from the successful experiments that have taken 
place in loeal communities and Stu.teR and try and project these 
experiments to other communities, thus mu.king some meaningful 
progress in this battle. 

I do submit that the approach which we take in S. 3043, provides a 
better effort to try and cleal with crime than the current LEAA 
pl'ogmUl. 

Mr. CONYEUS. Senator, your proposed bill is quite appropriate to 
the nature of the problem, and I call assure you that this subcom
mittee will give it full conHicleration. 

Now, I1,bout the fuet that YOllr citizens in Boston have n. 96 percent 
chance of getting involved as crime victims, perhaps we ought to 
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congratulate them, there arc probably areas where they have a 20() 
percent chance of getting involved in crime, and that is more than 
once in their lifetime. 

I have several areas in which, it would seem to me, I would be 
remiss if I did not consult you for advice, ancl here they are: 

First: This subcommittee is searching for a national program of the 
Government in combating crime. Is there one, and if so, what is it; 
and how has it failed, or succeeded? 

Second: I am concerned about the fiscal relief nature of the I..JEAA. 
After all, local jurisdictions want Federal money any way they can 
get it; and many of these programs are really just ways of getti.ng 
money. I am sure we are going to have mayors testifying here after
you who don't care how they get money into their municipalities .. 
What they need-in the face of shrinking resources, a diminishing tax 
base, the flight of the more affluent citizens from the central parts of 
the city-is Federal money in any way, shape 01' form; and the fact. 
that this money-the billion dollars-is spread across the States, 
serves that pnrpose. 

Suppose I stop there and allow you to comment. 
Senator KENNEDY. Well, we are talking about one of the major 

problems that we are facing-I consider it the No.2 problem on my 
domestic agenda-and that is, how do we make the cities livo,ble 
places, and how are we going to provide them with the capital to
make them livable places. 

We can understand why the mayors want every single dollar they 
possibly call get, but as you and I might d~.:icu;;s at another time, these 
are basically mandated approaches toward this problem. I know there 
!l,re some important things that can be clone, and I know we both had 
a chance to testify before the Ways ancllVIeans Committee, and woeked 
with a colleague, Congressman Reuss, in terms of providing alterna
tives in the municipal bond area, taxable bonds for capital formation 
in the cities. 

But this is a very, very complex issue that we as a country ought to, 
be ac1dres;,ing. Eighty percent of our people liYe in mett'opolitan arens. 
I'm absolutely convinced, as someone who now represents a State with 
some tl'onbled citiCf~, tllltt if we were able to make the Charles River 
in Boston virtually a potable drinking place for relaxation and 
recreation, t10 something about the problem of health and jobs and: 
hou~ing up thero, and do Homething abol! t tho secm'ity of the streets. 
in the black and white o.reas alike, I think people woul(l flock to the· 
city of Bo;.ton. 

Bo, you mentioned the real problem, anel I don't want to o.ppoar to 
be unresponsive to your question, but I understand why mayors want 
to get every clollar that they pos,1ibly clln in trying to keep the cities 
afloat at the present time. I don't think there is a job in the Goyern.
ment that i:~ more difficult, 01' challonging. 

But:r do thillkit's fair, Mr. Ohairmn.n, having said that, to recognize 
what the mltyOl'S have done in the arolt of ()l'hne control. We teok a 
very careful look at what il10 mu.yors have boen doing, find quite 
f1'llnklYI it i:-l un impressivQ job. I think that gonerally the mOIl('Y thu.t 
they hn.vo b0cn ~pcn.ding in thc locl11 communities hus beon morc wisely 
speilt thl11l that which has been distributed, generally, by the ::'tu.te~;. 
'l'be Stutes hav0 concontrated more on tYP0S of hardware; in. the 10ca1 
communities it htts been, I thillk, morc effectively llsed. 
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Mr. OONYERS. But, should we consider the LEAA a p~'ogmm in 
which cities use it to keep the hardware in police departments, or buy 
communications networks? 

I mean, as important as these things are, God knows, coming from 
Detroit I would be the last one to layoff one policeman, or disorganize 
the department any more than it has already been. But the point 
;still remains: Is that what we conceive the Law Enforcement Assist
.ance Administra tion to be doing-just pumping money in to buy 
thing::;, to buy policemen and pay time-and-a-half? Isn't there some 
:gmut or scheme that ought to be emanating from somewhere about 
how we approach this whole question of escalating crime, and the 
fear of crime in America? 

Senator KENNEDY. Well, I couldn't agree with you more, Mr. 
Ohairman. If you take, for example, the average time the police 
official spends in the city court systems, in the city of New York, and 
gets overtime waiting for trial, they average 10 to 12 times a visit 
before they actually have their case called up; and they are getting 
time-and-a-half, or double time for doing that. If you just took that 
:amount of money and eliminated that, you could afford more judges 
.and more courtrooms, and get swifter jm;tice. 

'rhe point that I would make here, I'm not a criminologist, but 
what we really ought to do is try and finel what is working and what 
,doesn't work; and what we ought to try and do. I'm for 0A1Jerimenta
tion, Weare not getting the evaluation we ought to get. We ought to 
be able to say, "They seem to have a program here that seems to be 
.effective, let's try thl1t," and then come back in 2 or 3 years and do a 
harclcore evalul1tion of what is and what is not working. 

'fhis legislation that I have introduced does do that; the present 
LEAA does not do that. Once a State has a program, that's the end 
of it as fnr as any effcctive kind of accountability. They are not even 
sure that the money is actually expended alter iii's approved. 

I would agree with you that a fair evaluation is what we really 
ol1~ht to have, so we will know what does, and what does not work. 
QUlte clco,rly, what has been done today doesn't work. 

Mr.OONYERS. Mr. McOlory? 
:Mr. MCCLORY. 'fhank YOU, Mr. Ohairman. 
First of all, lot me say you have made some important statements 

find important contributions to the work of our committee. 
I think Wl) should recognize, and your testimony indicates that the 

LEAA and the Federal role imlOflLl' as law enforcement and criminal 
justice is concerned, is a limited one. It is one in which we try to 
provide support and guidance, and direction to local and State law 
enforcement officials, and not to assume the enforcement of local and 
State laws, either through any type of Ii'ecleral policing agency, 01' 
for that matter a l!'ecloral crimirial justine system, except to the 
limited extent that we have Federal crimes and l!'eeleral jurisdiction. 

However, in augmenting the Feeler lJ '.'010 of oversight and evalua
tion, it seem~ to me-and I don't have yOUl' bill in front of me-I am 
wOllderinlt whether you do recommend that the National Institute 
on Low jjjnfol'cmnent and Oriminal Justice be clothed with that 
evaluating authority. 

Would you agree that that might be an appropriate agency for 
handling the evaluating, and perhaps disseminating of the result of 
the evaluations? 
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Senator . KENNEDY. Well, 1 think that can be very helpful in the 
process of evaluation. What we have proviclecl in the legislation under 
part F is that the administration shall establish nncler the direction 
of the Deputy Administrator, for the administration of LEAA, in 
accordance with the provisions of 515: 

Such rules and regulations that are necessary to assure proper auditing, monitor
ing and evaluating by the Administration of local comprehensiveness and the 
impact of programs funded under this title, in order to determine whether such 
program'! submitted for funding are likely to contribute to the reduction of 
crime and juvenile delinquency. 

So, we give the ultimate authority here to the Deputy, but I think 
the Institute could be very, very helpful. I just mention one other pro
vision, and that is to report to the Congress on that. This is on page 19, 
liOn December 31 of each year the Administration reports to the 
President and the Committees on the Judiciary on activities pursuant 
to the provisions of this title during the preceding year, and they shall 
include * * * ," and then I list these. 

It calls for a very detailed explanation of the policies and priorities, 
and an explanation of the procedures followed by the Administration 
in reviewing and evaluating-what criteria did they use to evaluate 
various kinds of programs, the number of programs that hu,ve been 
approved, the number that hu,ven't been approved and the reasons 
for disapproval; the ones that have been funded and where the money 
has not been expended, and a financial analysis. 

Mr. MCOLORY. I agree entirely, in the first pInce, you can't have 50 
evaluating agencies and expect to have any national results, you are 
just going to have 50 separate, discollIlected results. 

And furthermore, I tend to agree too with the reports to the 
Oongress, that will be an opportunity for us to see the activities, and 
the evaluating would be useful. 

I'm concerned about one recommendu,tion which was included in 
the Ohief Justice's "State of the Oourt" report, and that is that we 
should convert the National Institute on Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice into some sort of a hybrid criminal law-civil Ittw 
agency. 

I couldn't tell from your testimony, and especially when you talk 
about court congestion, whether or not you Wfl,nt to try to work in 
civil law in the overall LEAA activity. I'm worried u.bout that because 
I think we would ~et into a horrible morass if we get into the whole 
State and local CiVIL law activity. 

Senator KENNEDY. Well, Mr. Congressman, I would agree with you. 
I thin.k LEAA ought to focus primm·ily on the cl'iminalaspects of the 
problem. There is no question that by expediting court congestion in 
criminal cu.ses, you have (L direct relationship with [\, more expeditious 
handling of the civil cases. That is bound to happen. 

But LEAA ought to be focused and clil'ected toward the criminal 
law. 

1,:[1'. MCC:UORY. Well, I think aftet· hnving carefully stndied your bill, 
we should ~ive active consideration to it. 

You are 111 appru:ent support of extending' the LEAA program with 
l11odifiCtttions. Would it be [\, 5-yea1' extension? 

SonataI' KENNEDY. No, we t),l'(\ down to 11 2-yonr p0riod. 
Mr. CONYEUH. That long? [Laughter.] 
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Senator KENNEDY. That's right, 2 years. 
Mr. MCCLORY. Thank you. 
Mr. CONYERS. Would you consider, Senator, for future discussion 

about the nature of crime, and the relationship between governmental 
crimes, corporate crimes, anel citizen crimes? We would be very 
pleased to discuss that. . 

Senator KENNEDY. Sure. 
Mr. CONYERS. And on the matter you testified to here, you can be 

assured your proposal will be given very careful consideration. 
Senator KENNEDY. I want to thank you and the committee for the 

generous time in permitting me to testify; and I want to thank Con
gresswoman Holtzman for her introduction of legislation, and thank 
her for her remarks. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. CONYERS. Thank you very much. 
The subcommittee will stand in recess for 3 minutes, and then we 

will resume with the testimony of the mayors from New Jersey, New 
Mexico, and Maryland. 

[Whereupon a short recess was taken.] 
Mr. CONYERS. 'rhe subcommittee will come to order. 
We are delighted to welcome three mayors, representing the N a

tional League of Cities, the United States Conference of Mayors, the 
mayor of Newark, N.J., Kenneth Gibson; the mayor of Albuquerque, 
N. Mex., Harry Kinney i and the mayor of the city of Baltimore, 
]VId., William Schaefer. 

Mayor Gibson has been the mayor of Newark, N.J., since July 1970 i 
he has testified before this committee many times. 

Mayor Kinney was named chairman and ex-officio mayor of Albu
querque, N. Mex., in 1971, and has served on the city commission 
since 1966. He has a background of governmental activities of many 
years. 

Mayor Schaefer is now in his second term and has previously served 
on the Baltimore City Council. While on the city council Mayor 
Schaefer was a member of several committees, and was chairman of 
the Judiciary Committee, and was elected president to the council in 
1967. 

We have hem the statement from the National Leagne of Cities, 
as well as the U.S. Conference of Mayors, which will be incorporated 
into the record without objection. 

We, on the subcommittee, collectively welcome you as municipul 
leaders at the firing line, and the focal point of so much activity, so 
much controversy, so much concern in the mntter that brings us here. 

Upon seeing our distinguished colleague from Marylnnd here, Mr. 
Sarhanes, with the mayor, I yield to him at this point. 

lvIr. SARBANES. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, nncl members 
of the subcommittee. I will be very brief. I welcome this opportunity 
to Come with the three mayors that are representing the N ationnl 
Lengue of Cities and the U.S. Conference of :Mayors, Mayor Gibson 
and :Mn,yor Kinney, and of course my own mayor, Willinm DonnJtl 
Schnefer. 

r want to say just a word abont the program as it has worked in 
Baltimore, and I know Mnyor SchacfrI' will elaborn,te 011 that, but 
I think we arc opern,ting Olle of the be~t pl'ogl'filnS in the country, 
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and I think that is due largely to the mayor's foresight and planning 
with respect to the progeam. 

He established a Criminal Justice Coordinating Council at the 
very outset, to improve communications between the various comllo
nents of the criminal justice system, and to establish priorities for the 
use of LEAA .. funds. 

I think the mayor in the course of his testimony will bring to the 
nttention of the subcommittee the imaginative and innovatIve pro
grams that they have instituted with the LEAA funds. I think you 
are going to see instances not of the sort of activities that lend them
selves to criticism because they are simply more of the same, or as 
has sometimes been pointed out, are simply replacing one kind of 
dolln!' with another kind of dollar; but instances where these resources 
have really been used to try some different and new approaches which 
have had a successful impact, and which have worked well. 

I lmow the problems these mayors face, they are, as we say, on 
the firing line day in and day out with respect to very difficult anel 
complex problems, and I know that the testimony that they are going 
to bring to the subcommit/tee will be of extreme importance. 

Thank you, MI'. Chairman. 
:Mr. CONYERS. Thank you very much. 
The gentleman from .Illinois, ]VI1'. McClory. 
:Mr. MCCLORY. 'rhank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. I want to 

extend a bipurtisan welcome to these distinguished mayors and look 
forward. to their testimony. 

MI'. CONYERS. I wouldllke to yield now to the chairman of the full 
committee, Hon. Peter Rodino of New Jersey, who himself was chair
man of the Subcommittee 5, which shepherded through the LEAA in 
1973, when it was last authorized. 1/11'. Chairman? 

Chairman. RODINO. 'rhank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you for giving me this opportunity. First of all, I would 

like to say that I welcome the mayors of the cities of Newark, Balti
morc, llnd Albuquerque; I n.m delighted that they come here represent
ing tho~·u,l, great cities, the Rational League of Cities, and the U.S. 
COnfel'(llleC of Mayors, 

I'm especially pleased, of courso, that I can welcome here this 
morning tt VN'y distinguished mI\,Yo1', the ml\,yor of the city in which 
I ]'e~icl(l, and in which I have resided nIl my life; a city which has a 
proud history, and yet f\, city that hILS met with turmoil and strife. 

And at a time wlien it was seething with all of these problems, we 
hu(l 1.h(\ good fortune of having elected the first blaCK mayor who 
has shown that he is a mayor in the sense that he doesn't recognize 
the distinction between people, but is concerned with people's 
problems. 

In these \"ery trying timeH he has been tested, and it is really a 
privilege to be able to Sl\,y publicly, he has shown a sensitivity, under
standing, und compnstlion, and a trlle dedication of what it means 
to servo people, And for all of that I think the city of N eWl1rk, which 
is still undergoing difficult times financially and otherwise, has found 
some stability, has found Home hope i and I think this in great measure 
hilS been dne to, Mltyor Gibson's leadership. 

I'm delighted to welcome you horo at this time, especially since you 
will he assuming anothor rcsponsibility in June r8 the chairman of 
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the U.S. Conference of Mayors, where you will be expressing the 
concerns of the mayors who serve the people, who are nearest the 
people in our great urban areas. And surely you can speak with the 
voice of understanding that will impart some kind of information that 
will serve as a guideline, especially in Newark, N.J., where I have 
sadly seen the crime rate rise. 

And yet, despite all of this, the efforts that are being made are such 
that I think Newark can at this time assert stability, in comparison 
with other cities, especially in view of the fact that we are concerned 
with this problem of law enforcement assistance. 

We know the great concerns that we have as taxpayers about spend
ing money, and spending it without bringing back any benefits, any 
advantages, especially in an area such as this, which plagues aU of us. 

I know that we are not going to solve the problem of crime today, 
we are not going to solve it tomorrow, but hopefully, through pro
grams such as this we might find some answel'S. I must say that I 
have been encouraged by some of the work that has been done through 
you and the people responsible for administering the programs that 
LEAA has funded. 

I would just like to direct two phases of questions to you in that 
area because you have dealt with these matters, and I think they are 
going to be of great interest to us as we labor over what we do with 
LEA:!. 

Particular areas, ]\t[ayor Gibson, are, one, the effect, benefits, if anYt 
from the high impact anticrime program which was inaugurated by 
the LEAA in 1972, which involved eight cities, and among them was 
Newark, as one of the pilot cities. 

This program was designed with such goals as to reduce crime, 01' 
generally improve the system of criminal justice, its capability; and 
I would like to direct to you this question. 

Should the money for this program, if continued, concentrate on the 
goals of reducing crime in certain areas, especially, assault, burgltU'y, 
robbery, and murder? 

In view of the fact that you have had experience with this since 
you assumed the office of mayor, can you tell us how this crime 
specific planning has really worked in the city, whether it had a 
beneficial effect, 01' just how you measure it? 

TESTIMONY OF MAYOR KENNETH A. GIBSON, NEWARK, N.J. ; MAYOR 
HARRY KINNEY, ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEX.; AND MAYOR WIL· 
LIAM D. SCHAEFER, BALTIMORE, MD. 

Mr. GIBSON. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
First of all, I want to thank. you for those compliments. I feel that I 

have been fortunate in being able to leul'll from those people that 
have been in the arena prior to my being elected in 1970, and you are 
certainly one of those I leal'lled from, including the chairman of this 
subcommittee, being from Detroit. 

We hl1ve, I think, benefited greatly from the impact of the program 
as it has been administered in the city of N ewal'k. We had some rH'ob
lemfl, no question about that, but we have dealt with police, courts, 
parole, legal processes of prosecution, and defense in the city of 
Newark. 
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We also dealt with the problem that older cities, especially those 
that have high-rise housing projects as we have in the city of Newark, 
providing security in those buildings, greatly benefiting from the 
impact of funds that rolated to that program. 

As you lrnow, we have funded a security force in the public housing 
projects in the city of Newark, and we believe that program has been a 
tremendous success; there has been a reduction of crime and attempts 
that previously existed in our high-rise public housing. 

We deal t with street crime test programs; we dealt with diverting 
other people from the criminal justice system, first offenders. We 
dealt with the team policing concept in one particular area of the city of 
Newark and have greatly reduced crime in that area, and that hap
pened to have been one of the highest crime areas in the city. So, we 
benefited from the program. 

We think that it could be of benefit, at least the concept could be of 
benefit to other cities around the country. At the same time, I would 
not want to say that a 5-year extension of this program be made at the 
expense of other programs, LEAA programs in the country; that is just 
one of the problems we had with the proposed 5-year program that 
has been proposed by the administration. We feel, and we analyzed it, 
that there is a reduction in the potential for improvement in other 
LEAA programs because of, say, 10 or 20 cities, or high crime areas 
that would benefit under the administration's proposal. 

Chairman RODINO. Mayor, you mentioned one of the programs that 
I am particularly involved in, trying to get LEAA continued, and that 
is the program ,,·hich you instituted, the security guard program in 
public housin~ project."l. 

I am not gomg to ask you now to supply detailed information, but I 
think it would be of interest to this committee for you to provide the 
committee with that information. As you will remember, you and I 
lmd others went to the various housing projects, we talked with the 
people in the housing projects, the senior citizens and others, and we 
found then that those people felt more secure, they were repol'ting at
tempted crimes. As fL whole I think that the moneys that were ex
pended were expended wisely and beneficially. 

I think it's important because these are the kinds of things the com
mittee should know about. 

You talk nbout 'l'ASC (treatment alternatives to street crime) which 
is of tremendous interest to me. I nm deeply committed to doing some
thing to combat this problem of drug nbuse, Cities, as we lrnow, seem 
to be plagued in this !1rea, Drug addiction is on the rise because or the 
continuing flow of illegal narcotics. It's a profitable business, nnd these 
profiteers are not going to stop, no matter that it destroys the youth 
of our country. It tnkes a terrible toll, not just in money, but in lives. 

TASC has been n very beneficial program. Drug-related crimes 
account for more than 60 percent of the crimes that are committed in 
the strcetH of America today. Especil1,11y in this time of high unemploy
ment and economic distress drug addiots look for thelinances to be 
able to supply their habit. I was shockecl when I recently snw n report 
that clearly stnted that women who nre now drug addicts m'o com
mitting crimes of violence. 

But 'rASC, the faot thl1t you have had this experience, n.ncllrnowing 
thnt the question or rccidivism is important, I woulcllike to ask whether 
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or not you think that, with the experience you have had with the 
TASO program, do you think it should be expanded into more cities. 

:Mr. GrasoN. I think the program should be expanded. We have not 
been able, after 8 months, we have not been able to really say that a 
reduction in recidivism can be proven in an 8-month period. We believe 
the experience we had is encouraging so far to the extent that we can 
suy-and there are reports from other cities-we think the program 
should be expanded in response to the needs of people who in my 
opinion could be considered as victims. 

Ohairman RODINO. Minority groups. 
Mr. GIBSON. Sure. And in a situation where they are victims, in 

many cases we have found they create more victims because of their 
entry into the crime field. 

Ohairman RODINO. Finally, Mayor, the members of the subcommit
tee will be {!;oing into more detail, but, could you say that as a result of 
your experIence with LEAA and this program, high impact program, 
you have been afforded the lmowledge, the experience, the background 
to be able to assess the problem of crime. 

Do you thinlc-at least we lmow the mistakes we made-what 
direction we should go in-now? 

j'vlr. GIBSON. Definitely. I think that based on the study, and based 
also on our experience in the city of Newark, we have made some 
mistakes on the national level and the local level; at the same time, I 
think, we have had some successes which can be used in any kind of 
coordinated criminal justice planning in the future. 

Ohairman RODINo.'Well, Mayor, I thank you and the other mayors 
for coming here this morning. 

I thank the chairman of the subcommittee for graciously allowing 
me the time. 

Mr. OONYERS. We appreciate iii, Mr. Ohairman. I have always 
pCl'sonally admired the mayor of Newark, he has that rare ability to 
stay calm and cool, no matter if the city is blowing up or burning 
down, or if there is an international crisis-he never changes, and that 
is a charucteristic I have come to admire greatly. 

Before we begin with his testimony, I would like to ask Mayor 
Kinney if there are any preliminary observations he would like to make. 

Mr. KlNNEY. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. I just wanted to echo our 
appreciation for Mayor Gibson, as Ohairman Rodino has stated. 
There are no two cities that could differ more greatly than Newark 
and Albuquerque, and I serve on the committee of the Oonference of 
:Mayors, the Nominating Committee, that elevated Mayor Gibson to 
the position he will assume this July. 

We are a spread city, we have more than 80 square miles of territory i 
Newark is a very compact city. We are a relatively affluent city, but 
we too share the' official distinction, for 2 years we did lead the Nation 
on crime, according to the national statistics. Fortunately, within the 
lust 2 years we have brought ourselves down to about 30th in the 
Nn.tion. It shows that crime plagues all cities, Eastern cities, spread 
Western cities; we aU have the very difficult problem of facing that. 

Mr. OONYERS. Might I just asic, what characteristics would you 
ascribe to the ability of your city to slide from 1 to 30th in 11 period 
of 2 years? 
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Mr. KINNEY. Of course, we do have to give some credit to the 
LEAA funds, and the coordination of activities within our city. 
During the last 5 yeMs we have more than doubled the budget of the· 
police department; part of the funds were made available through 
revenue sharing. We allocated our first year's revenue sharing to hire 
an additional 100 police officers. The number of police officers is. 
certainly not the overall answer, but it does help. And the understand
ing and communication we gt1ined through coordinated programs. 
through LEAA has certainly helped. 

We are talking frequently to all levels of our criminul justice system, 
prosecutors, the courts, State functions, and that has helped. We have 
just been able to get a handle on a very difficult situation. 

]\1(1'. CONYERS. Thank you very much. Mayor Schaefer, do you have 
any observations you wou1d like to make, as a veteran mayor? 

Mr. SCHAEFER. I don't know whether I'm a veteran 01' not. 
I would like to start off by saying that whenever I come to Washing

ton before a congressional committee, I think it's important to let the 
comroittee know that the city isn't going down the drain. Baltimore is 
alive, moving forward. It has its problems but is attempting to solve 
them. 

If yau come ovn to the city yon are not going to be knocked on the' 
head; there isn't crime on every corner. One of the things that concern 
me is the overemphasis on crime that ct1uses the people in the city to be 
so overwhelmed by fear that they can't see the progress that we are 
making. 

In my formt11 testimony I give you some specific examples on how 
we use LEAA funds in a way that I think was innovative, new; and 
tha,t we would not have been able to do had the funds not been there. 
I think without the funds we would have been worse off. I think them 
has been a definite improvement by virtue of the money that has been 
allocated by CongTess. 

Another tIring I would like to say, that a]1 cities, when we get tbe 
mone~T, we are not all failures. Public service employment htlS been 
one of the great programs as far as the city of Baltimore is concerned,. 
LE.A..A. funds having been a great help to UR. 

SO, the money that you appropriated isn't just thrown down the 
drain; isn't just wasted; it isn't lost, it really directly affects the people 
in 0, positive fashion. 

So, I come and start off not in a, negntive vein but in a posith'e vein 
because the things that vou have been able to provide to us have been 
used properly. I think all the ma~rors can say the same thing. 

When we come over we never let you know anythill~ is right in the 
city. I would like to say, there are pome things tllat arel'lght in 0.11 of the 
cities. In Albuquerque recently, I wasn't worried on the street that 
everybody was going to hit me, I was going to be knocked on the head 
and lose nIl my money-just the opposite. I think we ought to look 
j LlSt 11 little bit in perspective just what's happening in tlle citirs. 

Another thing that I think we would all so·v, we need more discl·otion 
in how we hanclle the program:.;. Some of tlle programs that Ken has 
"will not work in my city; some of th0 programs tha,t I have will not 
work in Ken's city, there is no question 0 bout thllt. There isn't anJ'vrt1y 
where you can say, HOlmy, here is a total pIon, apply it to Baltimore, 
Albuquerque, apply it to Newurk," it's not going to work, it'H not 
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going to happen that way. People are different, situn.tions are different, 
all those things. So, we think that on tl:e local level more discretion 
should be given. 

Mr. CONYEHS. WeU, how much more discretion should be given? 
We have funded 100,000 individual projects, should we go to a million? 

NIl'. SCHAEFEH. I heard you say that during the last hour, we don't 
have 100,000 different projects down there; we have projects that we 
think can work. And by discretion I'm saying that the local level 
should have the discretion on what the programs a,re, rather than going 
through the State planning agencies in all resr:ects und having to prove 
that we are right. That's what I'm saying. 

MI'. CONYEHS. Well, if there are 100,000 programs and you have 100 
going, how is the mayor of Albuquerque going to know which of the 
100 are working, and which aren't working? He may be involved in 100 
of his own. Mr. Gibson may have 200 of his own. So, we quickly get 
to the figure of 100,000. Everybody is experimenting and using their 
own discretion. And there is no coordination, according to some of the 
witnesses, in terms of any kind of evidence of which programs are 
succeeding, and which aren't. That is the problem we face. 

Mr. SCHAEFEH. OK, let's take the one the chairman is so in
tel'eskd in, the one involving public housing. We have an excellent 
program going, one of the best programs of all. I don't know whet,her 
Ken had it first, or I had it first. If I learned it from Ken, I certainly 
wasn't afraid to use it in Baltimore because it was Ken's program. I 
think there is an exchange by mayors on successes, and there is also 
an exchange by mayors on failures. I'm not picking up failures that 
Ken would have had. 

What I'm saying is, there can be many innovative programs, there 
can be a hundred different programs that can be applicable to Ken's 
city and that can be applicable to my city. I don't think that it is a 
totally disjointed program that we: have, I think there is some orga
nization and that we do know most of the successes that are going on. 

Mr. CONYEHS. You know, in Detroit we have a coordinating 
council, and we tried to connect not just the city, but the city and the 
county together, so that they are working on programs. We know they 
have the same criticism to voice, that they don't get enough leeway, 
enough leverage, enough discretion to put into oper(l,tion programs 
that will be cutting across State court systems, city criminal justice 
systems. They get strangled in bmeaucratic red tape, trying to figure 
out how to do this, complying with the SPA, and also with the LEAA 
in Washington. 

Much of that redtape has nothing to do with the net operation of 
the program, there is no coordination on the effectiveness of the 
program, and thereby we lose a great deal of efficiency, it seems to me. 
Would you agree? 

MI'. SCHAEFEH. Not from the standpoint of Baltimore. 
Mr.CoNYEHs. Would you agree? 
Mr. GIBSON. We have a better relationship ltt my local level with 

our coordinuting council and State planning agencies than apparently 
exists th(,l'e. I would not Si1Y, though, that that doesn't exist in other 
places outside of Detroit. 

Mr. CONYERS. Would you agl'ee? 
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Mr. KINNEY. No, I would not. I happen to belong to a 10cl11 
coordinating ao-ency, and I think one real difficulty with the local 
agency is it win look over progmms and almost recommend anything 
because the final decision is being made in the State. I think if it wel'e 
an automatic passthrough, then in Albuquerque the local agency would 
have more strength, and it would probably be more piercing in its look 
at programs. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, then why do you need more discretion if you 
don't have any trouble with the SPA's in the State j what's the problen ... ? 

Mr. KINNEY. I think we do have the problem, if there was a 
specified passthl'ough from the State to the major cities where. we hfl,ve 
a well-defined what, we call :Metro Planning Agency, that planning 
agency would be more meaningful in its action at the lowest level 
where it would do the most good. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. That's right. We are talking strictly about the 
length of time and redtape to get the program into operation. A couple 
of years ago we saw everything disjointed, as you said, the courts 
doing their thing; the police doing their thing, there was no coordina
tion. Now, that was a number of years ago. 

We formed a Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice, and it has 
worked very well, it has coordinated those and is beginning to show 
some of the benefits that arise out of that, as we show in the testimony. 

What we are saying is that the redtape on getting the plans approved 
on the upper level-it would be far better if it would come to us 
where we have the direct contact with people on the street who are 
directly affected. 

I've been listening for about an hour on evaluation. How do you 
evaluate? One of the most diflicult things is an evaluation, we think we 
Cfl,n evahmte fl, program. One thing I'm not afraid to do, when fl, 
program isn't working, we stop it. 

:Mr. CONYERS. Well, that's fine, but here in Washington, in a build
ing not far from here is LEAA with 100,000 programs, und all of them 
are not 11ayor Schaefer's, or Mayor Gibson's, or lVIayor Kinney's. 
As a matter of fact, many of them aren't mayors at allj they are 
private organizations, they are research groups, they are organi
zations that have gotten together to get the LEAA "buck" 'rhey 
could care less whether it works. They are hoping there is no evalu
ation. 

And in fact there is 110 such mechunism eA"1sting, to market successful 
programs. I'm happy to know that Mayor Schaefer und Mayor Gibson 
confer on their programs, and Mayor Kinney gets in on it, but that's 
no way to run a shop from Washington, D.C. 

There hus got to repose in a billion-dollar Federal program some 
kind of predefined evaluation mechanism because the other several 
thousand mayors aren't going to know successful projeets unless 
you fellows are going to spend half of your working year talking about 
progrums. That, gentlemen, is the very real and severe problem that 
this subcommittee perceived. 

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Ohairman, I don't think any of us have suggested 
that thero should not be any evaluation from the Federal level. I 
think what we are saying is that in addition to that kind of an evalu
ation that deals with those programs that are separate and apart 
from some of the things that we are doing, that there are ways to 
evaluate them and we know a bit about on a local level. 
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Mr. CONYERS. I think your evaluation is what is critical, not some
body else's evaluation. But somewhere someone has to collect these 
evaluations and let people know of the Gibson successes in Newark, 
as well as the failures, so that we won't be trying out already proven 
unsuccessful programs. Some people take a pOOl' program to another 
part l ~ the country, and it is introduced as a new, innovative program. 
There may be 15 instances of failure that are documented, but nobody 
has disseminated that data. Do you see that as a real problem, as a 
national problem? 

Mr. GIBSON. Yes, we do. If I might suggest, we have a formal 
statement that has been prepared, which I would like to submit for 
the record; but in addition to that we have excerpted from that formal 
statement portions that we would like to present before the subcom
mittee today. I think we may be able to address some of the concerns 
that would be questions from the subcommittee. 

Mr. CONYERS. You think so? 
Mr. GIBSON. I do. 
Mr. CONYERS. Proceed. 
Mr. GIBSON. First of all, I think it is important that we relate our 

appreciation for being able to appear before the subcommittee to deal 
with this very important problem. 

:Mayor Schaefer, Mayor Kinney and I appeal' before you, as you 
understand, on behalf of the National League of Cities and the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors. Mayor Schaefer will discuss some of the issues 
faced by impact cities, such as crime reduction, planning and evalu
ation, while Mayor Kinney, who is c. member of the Advisory Com
mission on Intergovernmental Relations, will relate some of ACIR's 
recommendations on LEU to the National League of Cities' and 
U.S. Conference of Mayors' policy. 

We have, as I indicated, submitted to the subcommittee a policy 
statement for the record, which outlines the changes we would like 
to ~ee in conjunction with any reauthorization of the LEAA program. 
Brlefiy, our statement cnUs for: 

One: Grcater locn] control over plaill1ing and priority-sotting. 
Two: Elimination of duplicative planning and proj ect reviews by 

SPAs. 
Three: Designation of cities and city-county combinations over 

100,000 as prime sponRors to receive dh'ect block grants; and 
Four: Greater local responsibility for the evaluation of LEAA 

programs. 
Of course our oral remarks are intended to review and clarify our 

position on these issues, after ·which we will welcomo any ftirther 
questions. 

In his testimony before this subcommittee on :March 4, LEAA 
Administrator Velcle stated, 

LEANs experience in programs aimed at high crime areas indicates that there 
is a need to be even more directly responsive to the needs of these jurisdictions. 

Now, we agree that this need exists, but have serious concerns with 
the specific mechanism by which the Administrator proposes to meet 
it. That is, a $50 million per year discretionary j}rogrnm aimed at 
"rcducing crime in heavily populated urban areas." 
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Let me first make it clear that we do not oppose the concept of a 
high crime area program. In Newark, we have learned a great deal 
from our experience with the impact cities program. Our success in 
reducing crime showed the benefits of both crime analysis and criminal 
justice planning at the local level. 

We do not support the administration's high crime area program for 
a number of reasons. The National League of Cities' and U.S. Con
ference on lvIayors' policy c!111s for gre!1ter involvement of 10c!11ities 
in the planning and funding of 10c!11 LEAA-funded programs. The 
!1dministration's proposal gives the appearance of being Iilore re
sponsive to these concerns, but it actu!1lly does not ch!1nge the current 
structure by which priorities !1re decided and funds !1re spent. 

For example, under the impact program in Newark, we were con
tinually frustmted with the time !1nd effort we had to spend in getting 
om programs !1pproved by both the SPA and LEAA's regional office. 
Too often, programs which we felt were necessary in Newark were 
rejected by the region!1l office. Such rejections were not !11w!1Ys based 
upon lack of funds, but upon the notion th!1t the regional office knew 
what was best for Newark. The high crime area proposal does nothing 
to alter this situation, which exists not only in Newark but in most 
major cities and counties. To state it bluntly, this proposal does not 
satisfy the need for the LEAA. program to become more directly re
sponsive to the needs of the m!1jor urban arer,s. 

\\Then the high crime area program was first proposed last summer, 
we understood th!1t funds for implementation would be in addition 
to the existing LEAA appropriation. The administration's fiscal year 
1977 budget request, however, includes a $60-million reduction in the 
formula State block funds and a $10-million reduction in discretionary 
funds aWllrcled by administration discretion. 'l'hus the $50 million line 
area request for the high crime area program comes directly out of 
existing block grant and discretionary funck 

At this time, LEAA is contemplating the selection of 12 to 20 
jurisdictions for participation in the high crime area program. Since 
this proposed Jlrogram will benefit a limited number of local juris
dictions, its $50 million cannot compensate in any way for the di'astic 
loss of funds wi.thin the other two action categories. 

While there is still a great deal of merit in the concept of !1 high crime 
area program, the funding arrungement !1nd the sman number of 
citie;; which will participate preclude Ollr endorsement of this progrum. 

1',111'. CONYERS. The high impact program? 
111'. GIBSON. The administration's proposal as to the 12 to 20 

j ul'isclictions. 
The program as presently drafted renders marginal benefits for a 

limited number of 10cal jurisdictions at the expense of the remaining 
jurisdictions. In addition, the new category of funding will require a 
new and S('plll'llte unit of bureaucracy within LEAA to administer the 
program, both at the State and Federal levels. The concepts of crime 
ana1ysis planning and crime reduction programing might better be 
integrated into existing programs. We propose, therefore, that LEAA 
usc the model of the cl'ime analysis teams established in each impact 
city. LEAA could directly snpl)lemcnt planning funds in nl! mlljor 
urban Ill'cas in order to deve10p ::mch a cnpacity and transfer the best 
elements of cri.me-specific planning and programing. This would 
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accomplish in many jurisdictions what the high crime area program 
would achieve in only a few. 

The National League of Oities and the U.s. Oonference of 
Mayors favor the reauthorization of LEAA. We believe that it has 
led to improvements in the criminal justice system, that it has fostered 
a new awareness of criminal justice system problems on the part of 
local elected officials, and that it has given impetus to the concept of 
coordinated planning in the criminal justice field. 

We do not, however, believe that a 7-year-old program is "still in its 
infancy" and deserves a 5-year reauthorization to lead it "into adoles
cence." The changing leadership and shifting priorities of LEA A have 
indeed led to a perpetual identity crisis, but a 5-year reauthorization 
without significant modifications to the program would do nothing to 
resolve present weakness. Therefore, we support a 3-year reauthoriza
tion which includes changes in planning, policymaking, and priority
setting procedures. 

Mr. OONYERS. Could we compromise on 1 year? 
Mr. GIBSON. I don't think so. I think, Mr. Ohairman, that based on 

startup times that I have seen and problems associated with I-year 
programs, that means that you spend a good deal of your time in 
planning for and getting off the ground, and very little time on actually 
implementing the program; that is why we think 3 years is a much more 
reasonable time. I think 3 years is better, certainly, than 1 year. We 
have very serious problems with all I-year programs. Not that we 
don't take them, you undertsand, the programs. 

Mr. OONYERS. Are there any circumstances under which you would 
refuse Federal funds? 

Mr. GIBSON. Yes, we have refused funds. 
Mr. OONYERS. Name one. 
Mr. GIBSON. We have refused funds. 
Mr. OONYERS. What was wrong with that Federal money as opposed 

to that which you accepted? 
Mr. GIBSON. It allowed us not to do things that were impractical 

and not related to the needs of the city. .. 
Mr. OONYERS. Have any of your colleagues ever refused Federal 

funds? 
Mr. GIBSON. I can't speak for the other mayors~ I know I have cer-

tainly refused Federal funds. -
Mr. OONYERS. Have you? 
Mr. KINNEY. Yes. 
Mr. OONYERS. Mayor Schaefer, you haven't. 
Mr. SCHAEFER. You know, I don't want to answer a question by 

lIyes" or IIno," and I tell you why. First of all, if we didn't get the 
funds, we wouldn't get the program. Let me take a program different 
from LEAA, "vacant housing program." One of the most successful 
programs that we have had in the area of housing was the "vacant 
house" program that was initiated in Oongress. The Federal guide
lines were too strict. If we had had a little more discretion on our 
level, we could have rehabilitated 2,000 houses rather than one; that's 
what we are talking about in local discretion. 

In answer to your question, I don't remember any program that we 
have actually refused, but we try to adopt it to the city as best we 
can with the redlines and the redtape that are set on top of it. 

OD-587--70--pt. 1----81 
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:Mr. CONYERS. ·Well, now, this question was not derogatory in 
nature, why should you refuse Federal money, after all, your tax 
bases are diminishing, there is urban flight in every city tha·t I know 
about; and you have a growing responsibility in terms of the delivery 
that is demanded of you from the citizenry. It is a problem to the 
mayor of the city of Detroit who testified before Congress recently, 
that Detroit could very well end up in the same state as New York in 
the not too distant future, and he alluded to the fact that there were a 
number of other cities that were on the ({possible" list. 

So, there isn't anything wrong with your accepting Federal money. 
Mr. GmsoN. Mr. Chairman, that's not the same thing, refusing 

Federal dollars, and saying there is something wrong with taking it 
because there is absolutely nothing wrong with taking the Federal 
dollar that is going to provide basic services in the cities, needed serv
ices. But there is something wrong with accepting Federal grants with
out proper planning when somebody calls you from Washington and 
says, ((We have a pot of money, you send your applicf1tion down here 
within 44 hours on two sheets of paper," and then we on the local 
level, the mayors, hf1ve to take the abuse that comes from the failure 
of some of the programs. We have turned down those kinds of re
quests simply because they are almost doomed to failure. 

Mr. CONYERS. And in the long run it costs you more out of your 
hide than it is worth getting Federal money, period. 

Mr. GmsoN. If I might suggest, Mr. Chairman, again, there are 
two other statements that I think should be orally presented before 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. CONYERS. You know, we can talk about this as we go along, 
Mr. Mayor. I'm not going to have any questions at the end. 

Mr. MCCLORY. If I might, Mr. Chairman, you know, this business 
about talking about Federal money, there is no "Federal" money, 
it is all taxpayers' money. I don't question that the Federal money 
you get back is not necessarily greater than the contribution that the 
community has already made. So, all we are doing is, when we talk 
about revenue sharing, is just returning part of the tax revenues that 
have been taken out of the "hides", as my chairman Sf1YS, of the 
taxpayers to begin with. 

So, when we consider the discretion with regard to the distribution 
of tax money, tax luoney as a concept and not as a diffel'entiating 
between the local tax dollar or the Federal tax dollar-I suggest thu.t 
the impact of your statement is that you want the same kind of free
dom, you want to exercise the same kind of responsibility and ac
cOlmtability with regard to the utilization of funds under a Federal 
program that you u,l'e cha.rged with exercising by the voters with 
respect to the tax dollars that come out of the real estf1te tax, or the 
local su,les tux; is that right? 

Mr. GIBSON. Yes, Rir. 
Mr. SCHAEFER. I would add another feature, I haye no ob,iection 

to the Federal Govemment anu,lyzing onr programs; but if they 
don't u,nalyze them, then we should be able to analyze them and see 
if they are right or wrong. 'rhere is no objection, if you can find a way 
for analyzing the LEAA or public service employment, or vacant 
houses, or any of these. If we can't stand up under the Gcrutiny, 
then we shouldn't have the money. 
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So, I don't think, speaking for me-and I presum~ there isn't any 
real objection from Ken or from Harry-fine, come down and tnke 
a look at the program. . 

MI. MCOLORY. Would the chairman yield for n. further observatioli.? 
Ahuost all the testimony we have received from witnesses has 

emphasized the need for greater evaluation of the LEU projects 
that are carried on, and the need for somebody doing the evaluating. 
Now, I think that in this emphasis of doing the e\Taluating of the 
effectiveness of programs, and the disseminn.tion of the e\Taluations, 
that we should vest the responsibility in one agency. And, as the mayor 
of Baltimore indicates, they would have no objection to the Federal 
Government doing the evaluating. 

What I am trying to urge here is thn.t thoughtful consideration of 
the National Institute on Law Enforcement and Oriminal Justice, 
which is the professional, the research arm of law enforcement at the 
Federal level be considered as the agency for doing the evaluating 
and disseminating the benefits of the evaluations, not only through 
literature, but through seminars, through regional contacts and things 
like that, so the various mayors in the different cities know what has 
worked in Albuquerque, and in Newark, and in Baltimore, so we can 
benefit from that without duplication. We could get greater benefits 
for our tax dollars through that kind of system, it seems to me, than 
we get through this hodge-podge distribution of billions of dollars to 
40,000 different communities throughout the country, without knowing 
what's going on in the other communities. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. Well, there are some duplications because some of 
Mayor Gibson's programs, if they are successful there, I'd like to 
analyze them and try them. 

Mr. MCOLORY. Right. 
Mr. SCHAEFER. I would take his successes. I don't hn.ve any prob

lem with prior authorship of accepting something that Ken has worked 
out in his city. 

There is one other point on evaluations. Those who make evaluations 
have to determine whether they Wt10t the evaluation to end the pl'O
gmm, or keep the program going. That is what sort of worries me, 
because if they get the intent from the Oongress that this program 
should be ended, so we hire them to evaluate it and end the program. 
If they get that in mind and suddenly decide the pl'ogl'Um is not going 
to work, so they take all the failures and forget those that work well, 
and they may just be 50-50. You can do away with the bad, but that 
doesn't throw the successes down the drain. That is why I think we are 
trying to emphasize some of the successes that all three of us have had. 

Mr. CONYERS. My collea~ue from Illinois developed a very im
portant part of our diSCUSSIOn about evaluation. Realistically, we 
would wn.nt your evaluation, you are the executors of the programs. 
But the evaluation would have to be someone ehie's rather than 
your own. 

Now, the question that you raised, Mayor Schaefer, is: Do the 
evaluators-the "Feds"-know what they are doing? I think just 
coming in and evaluating and saying: "This program is 51 percent 
so, therefore, it's out; it didn't make the 95 percent"-to evaluate 
wh.ether it should continue, it should be strengthened, 01' it should be 
modlHed, or it should be institutecl-I think these ure legitimate 
questions, and the answers should really come from you. 
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What we need to know: Should the changes that are contemplated 
be promulgated in law, or are these regulations that you are talking 
about? 

Mr. SCHAEFER. I would say regulations, at the beginning. I don't 
think any mayor-I must repeat that, I don't think I resent anybody 
coming down, evaluating a program, if you can get an outside view. 
I do resent an evn1uation in which I am not c;onsulted; in which only 
half of it is fact; and that is the latest result on the Mitre, that came 
forth. I didn't talk to anyone. Mr. Friedman, our man on criminal 
justice never had an opportunity to respond. That report, in my eyes, 
means nothing. That is not an evaluation. If you are going to come 
down, you look at the program, you talk with the people, talk with 
the people that are directly affected and find out their reaction. 

Let's take this high rise program. You talk to the people in the 
high rise: "Is it a good program? What's wrong with it? What hasn't 
the mayor been able to do'? Do you feel safer? Is there less crinle in 
the area?" Not tt11king to me, I may say it's great, but get down 
and really evaluate. 

I don't think any mayor is going to resent an evaluation like that. 
If the Federal Government isn't going to do it, then we have to do it 
with our people to analyze what we think is correct. 

Mr. KINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I might point out on the point a 
communication that the mayors of our cities have through the U.S. 
Conference of i\tIayors and N ationol League of Cities-there is a 
professional staff on the criminal justice program-and at each of 
our meetings we have a block, sometimes it's only two or three, 
sometimes three or foul', talking about the criminal justice problems 
of the cities. They are sorted out by that staff, and speakers on the 
various programs-whether they are good or bad-will appeal'. Mayors 
and counselors will appeal' at those meetings, and we can get what we 
think is sort of the unvarnished truth. We usually have some idea on 
what we want to do, and the speaker gives us some word about other 
cities. So, that is a method of communication that has worked out 
very good. 

Mr. CONYERS. Is Larry Bailey one of those? 
Mr. KINNEY. Yes. We have three of them here. This is a voluntary 

organization; cities do not have to belong. They don't have to go to 
the meetings; they go because they think they get something ou t of it. 

Mr. CONYERS. Let's proceed with the testimony, Mr. Mayor. 
Mr. SCHAEFER. Bo1timore is one of the eight cities receiving high 

impact funds from the LEAA since 1972. 
Early in 1971, I reco~nized the need to establish a Criminal Justice 

Coordinating Council III Baltimore to improve communication be
tween the various components in our juvenile and crimino.l justice 
systems, n,nd to establish priorities for the use of LEAA funds. From 
the outset, the coordinating council has used Federal funds to develop 
common crime control objectives, reduce crime and improve the effec
tiveness of OUl' police, courts, jail and prevention efforts. 

We find, however, that LEAA funds by themselves will not reduce 
crime. Baltimore's total criminal justice expenditures amount to 
approximately $110 million annually, and LEAA dollars constitute 
less than 5 percent of this total. Every year, we receive approximately 
$2 million in LEAA block action funds to refund ongoing projects 
and initiate new efforts. 
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What you want to know, I would imagine, is whether all the LEAA 
funds help us-whether the funds make a difference. I believe that 
they do. LEAA funds allow us to try new programs; initiate new 
crime control efforts: something that we could not have or would not; 
have done if these funds were not made available. We would not have 
taken funds from the existing budgets of the p01ice department, the 
criminal courts, juvenile services or city jail to start our own high 
impact program. Each of those agencies needs its flmds to maintain 
existing services. 

On the positive side, LEAA funds have: Improved our plannino
and evaluation capabilities; provided needed training for police and 
prosecutors; developed drug treatment units in the Jail; established 
youth diversion programs in coopemtion with the juvenile court; 
improved police communications; and started a preemployment pro
gram for youths between the ages of 12 to 16 years old. 

The following projects have shown positive results: 
The Baltimore City Jail Reception and Diagnostic Center examined 

all prisoners entering the jail and attempts to isolate violent and 
dangerous offenders from the rest of the population. Medical examina
tion and psychological interviews have been successful in determining: 
The type of secure custody needed during the confinement; the health 
services required; and the counseling best suited for each prisoner. 

The accurate classification of each person has: Reduced tensions 
at the jail; increased public safety; and started some treatment pro
gmms for prisoners in an effort to halt a person's cycle of crime. The 
jail averages 1,200 new admissions a month and the reception center 
has become a critical part of the city's ability to control crime. 

The street-lighting and public housing security progmm increases 
the opportunities for apprehension of offenders, deters potential 
criminals, and encourages residents to leave their homes at night and 
participate in community activities. We considered the following facts 
before specific areas of the city were selected for the improved lighting : 

(1) Crime reduction-areas where the incidents of crime are 
frequent; 

(2) housing projects-areas where usually lower income and older 
people reside; 

(3) shopping centers-areas that have a concentration of businesses 
and shoppers; 

(4) hospitals-where there are people moving into and out of the 
area with great frequency; 

(5) schools-areas where nighttime recreational activities take place; 
(6) bus routes-areas that people depend on for public transporta

tion. 
Various surveys of neighborhoods and communities have indicated 

a positive reaction to these efforts, and many city residents have more 
confidence in the safety of our streets. 

The impact manpower services project combined criminal justice 
and manpower funds to provide job training and job placement to 
ex-offenders. In the first 3 months of this project, 125 offenders were 
handled on referrals from the State prison system. It is important to 
note that 59 percent of these project participants were 24 years of age 
or younger, 91 percent were black, 40 percent had no previous em
ployment, and less than 1 percent had good employment histories. 
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To date, 27 percent have been placed in either jobs or job training 
positions ranging from the minimum wage as alu.borer to electrician's 
helper at $3.40 an hour. Only 16 offenders have been rearrested and 
this project appears successful in spite of the highest unemployment 
rate in the city's recent history. 

The 64 foot patrolmen police project deployed specialized foot 
patrolmen, in addition to the normal mobilized patrol, in neigh
borhoods with high crime rates. This project enabled us to provide to 
city residents a highly visible deterrent force in 32 foot patrol areas, 
which resulted ill a reduction of criminal activity in 15 of the areas. 
'In the. southern district of Baltimore City, an area of 12.8 square miles 
and a popnlu.tion of 93,000, crime was reduced in 80 -percent of the foot 
patrol m;eas with a range of between 4.6 percent to 100 percent decrease 
ill crime. . 

The high impact court project is based on the premise that speedier 
trials would have a direct effect on the reduction of crime. We believe 
that the more closely the punishment follows the crime, the greater 
opportunity exists for deterrence of criminal activity. Special emphasis 
is placed 011 scheduling priority so that those defendants who have 
been incarcerated for the longest time would be tried first. 

Reduction of time from arrest to disposition, reduction of the post
ponement rt:Lte, increase in time that judges spend hearing cases, and 
reduction of 'witness and victim frustratIOn by speedier trial. 

We reduced the time from arrest to trial from 270 days to the impact 
courts to 170 days in 1974. The Coordinating Council continues to 
monitor the activities of all criminal courts in an effort to further 
reduce the time delays. 

Baltimore's approach to cr3me reduction has required the coopera
tion of many law enforcement agencies. A strong criminal justice 
system is essential, but there is no single answer to crime control, 
poverty, mental illness, child abuse, unemployment, unhappy mar
riage, and overcrowded prisons all contribute to the crime rate. 

r note that Baltimore is one of the few major cities to report a 
reduction in serious crime in 1975, we had a 7.6 percent reduction in 
crime. Howevm', I recognize that more police, bigger jails, and tougher 
sentences in our courts are not the answer, we will never have the 
desired result without basic crime prevention activities by citizens 
themselves. 

Mr. ASHBR001C Cou1d I interrupt at that point? Isn't the State 
of IvIaryland subject to the Fedeml Strike Force on Crime? 

:Mr. SCHAEFER. They have one. 
Mr. ASHBROOK, Well, doesn't it seem in contrast to you, talking 

auout all the reasons for crime, coming in here for money for safe 
streets when another branch of Government is spending Federal 
taxpayers' money, with corruption at every level, in your State? 

Mr. SCHAEI!'ER. I don't quite follow what you are talking about, 
corruption among high officia1s? 

Mr. ASHBRoorc I think it's Common knowledge that in the Stt:Lte 
of Maryland the .Justice Department has a Federal strike force, amI 
here you al'C talking about all the reasons for crime. Everybody 
overlooks the crime Ilt even the government level-I'm not saying in 
the city of Baltimore. 

Mr. SCHAEFEU. I don't think that's true. 
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lYIr. ASHBROOK. You don't? 
Mr. SCHAEFER. I don't think the fact that they locked up some of 

the political officials has anything to do with the crime on the streets. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. I would think that would be an inducement to it. 
IV11'. SCHAEFER. Do I think it's an inducement to crime? Well, on 

the Feclerallevel? 
Mr. ASHBROOK. That's right. 
Mr. SCHAEFER. I think aU of these things have an impact. But if 

you are saying because the President was removed that crime 
increased, I don't think that's the total answer. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. It doesn't help, that's for sure. 
Mr. SCHAEFER. I don't know whether it did, or not, I havim't 

been able to analyze that. 
Nu.". CONYERS. Do you think the Federal Government crimes may 

have caused a reduction in citizen crime? 
Mr. SCHAEFER. Do I think what? 
Mr. OONYERS. Are you suggesting that the Federal crime, or 

crimes, may have induced a reduction in citizen crime? 
Mr. SCHAEFER. Well, I think the question is entirely out of per

spective to what I was trying to say. Now, are we saying that because 
the President and one or two men in the State are under investigation, 
that one of the county executives was removed, that that increased 
the crime in the city, or decreased the crime in the city, I don't 
think it had any direct relationship. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I don't mean to interrupt you, but I wouldn't 
say it is a very good influence . 

. Mr. SCHAEFER. I don't think that's the basis, we had crime before 
the President was removed. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Right. 
Mr. SCHAEFER. And we had poverty before the President was 

removed. 
But, what we have been able to do with the funds that you have 

given us, and the things we have been able to do in the city, there has 
been a 7.6 percent reduction in crime. I don't think that has directly 
to do with the fact that some public officials were removed from office, 
I think it was because of hard work and effort on the Criminal Justice 
Ooordinating Oouncil in getting manpower programs in the city and 
trying to provide housing in the city. Also an increase in the LEAA 
funds which gave us the funds to do the things I talked about. For 
!llstance, lighting the streetsi the security in the public housing 
reduced fear in the public housing and reduced crime in those areas 
quite a bit. 

Mr. ARHBROOK. The same thing could be addressed to everyone, 
it just seems to me the prevailing attitude in this country is one where 
the average person thinks that at a certain level of government people 
get by with things, and you would have to feed that into the reasonk 
I would have to say that Maryland and New Jersey seem to be two 
of those areas right now where there seems to be more emphasis on a 
Rtrike force on crime. I don't think that's your fault, but I would 
think you would recognize it. 

:Mr. SCHAEFER. No, I don't recognize it that way, that the national 
crime problem on the upper level helped us l·educe crill.! by 7.6 
percent. 
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Mr. ASHBROOK. I'm not talking about the upper level, I'm talking 
about Prince George's Oounty, Oleveland, Ohio; I'm talking about 
county executives in Baltimore; I'm talking about State legislative 
leaders in Maryland. 

I think it's only fair when we political people are talking back and 
forth, talking about all the reasons for crime, that we throw out our 
own situation once in a while. That is a prevailing attitude we are all 
trying to fight. 

You sit here talking about all the problems of street crime, but we 
don't look at what we as ])oliticians can do. I don't say that critically. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Mr. Ohairman, I suppose along the line of this 
discussion, I think we should distinguish between the subject the 
gentleman from Ohio is discussing, and the subject that I think is of 
principal interest to this subcommittee. There ma,y be aspects of human 
conduct periodically, but as far as that is concerned in various local, 
State and national offices, but the subject we are concerned with here 
is an outgrowth of what we call the "Safe Streets and Orime Oontrol 
Act." The LEAA program is designed to throw the emphasis on 
street crime. 

Mayor Schaefer has not only recited testimony with regard to that 
subject, but has demonstrated, it seems to me, describing some causes 
of crime in a general way, but also in specific projects which have 
been made possible through the use of LEAA funds, with tangible 
results, which is the precise kind of testimony we want with respect to 
this particular problem we are concerned with. 

So, I would not want to say that corruption in public office is 
irrelevant-it's not irrelevant when we are dealing with crime gen
erally-but it is out of the periphery of the subject of street crime. I 
think the mayor's testimony has been precise with regard to the 
subject we have an active interest in considering. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. On the program that Ohairman Rodino is so 
interested in, Ken has had success, and we have had success. And one 
of the things we are trying to get over, we have to fight real hard to 
get a crime prevention program in public housing. That doesn't seem 
a high priority to pll1l1llers on the State level and possibly on the 
] ederallevel because it seems much more logical to put more police 
on the street; it's much more logical to have somebody riding around 
in a patrol car, something like that. But the people in this public 
housing where there was a tremendous amount of crime, they were 
afraid and barricaded the door, were afraid to open the door; and 
where there has been a substantial reduction in crime as a result of 
what we were able to do-we happened to be able to feel that that 
was right. 

There is still erline, some crime, but it's been reduced; and what 
we are saying, the discretion on that should be in our e:ll..rpertise and 
analyzed by anyone else to see if it works. 

Mr. OONYERS. Now, how do we put that into law? You are talking 
about regulations, maybe you are talking about an emphasis on the 
direction of the program. I suppose that could be reduced to legislative 
form. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. The difficulty that I have, you see, I'm on this 
side; I've been on the other side, asking the same question. I can only 
give you as I sec it, from my level. The only thing I can say, the 
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evaluation that you want, if I were giving the money out, I would 
want an evaluation, too. But I would try to get the right evaluation, 
and if you have no evaluation, then the evaluation has to be made on 
the local level. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, you don't like Mitre's evaluation and I can 
understand why, they criticized the eight city pilot project. I think it 
was foolish for anybody to project a crime reduction, it was improperly 
planned, there was no evaluation. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. Right. 
Mr. OONYERS. Were they wrong? 
Mr. SCHAE:b'ER. We had a 7.6 reduction, we have had success in 

the programs that we have had. I go back to what I said before, what 
is the purpose of the Mitre evaluation, was it to end the program? 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, it earned their company about $2.2 million, 
that was one of the purposes. . 

IvIr. SCHAEFER. Well, they wouldn't get l1 job at my city. 
IvIr. OONYERS. Well, I guess not. 
[Laughter.] 
Mr. SCHAEFER. And for many reasons. 
1MI'. OONYERS. And I don't think they would ml1ke out in Newark 

too well for future employment projects. 
Mr. SCHAEFER. Let me e::q)lain what I mean. If you don't come and 

talk to Richard Frieclml1n, who is the hel1d of the Oriminal Justice 
System in the city of Baltimore, has been working with it for 5 or 6 
yel1rs, and hl1s been l1ble to coordinate l111 the activities of the police, 
the jail, the courts and has been successful in this, l1nd you don't 
even tl1lk to him, the evaluation somewhere must be lacking. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, why don't you :file dissenting views, or some
thing? We get these fancy reports, they are prepared l1pparently by 
intelligent, impartial people; they Sl1Y the progmms are lousy. You 
come here l1nd say, "Don't believe them, these guys are just making 
money and don't know what they are talking about." 

1'1'11'. SCHAEFER. Evalul1te the programs, send some of the staff over 
l1nd eVl1luate the progmms we presented today. 

Mr. OONYERS. We are not in the evaluation business, what we are 
trying to do is oversight the agency. 

IVIr. SCHAEFER. What I'm trying to say, you don't lmow if I'm 
testifying properly, possibly. I'm saying, I just don't want to get 
money; I'm saying the money that ,ye got was used properly. There 
have been failul'es, there is no question l1bout thl1t, I'm not saying 
that we were 100 percent-but the things we have been able to do 
hl1ve been successes from the standpoint of the people who al'e directly 
affected. 

Mr. OONYERS. All right, then, why don't you :file a dissent with 
Mitre? 

Mr. SCHAEFER. We will. 
Mr. OONYERS. We spent some $2.2 million. Why don't you do that, 

so we can come to some conclusion? 
:Mr. SCHAEFER. We'll send you copies of the letters that Richard 

has already sent in. 
IvIr. CONYERS. Who did you send them to? 
Mr. SCHAEFER. The Attorney Geneml. 
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1\1[1'. MCOLORY. Mr. Oh airm an, might I suggest in view of the 
testimony we have heard this moming, the dissenting views, if they 
want to supplement it-frankly, I'm more inclined to take the 
testimony of a mayor who has intimate knowledge of what has been 
going on in his city than some group that, as the mayor said, doesn't 
even take the trouble to communicate with the person who is in 
charge. 

Mr. OONYERS. I don't have any problem with that. I believe a lot 
of defendants are wl'ongly accused, and sometimes it doesn't work out 
in court that they are guilty. 

That's not the best kind of guide to go by in analyzing a billion
dollar program that has 100,000 different programs floating around; 
there ought to be some more organized way. We appreciate yom 
testimony in this regard. 

Now, finally, a question about this objective of LEAA. What, then, 
was the whole purpose for the act in the first place? In 1968 the 
Oongress and the administration agreed that one way to try to address 
the problem would be to create the LEAA to assist State and local 
governments with their criminal justice systems, to reduce crime. 

Now, that suggests coordination to me-I'll skip the reducing of 
crime process because that will get us into a discussion that may not 
be fruitful-but let's talk about the coordination. 

Five percent of your money is ] ederal, no more than that, in some 
instances less. Now, possibly the 5 percent of your money, is used for 
hardware, or for buying the type of policemen to walk beats. What is 
left for the coordination aspect of trying to reduce crime with the other 
95 percent of the State and local money. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. Oongressman, we did the coordination with the 
money. As I said, in 1971 we started the Oriminal Justice Ooordinating 
Oouncil because I saw exactly what you are saying, 1 can't go outside 
the boundaries. 

Mr. OONYERS. That's cOlmty, that's not State. 
Mr. SCHAEFER. But I can't go beyond that. 1 don't want to alibi 

this, we fight as hard as we can to coordinate with everyone else. I can 
stay within my own confines, and I can see that there was no cOOl'dina
tion, or little coordination in agencies, they were all separately doing 
a fine job. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, I'm sure the Federal stril\:e force wouldn't 
agree with that. How can you sit here and tell me that separately the 
correction system of Maryland is doing a fine job; the police, city or 
locality, is doing a fine job; the courts are doing a fine job-almost 
everybody agrees that they aren't doing a flie job, that's why we spent 
$4.4 billion over 8 years. If they were doing such a fine job, we wouldn't 
be here. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. 1 don't like to keep arguing the point, but I just 
told you some of the things that we did. We have improved the jail in 
Baltimore Oity. I'm talking about the city, und you are talking about 
n. coordination botween the city, the State, and the Federal Govel'll
ment. I cun only tell you what we do within the city. We do work as 
best we can with the State. We do have representatives on the Mayor's 
Advisory Oouncil on Criminal Justice, we have representatives of the 
State, the probation depm'tl11ent. I can't tell the chief judge how to 
I'un the court of appeal:>. I can suggest to tho chief judgo of tho city 
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that I would like to have the trials speeded up from 270 daYB to 170 
days, and we did it with the money that we got froIh the L:B.JAA on 
high impact courts. 

Now, what I'm saying is, OUI' police mnst have done a faidy good job 
if they were able to reduce crime by 7.6 percent, one df the few cities 
in the United States that was able to do this. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Mr. Chairman, let me just say, I appreciate your 
statement, I think it is an excellent statement and very helpful to our 
committee. 

Mr. CONYERS. I quite agree. 
Mr. KINNEY. Mr. Chairman, as Ken mentioned, last fall I was 

appointed to the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela
tions. It happened at the first meeting I attended in November, the 
extension of the authorization of LEAA was being discllssed. I would 
like at this time to discuss some of their recommendations in the con
text of policies of the National League of Cities and the United States 
Conference of Moyors. 

One of the issues which ACIR examined closely, and which I 
understand your subcommittee has been hearing about is the shifting 
nature of the LEAA program from that of a block grant to a categorical 
grant program. 

Two points are relevant here, as far as localities are concerned, it is 
a categorical program at the State level, and further clltegorization 
at the Federal level would only lead to a greater reduction in the 
amount of funds available to the local levels. 

When the Federal funds arrive at the State, they are immediately 
divided into functional categories, program descriptions, subgrant 
contracts, subfunctional and subprogram designations. With the 
exception of a few States, SPA's do not allow localities to apply 
for funds on an amlUal block grant basis. Even when a city or a county 
has had its plan approved by the State, it must still apply for funds 
to implement the plan on a piecemeal, time-eonsuming, project-by
project, category-by-categol'Y basis. Thus, it, is lun·d to see what 
advantage there is to a pltm development when funding is separated 
from the planning process. 

ACIR's solution to improve this situation is a recommendation 
which states: 

Congress amend the Safe Streets Act to authorize mnjor citie's nnd urban 
counties, or combinations thereof, as defined by the State planning agency from 
criminal justice, to submit to the SPA a phm for utilizing safe streets funds 
during the next fiscal year. Upon approval of such plan a minibloc grant award 
would be matle to the jurisdiction, or combination of jurisdictions, with no 
further action on speCific project applications required at the State level. 

The National League of Cities and United States Council of :Mayol's 
agree with thiq recommendation and wouhl further add lttngunge 
to the effect tlult State plllnning agencies be mandated to U:-le the 
miniblock approach. 'l'hough we would prefer direct funding, the Nit
tional League of Cities and the United Stat.es Council of Nfnyors 
belic>ve tlHtt enactment of thh; l'oeommcndation into lay,r would con
sidol'o,bly reduce local frustration with the IJEAA progrmn. 

ACIR strongly reconlrncncled against further elltegol'il'.atioll at the 
Federal level and also Ilsked for l'epcfLl of the Juvenile Justice find 
Delinquencv Prevention Ant of 1974 and Lhe part E illltllorir.ation for 
corrections ·programs. 
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Mr. CONYERS. You would repeal the Juvenile Justice Act? 
Mr. KINNEY. The Advisory Commission of Intergovernmental 

Relations recommended that. 
Mr. CONYERS. To repeal it? 
Mr. KINNEY. Yes. 
Mr. CONYERS. We were just talking about the problem of the high 

percent~.Ee of crime being juvenile crimes. 
Mr. KINNEY. Yes, Mr. Chairman, we, in the National League of 

Cities and United States Conference of Mayors don't agree with that 
particular recommendation. 

Mr. MCCLORY. If the chairman will yield, I think the problem of 
the Juvenile Justice Act is another categorical grant program and 
really comes out of the block grant of the I1EAA. And what you want is 
the opportunity to apply for funds freely for juvenile offenses, but 
without the l;estrictions and restruints that the Juvenile Justice Act 
would impose;· isn't that right? 

Mr. KINNEY. Yes. 
Mr. MCOLOlW. That recommendation has been made by others to 

the. committee. 
:tvIr. KINNEY. Although the Oonference of IV[ayors and National 

League of Oities do not agree, as you can imagine, we are not always 
in agreement. 

Mr. MCCLORY. The program has never been funded up to the 
present time anyway, has it; the Juvenile Justice Act has not been 
separately funded? 

IVII'. KINNEY. Yes, it was taken out of the same pocket. As a 
representative of the National League of Cities and Oonference of 
l\1ayors we strongly oppose the repeal of the Juvenile Justice Act. 
Too little attention ~as been given by law enforcement oriented to 
the juvenile delinquency program. Oertainl~y, in Albuquerque we have 
serious juvenile-related problems. 

The act mandates that States spend LEAA funds on the dein
stitutionoJization of status offenders, innovative programs, and private 
nonprofit organizations. If the act were repealed, most of these 
beginning programs would cease-and, from our point of view, they 
are vitn.lly necessary in establishing fair rmdjust treatment of juveniles 
in the criminal justice system and perhaps in funding some answers to 
problems of juvenile violent crime. 

We are opposed to the creation of any special program or funding 
authorization to the courts. 'Ihis would fm,ther reduce the already 
shrinkin~ amount of funds available in the part 0 action grant. 

I WOUld like to comment briefly on some other issues which have 
been raised in this subcommittee and in the ACIR repm·t. 

One: The statutory ceiling on personnel compensation should be 
lifted. 

Two: State le~islatures should give statutory recognition to SPA's 
but should aVOld involvement in plan development, review, and 
l1pprovnl. 

Mr. CONYERS. Now, why should we take the ceiling off on the 
wages? 

Mr. KINNEY. 'I'his is a ceiling on the percentage of total LEAA 
funds to be used for personnel, it does not have an individual grade 
ceiling. New Mexico is one spot where the State legislature does not 
become neal' enough involved within the Stn,te licensing agency. 



487 

Three: LEAA. should develop more meaningful standards and cri
teria by which to assess the performance of SPA's in carrying out their 
functions, as we discussed this morning. 

In conclusion, let me commend you for holding these hearings and 
for your thoughtful examination of the need of the] ederal Govern
ment in assisting States and localities to cope with the crime problem. 

Thank you very much. 
:Mr. CONYERS. Well, I appreciate all of your testimony. Mr. 

Ashbrook? 
Mr. ASHBROOK. I would like to ask one quick question of the three 

mayors regarding the SPA's, State planning agencies, are they bur
densome, helpfl1l? 

Mr. KINNEY. I think since so much of our criminal justice activities 
are under State ftllction, I think it has given us communication we 
never had before, and I personally favor that, I think we get a great 
deal out of that. 

I think we would get more out of our local planning agency if they 
had block grants coming and realized they were spendin~ their own 
dollars and making final decisions-they are recommending almost 
anything to the State. We certainly favor the State coordination, it 
has been very useful to us. 

IvIr. CONYERS. Mr. Gibson? 
:Mr. GIBSON. In my city of Newark, N.J., I sit as chairman of the 

local Criminal Justice Council, but tLt the same time I'm still a member 
of the State planning agency; so, we do ho.ve 0. direct relation. The 
only problem that I have of course is the slowdown that occurs with 
10co.l planning, ho.ving the local plan o.pproved by the State; every 
program has to go for the Sto.te's o.pproval. We asked for more flex
ibility in local planning, establishing our priorities. 

Mr. CONYERS. But, Mr. 11ayor, aren't there some programs that go 
directly to the local coordino.ting council for disposition? 

Mr. GIBSON. 'rhe only thing tluLt comes directly to us now is the 
Fedel'o.l impact funded programs, and of course they are generally not 
funded in the city of Newark. We o.re now spl'eo.ding that around-we 
would be dealing with $1.5 million for Newark. 

lYIl'. CONYERS. I can see your concern. 
Gentlemen, we are grateful for your testimony on behalf of two 

organizations of mayors, your testimony has been most helpful. 
Thank you very much. 

['rhe prepared statement of the N o.tional Leo.gue of Oities o.nd the 
U.S. Conference of Mo.yol's follows:] 

STATBlIIBN'l' o~' THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CrrIES AND THE U.S. CONFERENCE OF 
MAYORS 

Since the inception of the Safc Strccts Act in 1968, 10c!Ll elected offici !LIs, th!Lt is, 
governors, m!Lyors and county ex(;'c1,ltives h!Lve been in agreement th!Lt 0. progl'!Lm 
of federnl gmnts for strengthenin(,: 10e!L1 ltLW enforcement c!Lp!Lbilities is an im
portnnt element in the much publicized "war against crime." Invariably, we h!Lve 
differed, however, over tho manner in which this assistance was to be channeled 
down to local authorities. For eX!Lmp1e, in 1968, former Mayors Beverly Briley of 
Nashville, 'renncssce aud Jerome C!Lvllllagh of Detroit, Michigan, !Lrgucd !Lgainst 
a st!Lte block progr!Lm and urged the Congress to authorize direct gr!Lnts to the 
nation's oities. It was during that period, th!Lt loca11aw enforcement W!LS virtually 
parnlyzed by the infamous "civil disorders" which were spreading like fire from 
city to city, sparing literally nQ region of the nation. In f!Lirness, our concerns 
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wt're bast'd largely Olt a view held I'ltrongl.v by our police departments, that quick 
tlcce;;s to tmining funds and more sophi~ticated equipment could offset the 
,seemingly di~organized "crime warriors threatening our cities!' 

In 1970, repre::;entatives of both of our organizations appeared before the 
'Congress l1nd argued in th.is instance, for a greater planuing capacity at the local 
level. We reiterated our position regarding direct grants and in great detail, 
described how cities had been virtually ignored in the stnte and regional planning 
and funding pr,lcess. 'Ve could no longer point to "civil disorders" and we began 
to witness planning and priority setting which had little, if any, relationship to 
the crimin:11 :1cts taking place in our cltics. 1\lore important, it became apparent, 
itt least to us, that although aggregrate crime d!tt:1 reflected a decrease in crime, 
the relationship between that reduction and the programs funded and operated 
under LEA A was [1 questionable one. Nevertheless, the Act WitS amended to aUow 
l1lltjor cities and counties to receive planning funds and required the states to 
provide wh(l,t wus termed as "adequate assistance to areas of high crime incidence 
and law enforcement activity." 

This 1970 decision to increase the emphasis on planning may have led us to 
the point where some dis!tgl'eement exists today over whether LEAA can and 
should be held accountable for both systems improvement [tnd crime reduction. 
Some contend that through better planning, we derive more improved systems 
which automatically result in a reduction in crime. 

In 1973, after 5 years of frustration with a cumbersome funding process which 
continued to frnstrate officin,1s below the state level, we again asked the Congress 
to amend the LEAA legisl(1tion to enable local planning and priority setting. 
Our concern WltS that better use could be made of the LEAA funds, if localities, 
like f!tates, were given some opportunity t.) submit annual area-wide plans. These 
plans would not ()Ill~' roflect local needs but could be produced without being 
inconsistent with the statewide plan. Incidentally, we recognize the necessity for n. 
statewide plan and the appropriateness of a statewide plan. In 1973, following a 
lengthy fioor colloquy in both HouseR, agreement was reached on the so-called 
"Kennedy Amendment". In it~ original form, this Amendment would have begun 
to address the problem of priority ~etting by municipalities which had been the 
bn~is of our frUBtmtion since 1968. By 1973, hoth the cities and countieB had 
adopted simihr positions Oil this is~ue as many of our suburban neighbors were 
',;itnessing inereast's ill criminal activity. Specifically, the "Kennedy Amend
ment" as contained in Public Law 93-83 Htatetl: 

... (4) provide for procodurl's under which plans may be submitted to 
the State pln,nning a.Jency for appro\'al or disapproval, i.n whole or in part, 
Ilnnunll.y frum units of geneml local government or combinations thereof 
hlwing It popultttion of at least two hundred and fifty thousand persons to 
use funds l'ocl'ived uncleI' this part to carry out a comprehensive phm COll
sistent, with the fltate comprcpem;ivc pllm for the improvement of law 
enforcemont ltnd criminal justice in the. jUrisdiction covered by the plan. 

Unfortunatd.y, ItS adopted, this amendment wns not sufficiently strong to 
address the concerns of many of our cities. It was not only ignored by m[my of 
the states but unenforced to a great degree by LEAA. Following seven years of 
frustration and difficulty with this progrnm, Ollr continued interest and sllpport 
for what is being proposed as an extension hero in H.R. 9236 and related bills, 
will be largely determined by the nctions this yenr of this committee. 

Upon enactment of the LEAA program, Congress has declared that "crime is 
n local problem and is the total responsibility of state and local government." 
In October 1975 testimony, the Administrator of LEAA, Richard Velde, reaffirmed 
this intent. He stated: "The basic assumption underlying the establishment of 
the LEA A program in 1968 was that htw enforcement authority is primarily 
re~erved to state and local govel'llments and that crime control is essE'ntially 
their responsibility. In 1975, this is still the basic philosophy behind the LEAA 
program." But in 1976, reality and philosophy have diverged. Through inadvert
ence, inexperience ltnd design, total respollHibility for LEAA progrnms continues 
to reside in a disproportiollttte fashion Itt the state level. 

Surely, the Congress did not intend tlmt cities-the units of government most 
attuned to the unique characteristics of crime in their OWll jurisdictions-be 
merely the ministerial surrogate of LEAA und the State Plf1nning Agency. NLC 
and USCM lllWO consistently asked LEAA, the SPAs and this Congress for the 
authority to plan, fund, coordinate und implement crime control and criminal 
justice system improvement programs. The irony is that we are now forced again 
to request only thut which was originally intended h1 the 1968 legislation, and 
which was denicd us through administrative and regulatory fiat. 
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As stated, the 1970 planning funds amendment provided large cities and 
counties with the financial support to develop their own criminal justice system 
planning capabilities. Although the Kennedy Amendment intended that a block 
grant be made available to major cities and counties upon approval of local plans 
by the state law enforcement planning agency, with the exception of only a few 
states-notably Ohio, Virginia and Florida-the Kennedy Amendment has been 
a failure. In a recent survey of 49 cities, the National League of Cities and the 
U.S. Conference of Mayors asked the local agencies responsible for criminal justice 
planning whether the Kennedy Amendment has contributed to an improvement in 
local administration of LEAA funds. An overwhelming 71 % of the respondents 
stated that the Amendment had effected "no change." One respondent succinctly 
states the problem: 

When. the Kennedy Amendment was passed, we expected that the pro
visions of the Amendment would fncilitate the reduction of crime and the 
improvement of the quality of justice through the use of LEAA funds. The 
SPA, however, has managed to undermine the principle of the Amendment. 
We are now faced with a more complex planning sy,;tem without the benefit 
of being :1ble to decide where we should spend our fUnds. We must submit 
n. comprehensive plan which conforms to priorities established at the State 
level without oUr input or funding priorities; then we must submit proposals 
on a project-by-project basis for SPA approval. We are thus hit twice. The 
Kennedy Amendment as it now stands placed additional planning burdens 
on the City, without enhancing its :1uthority to implement the planning 
proOOY. . 

Frankly, we fire becoming weary of the need to plead year after year for the 
legitimate right to set our own priorities and implement our own programs in 
our own jurisdictions. 'Ve do not seek separatism or autonomy-we are merely 
requcsting the right commensurate with our level of criminal justice responsibili
ties and our level of crime to plan, implement, and impact the LEAA ,erogrnm. 

Over the lust seven years, the Nationol League of Cities and U.S. Conference 
of :Mayors have attempted to shift the focus of the federal crime control program 
from the states to localities. We have forcefully expressed our views to both Con
gress and the Administration. Individually, as local officials, we have tried to 
establish an atmosphere in which a true partnership with our states could be 
ficcomplished. None of these efforts have been successful. 

There are good reasons, for granting cities find counties more responsibility in 
the LEAA program. By tradition and by law, we are most directly responsible for 
fissuring the !Safety and welfare of our citizens. Local units of government account 
for 62% of all criminal justice expenditures in the United States, and we arc 
already committing a considerable portion of our budgets to pUblic safety and 
crime prevention. 

States account for only 25% of our country's criminal justice expenditures 
and Governors are mrely heid culpable for rising crime mtes or antiquated police 
forces. Mayors are. Mt\yors are the people elected and held accountable for pro
viding basic criminal justice services to our citizens. 

On a daily basis, Mayors are confronted with crime and criminal justice 
problems. A rash of "Ma and Pu!' store robberies, a police brutality case, an 
outbreak of juvenile vandalism-these are the typical crime-related incidents 
Mayors must respond to. If elderly persons are suddenly subjected to mugging 
on their way home from the bank after callhing their SOCial security checks, 
Mayors cannot tell them that something will be done a year from now if we can 
get a progmm into the state plan. No, we must immediately begin providing 
some extrn. protection-and that means either spending more local money or 
reducing protection in other areas. 

Both long-mnge and short-term planning must occur if crime problems are to 
be addressed in a systematic fasion. We no longer have the luxury to "fly by the 
seat of our pants lJ in responding to crime control. Fortunately, the local criminal 
justice planning units and coordinating councils established with LEAA funds 
have given cities the capacity to develop and implement local crime control and 
criminal justice system plans. Where fedeml dollars are involved, however, 
Mayors are not fissured of the !tuthority to develop and implement local plans. 
Restrictive state guidelines and policies force us into a position of spending 
most of our time at meetings defending our programs, writing volumes of plans 
rather than doing planning, and responding to daily requests from SPA staffs 
to justify our existenoe. This is not what the Congress intended in passing the 
Safe Streets Act. 
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Where cities are concerned, the Safe Streets Act has not fulfilled its promise. 
The states have assumed all planning and funding authority and simply refuse 
to recognize the legitimacy of local criminal justice planning. Because of the 
failure of the states to implement, the Kennedy Amendment we are again nsking 
the Oongress to mandate block grants to cities and city-county eriminal justice 
coordinating councils. 

What we are really saying is that we want more responsibility in the LEAA 
program. We are not asking for more money-although we wouldn't turn it 
down-we are not asking carte blanche authority so we can buy new toys for our 
police departments-we are asking for planning and implementation and evalua
tion responsibilities so that we can coordinate local priorities with federal pro
grams. We want to be able to use federal funds effectively-not iust as an "add
on" to ongoing functions. We want to maximize our ability to perform criminal 
justice planning. 

As we see it, after seven years of experience, the only way to aehieve our goals 
is to change the Act. The National Lengue of Oities and the U.S. Oonference of 
Mayors recommend that any new authorizing legislation contain the following 
princ:ples: 

1. Federal crime control planning and action funds should be distributed directly 
to cities or single-county city combinations with populations of 100,000 or more 
who shall be designated prime sponsors. The allocation of funds to prime sponsors 
should be based upon a formula-of being more responsive to these concerns, 
but it actually does not change the current structure by which priorities are 
decided and funds are spent. 

When the High Orime Area program was first sponsored in the summer of 1975, 
we understood that funds for implementation would be in addition to the existing 
LEAA appropriation. The Administration's FY 77 budget request, however in
cludes a $60 million reduction in the formula state block funds and a $10 million 
reduction in discretionary funds awarded by administrative discretion. Thus the 
$50 million line item request for the High Orime Area Program comes directly 
out of the block grant and regular discretionary funds. 

At this time, LEAA is contemplating the selection of 12 to 20 jurisdictions 
(cities, counties, or combinations thereof) for participation in the High Orime 
Area Program. Since the High Orime Area Program will benefit such a limited 
number of local jurisdictions, its $50 million cannot compensate in any way for 
the drastic loss of funds withjn the other two action categories. 

While there is still a great deal of merit in the concept of a High Orime Area 
Program, the funding arrangement and the apparent unwillingness of LEAA 
to negotiate the role of the State Planning Agencics with city participation as 
equal partners make NLO and USOM endorsement of this Program concept 
difficult. The manner in which the Program is presently drafted renders marginal 
benefits for a limitcd number of local jurisdictions at the expense of the remaining 
jurisdietions. In addition, the neW category of funding will require a new and 
8eparate unit of bureaucracy within LEAA to administer the Program, both at 
the statc and federnl levels. The concepts of crime analysis planning and crime 
reduction programming might better be integrated into existing programs. We 
would propose that LEAA utilize the model of the Orime AnalYSis Team estab
liRhed in each Impact city, and directly supplement p1anning funds in all major 
urban areas in order to develop such a capacity and transfer the best elements of 
crime-specific planning and programming, This would accomplish in many 
jurisdictions what the High Crime Area Program would achieve in only a few. 

NLO and USOM favor the reauthorization of LEAA. We believe that it hris 
led to improvements in the criminal justice system, that it has fostered a new 
awareness of criminal justice system problems on the pnrt of local elected officials, 
and that it has given impetus to the concept of planning in the criminal justice 
field. We do not, however, believe that a seven-year old program is "still in its 
infancy" and deserves a five-year reauthorization to lead it into adolescence. The 
changing leadership and shifting priorities of L'EAA hl.\.Vc indeed led to a pel'petual 
identity erisi!>, but a five-ycar reauthorization without significant modifications 
to the program would do liothing to resolve prescnt, weakne8scs. rrherefore, NLO 
and USOl\-I support a three-year reauthorization accompanied by changes in 
planning, policy-making and priority setting procedures. Wo hope, then, that a 
mOl'~ satiRfll.ctory, workable, [lnd mature program can be implen:ented to provide 
mttXlmum assistance to feclefl1l, state and local governments alike. 

lVIr. OONYERS. OUl' finn.l witnesses tocln.y have wn.itecl a long time, 
and they wero horo first, and accidentally they will bo the final wit-
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nesses. We have the American Civil Liberties Union testimony, 
coming from Mr. E. Richard Larson; accompanied by Mr. Renault 
Robinson from the Chicago Police Department, testifying on behalf 
of the National Black Police Association, and Mrs. Penelope Brace 
of Philadelphia. 

We do have your prepared statements, we appreciate your pa
tience, and your statements will be incorporated into the record. 

We welcome you before the subcommittee, and you may begin in 
your own way. 

TESTIMONY OF E. RICHARD LARSON, AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES 
UNION; REN.aULT ROBINSON, CHICAGO; AND PENELOPE BRACE, 
PHILADELPHIA 

Mr. LARSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We are neither poli
ticians nor public officials, and additionally we do not receive LEAA 
moneys. 

Mr. CONYERS. Wait a minute, the Philadelphia Police Depart
ment doesn't receive LEAA money? 

Mr. LARSON. Penelope Brace is here representing Penelope Brace, 
not the Philadelphia Police Department. 

Mr. CONYERS. Oh, is that right? 
Ms. BRACE. Yes. 
Mr. CONYERS. You are here in an individual capacity. 
Ms. BRACE. That's right. I'm here as the plaintiff in a lawsuit 

against the LEAA. 
Mr. CONYERS. You are plaintiff in a lawsuit against LEAA? 
Ms. BRACE Yes. sir. 
Mr. CONYERS. Well, we will be aILxious to hear your testimony. 
Mr. LARSON. Additionally, Mr. Chairman, Renault Robinson is a 

Chicago police officer, but he is not testifying on behalf of the Chicago 
Police Department. Renault Robinson is also the information officer 
of the National Black Police Association. I think we are bringing a 
civil rights perspective to the hearing this morning which may not 
as yet have been heard, aside from that by Representative Jordan. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, we have submitted prepared state
ments, and we will not read these statements here. We do appeal' on 
behalf of the proposed amendments which have been submitted by 
Representative Jordan. 

1 will bo very brief, I have few remarks. I know Mr. Robinson has an 
appointment with LEAA, as a matter of fact, so, I think he will go 
first. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, let me say if he happens to come to his ap
pointment a little late and explains that he has been before the Sub
committee on Crime hearings on the reauthorization of the LEAA, 
I'm SlU'e they won't hold that against him. 

Mr. R.ODINSON. Well, first of all I would like to thank you for allow
ing us to appear, and maybe the information that I bring might be 
useful when you are deliberating the new act. 

First of all, Chicago is in a unique situation right now, $95 million 
in Federal revenue sharing funds are being withheld becallse of dis
crimination, and I think a little background on that situation would 
be helpful, which involves LEAA. I might clarify for those who are 
concerned about that how that situation even developed. 

00-587-7a-llt. 1-32 
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In 1972 we made !1 complaint to the LEAA, reque~ting that they 
examine the Chicago Police Department for discrimination in their 
hiring practices, hiring and promotion, and as~ignments. After 
considerable delus, and a lot of bureaucratic wrangling, we learned 
that LEAA did not even have a compliance staff, and had no regu
lations set up for compliance machinery. and yet, they were doling out 
millions of dollars. Th'3y had a staff person, employing him temporarily 
as compliance officer, and he eventually became the compliance de
partment. And they went out and hired a clerk, and then they had a 
two-man staff to, I guess, look over the shoulders of cities that were 
spending millions of dollars. 

They appointed a three-man team, former police officers, one from 
Chicago, one from New York, and one from California, and a crimi
nologist from California that came out to Chicago since they had no 
staff for compliance, to conduct an investigation. 

Mr. CONYERS. That sounds like another grant in itself. 
Mr. ROBINSON. It was, it was very expensive. They spent 6 months 

in Ohicago, produced a 200-page report which substantially sub
stantiated our claim of discrimination. 

They then said they could no\' terminate funding because they 
wanted to first try to seek voluntary compliance for changes in the 
Ohicago Police Department. You must remember now, this is 1972. 
LEAA sat 1 full year and did absolutely nothing. 

The matter was then referred to the Civil Rights Division of the 
Jw;tice Department, and they tolcl us that they had to conduct an 
entirely different compliance review from the one that the LEAA 
had reviev,'ed; they would have to concluct a sepltl'ate mview. So, for 
an additional year the Civil Rights Division of the Justice Depart
ment, who was the agency who received the LEAA report-you 
know, one next door to the other-conducted another investigation, 
and they found discrimination, anci still the money continued to flow. 

W c became frustrated in our attempt of having an agency of the 
Federal Govcl'llment which was supposed to be enforcing its own 
regu1ations not do it, and sought other remedies, that is, cut off the 
$95 million in Federal revenue sharing funds. 

Now, we t'hol.lld have sued LEAA all along, [md possibly this whole 
matter would have been resolved-we hac1 to sue the Office of Revenue 
Sharing in order to get them to follow their l'egulations, which means 
to stop funding when there is discrimination. 

:Ml'. CONYERS. Mr. Robinson, with all those lawyers in Chicago, 
I cnn't imagine how they let these lawsuits slip through their fingers. 

Mr. ROBINSON. No.1, they looked at this whole matter as a jokej 
No.2, they felt no judge in his right mind would ever cut off any 
Federal moneYi No.3, they knew there was no regulation available, 
no special procedure, no compliance procedure, and so they felt they 
were home free. 

1,fr. CONYERS. I see. 
IvI1'. ROBINSON. That matter, again, started in 1970 when I first 

chargE.'d them with discl'imina.tion, and the money wasn't shut off 
until 1974. 

Mr. MCCLORY. If the Cha.il'man will yield. Are you familial' with 
the bill thfit Representative Jordan was presenting when she was 
here beforc the committee? 
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Mr. ROBINSON. Yes, I am. 
IVIr. MCCLORY. Do you fayor that? 
Mr. ROBINSON. Yes, I do fl1vor it. 
Mr. MCCLORY. Does that seem to be an answer? 
IvIr. R013INSON. Well, I don't know because, you see, we have the 

spirit of the law and the letter of the luw. And the letter of the law 
already says, cut off funds when there is discrimination. And somehow 
the letter of that law has never been curried out by Federal officials. 

1vIr. CONYERS. Well, then, Mr. Robinson, maybe we need some 
legislation, to coin 11 pIu'ase, to ml1ke the LEAA inopel'l1tive until 
they observe the law. . 

Mr. ROBINSON. I would say to that, yes. 
Mr. CONYERS. We can send it back to the drawing bOl1rd mid come 

up with suggestions. 
Mr. MCCLORY. Could I ask 11 further question, Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. CONYERS. Sure. 
Mr. MCOLORY. The issue involved, is it not, the type of examination 

that is ~iven to police officers for employment and for advancement? 
Mr. ROBINSON. That's one of the issues. 
1\·11'. MCOLORY. And it is charging discrimination against the 

minority. 
Mr. H,OBINSON. That's another of the issues, testing. 
Mr. MCOLORY. And promotional policies. That has to be decided 

by the courts. 
1,,11'. ROBINSON. Well, you see, when you've got three different 

administrative determinations, the Office of Revenue Sharing had 
its own compliance investigl1tion and they found discriminution. So, 
you've got three different Federal agencies all coming up with the 
same determinotion, and that alone should be enough. 

Mr.OONYERS. The subcommittee will be in recess until the quorum 
is over. 

[Whereupon a short recess was taken.] 
Mr. OONYERS. 'rhe subcommittee will come to order and the 

witness will continue. 
Mr. ROBINSON. 'rhankyou very much, 1\'11'. Chairman and members 

of the committee. 
In order to make sure that the scenario, what hus occurred as far 

ttS discrimination is concerned in Chicago is cleu.r, I'll try and be very 
brief, but detail it for you so you can understand the frustrations and 
the various problems we have with legislation that alreudy should 
have taken cure of problems that we had to remedy through a lawsuit, 
when it costs a million dollars of the taxpayers' money in the city of 
Ohicago, and is presently costing them a quarter of a million dollars a 
month in interest on a city loan; and $100 million being held in escrow 
because of discrimination. 
" Had LEU opel'l1ted properly several years ago, none of this would 
have ever happened. Now in retrospect I'm glad it did, but I'm saying 
had the responsibility been assumed in the beginning, Chicago would 
now have been complying and none of that $100 million would have 
been cut off. 
k,. Mr. ASIIBIWOIC Can I intelTupt your testimony? 
t): Mr. ROBINSON. Yes. 
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Mr. ASHBROOK. I have just read Ms. Brace's testimony, and I 
think it's fair to say that the LEAA is one of the participants in it. 
We have one, two, three-the city of Chicago, the LEAA, and the 
Justice Department; I think it's the same thing with the city of 
Philadelphia. So, you are not coming here saying it's with LEAA, it's 
with the city of Chicago. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Well, as far as the guilty party is concerned, we 
would say the city of Chicago and as far as the individual who is 
recalcitrant, we would say the city of Chicago; but Chicago is not 
alone in that category, every city in the United States is discriminating. 
And LEAA regularly receives reports in the mail that are signed by 
the Chief Executive Officer saying, "We don't discriminate." 

Mr. ASHBROOK. That's part of the oversight, but LEAA was sup
posed to be part of the remedy. So, we are now saying the remedy was 
not good, the problem as we saw it in Philadelphia. 

Mr. ROBINSON. But as of today LEAA has not yet promulgated 
regulations setting forth its procedures for administrative hearings
they don't even exist. We tried to force that on them through a law
suit, and it was denied by a judge for other reasons. 

But that must point to the problem if you don't have regulations, 
procedures to cut off money, they never intend to cut off the money. 
'rhe Congress has that written into the law that the money should be 
cut off, but when the administrators don't set forth the procedures, 
it obviously shows that there is no intent to follow the letter nor the 
spirit of the law. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. That is a very valid point. 
Mr. ROBINSON. Causing individuals and organizations like myself, 

like the ACLU, like Ms. Brace, to file lawsuits, which costs us money. 
And again, just to make the point very clear for the record-and I 
would also like to offer for the record a copy of the judge's decision 
which is extremely helpful because he details the frustration of trying 
to deal with tile cit:y of Chicago and the Federal Government. 

Mr. CONYERS. Can you provide us with a copy of the complaint? 
:Mr. ROllINSON. I can give you a copy of the complaint. I can give 

you a copy of the decision, and I can also provide you with a copy of 
the judge's order, his fmal order without any problem. 

Mr. CONYERS. What was his final order? 
Mr. ROBINSON. His final order was that the city of Chicago would 

have to hire on a racial basis a quota, whatever you like to cnll it, of 
42 percent minorities, Spanish and black; 12 percent women-no, 16 
percent women, I'm sorry; and 42 percent other white males, the 
rationale being that they had no standard to go by with women 
because women had been discriminated against by the Chicago Police 
Department since it started, and the city didn't defend that. So, the 
judge arbitrarily set a standard of 16 percent until we can determine 
how many women really want to be police officers. 

We have reduced our height requirments which eliminated women. 
The judge has also ordered that on promotions, that for every six 
whites thn,t are promoted four blacks must be promoted. The judge 
has ordered that they create new testing instruments, but until they 
do, they must hire a quota-ratio until past effects of discrimination 
have been remedied, which means that there will be a time period 
involved where this quota hiring will go on, until blacks are brought 
up to parity with population. 
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We are approximately 42 percent of the population in Ohicago, but 
we are only 16.9 percent of the police department. At a period of time, 
in 1968, we were approximately 26 percent of the population of the 
city of Ohicago, and during those riot years we were 26 percent of the 
police department. 

But after the need to have blacks on the force diminished in the 
minds of the mayor and those others who make the decisions, and as 
the black population of the city increased, the black population on the 
police department decreased to 16 percent whlle the overall black 
population increased to 42 percent. 

So, the point I'm bringing out is that the judge found after 80 days 
of trial that there was purposeful and intentional discrimination 
against minorities and women. 

As result, though, $95 million to date of Federal revenue sharing 
funds have been held up. The State of Illinois has voluntarily termi
nated all LEAA funds to the Ohicago Police Department, some $12 
million a year, until this matter is resolved. 

There are certain LEAA funds that the city of Ohicago will not even 
apply for because of the discriminatory provisions provided by the act, 
and they don't want to comply with them. 

So, my point to you now, starting back at the beginning, is, had 
LEAA acted in 1971, when we first made our original complaint to 
cut off the $12 million which was involved then, that would have been, 
to use the words of the judge, "The necessary economic sanction to 
force compliance with the law." But they refused to do it, and the 
administrators told me personally that they had no intention of cutting 
off money, that was not the propel' method of bringing about compli
ance. In fact, they even gave Ohicago additional Federal funds to 
come up with an affirmative action plan-they gave them more 
money. 

It's ridiculous, you know, but it goes to show you how a situation as 
critical as that of discrimination was bungled by officials at every 
level of government. And Oongress, of course, whose intent it was to 
see that such a city did not receive Federal funds-your intent was 
being spurned. 

Terminating discrimination is important-and I won't toke up your 
time talking about the other areas that the mayors and everybody 
else talked about--but terminating discrimination is just as important 
as wasting the money on some of the frivolous projects of police 
deEartments and others, instead of putting the money to use. 

But if LEAA regulations are appropriately changed and you give 
it a staff commensurate with the task it has to perform-you can't 
have 4 people perform compliance reviews on 40,000 municipalities, 
it's ridiculous. LEAA can't send out these silly complionce statements 
that ask the kinds of questions that you can answer and still be 
guilty of discrimination, and then provide the money. There should 
be some compliance prior to getting the money. There should be some 
standard set up through legislation that says, you must meet certain 
minimum standards before you can get the money. 'l'hat would 
resolve the problem, so the courts would not have to fool with itj and 
the revenne sharing would not be tied up because, believe me, the 
National Bittel;: Police Association, which represents over 50 groups in 
35 major metropolitan areas are all going to try to tie up Federal 

I 
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revenue sharirg funds as well as LEAA ftmds anywhere we can until 
we can stop discrimination. 

Of course, that causes heartache to the citizens, and it could be 
easily eliminated if your legislation would just force LEAA to comply 
to begin with. 

:Mr. CONYERS. Are there any other instances of In;wsuits brought 
against LEAA because of discriminatory activities? 

1\1[1'. ROBINSON. Yes, and I won't go into details of those since we 
have :Mr. Larson here, whose testimony will detail those i I mentioned 
a number of them in my prepared statement, but I won't take the 
time to go through that. But there are a number of administrative 
complaints pending-and when I say a number, 200 or more at my 
last cOlmt" pending with LEAA right now. They are all in. a state of 
suspended animation, nothing is being done with them, they are just 
sitting there on somebody's desk. . 

And any time a discriminated against person goes into court LIDAA 
just says, "Oh, we can't do anything about it any more, it's in the 
hands of the court." 

Mr. CONYERS. They go beyond that, they say they can't even dis
cuss it with the Congress because it's pending in the court. 

Mr. ROBINSON. You can see the ridiculousness of the nature of the 
problem which could simply be solved by a couple of the suggestions 
that I made, and some of the others, including Representative Jordan's 
llmenclments. 

As long as the cities are not forced to comply-and none of them up 
to this point have complied-it makes the act itself meaningless and 
it's a waste of everybody's time and of a lot of Federal dollars. 

I will stop here with my points and answer any questions you have. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. McClory? 
Mr. MCCLORY. Could I ask this question, I have noticed recently, 

there is a court decision recently that says where the union regulations 
which apply to reemployment of the persons who were unemployed 
and were laid off, where the union regulations require adherence to the 
rule of seniority, they claim that rule violates the Constitution and is 
discrimination on the basis of race and color, that you can't maintain 
the civil rights position. 

N ow, the question I ask is this: I judge in at least one of these cases 
the police organization has ruled with regard to seniority for purposes 
of promotion, or whatever. That could constitute a form of discrimi
nation because black police officers might not have the same seniority 
and consequently they just would never catch up. 

Is that involved? Do you think that requires a decision on the part 
of the Administrator or LEAA to renounce, to set aside some kind of 
police organization rule in favor of 11 decision that would benefit the 
minority? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Well, I can answer that in two ways. One, it might 
take a judicial determination-it might, I'm saying that only because 
I'm not a lawyer. 

Two, clearly LEAA, the Administrator, has to within his power fiS 
the Aclministrator, based on the strength of Congressionullegislation, 
to require that thero be no discrimination in hiring and promotion. 

N ow, if a particular State or a local city is governed by a seniority 
rule, that can be circumvented in 100 different ways because if we arc 
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going to promote 500 officers, we can simply require that these 500 
officers be promoted equally ~nd equitably regarding race and seXj 
and we do it by quota 01' ratio because of past discrimination. 

:Mr. MCCLORY. You do it how? 
Mr. ROBINSON. By quota. You see blacks and women don't have 

the seniority because we haven't been hired because of discrimination. 
So, ,if there is a need for 500 officers to be hired, and there is a popula
tion which will provide the necessary bodies in the Wbrkforce to give 
up the 500 officers, let's split it up and see that I get my share 0,: the 
pie" too. 
, That could be done as an administrative matter, and in some cases 
it may have to be a judicial matter. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Is it your position and interpretation that the 
LEAA should apply this prohibition of discrimination by applying 
quotasj or do you feel on the other hand, as I do, that hiring and pro
motions should be on the basis of merit, without discrimination on the 
basis of race or color? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Well, I feel as you do. But we all realize that in all 
the years this country has existed, this phrase has never meant any
thing. And consequently, we must do other things to make sure that 
blacks and women get our equal portion of the pie. 

:Mr. MCCLORY. I understand, and I'm not suggesting that a dis
criminatory test should be applied, but I'm considering that you have 
nondiscriminatory tests. But nevertheless, it relates to equality of 
service. 

Mr. ROBINSON. 'rhe police department-I'm sorry to interrupt
every police department, everyone that I know of, has told every 
judge in every court that they have never been able to come up with a 
nondiscriminatory examj and this is their claim, they can't find one 
that will hire equitably. You lmow, that's an examination process, 
that's not just a written test. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Is your position then you have to hire on the basis 
of a quota? 

Mr. ROBINSON. My position is that you have to hire on the basis of 
a quota until and unless we come up with a process that docs not 
have something built in against blacks and women 

In other words, the judge in Chicago found that the process was 
biased toward blacks. In other words, it was set up to give whites an 
advantage over blacks. Yet, at the same time the general notion was 
that blacks were not equally as intelligent as whites, and that's why 
they couldn't pass the examination. 

We found and showed that each portion of that examination had 
something built into it that gave whites an advantage to pass, nnd 
gave a disadvantage to blacks. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Well, I'm aware of that,' and that would be a form 
of discrimination. Now, tell me this, whether the quota that you nre 
seeking is based on the ratio of blacks, for instance, in the city? 

Mr. ROBINSON, Yes. 
Mr. IV[cCLORY. And would that apply also with respect to Indians 

and Asian Americnns, and Spanish-surnamed Americans? 
Mr. ROBINSON. Well, it definitely applies to Spanish-surnamed 

Americans because they are considered minorities as far as the defini
tion is concerned, as far as Federo'llaw is concerned. 
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What we are saying, simply, is that we have been cut out on purpose, 
and Federal law and Federal regulations are supposed to prohibit 
that. So, if we are a certain percentage~ 

Mr. MCCLORY. I'm not questioning that, I'm simply asking how 
you resolve that in alinement with what I think is our intent to 
prohibit discrimination. 

Mr. ROBINSON. If you had tot1O'h legislation that said no money 
could flow upon evidence of an allegation of discrimination, until it 
was resolved, that's all that would be needed because you heard 
tbese mayors, people want those funds. And if you chop those Federal 
dollars off, they will react. 

Mr. CONYERS. That's hitting them in the pocketbook where it 
hurts. 

MI'. ROBINSON. Absolutely. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Wouldn't that be unjust? 
NIl'. ROBINSON. I say upon evidence, upon allogation. 
NIl'. ASHBROOK. That has to come through a charge. 
MI'. ROBINSON. Well, that's the way the system is set up. We made 

an allegation to the LEAA, they came out in support with findings 
supporting our allegation, and we still had bo go to court. So, what 
good was it to provide them with the evidence they needecl to sup
port our allegations, which was basically an administrative finding 
of discrimination, and then not act on it. Do you understand my 
point? 

MI'. ASHBROOK. I understand, but the answer to that may be 
not the short circuit. 

lVIr. ROBINSON. But going further, though, when we were trying 
to remedy the situation, the remedy is simply fair hiring practices. 
N ow, in Ohicago, since the mayor is so opposed to fair hiring practices, 
he will allow $100 million in Federal funds to remain in the rrl'easury. 
Now, you and I both realize, that can't go on for long, in another 6 
months he'S going to be broke. He aln'9,dy borrowed $55 million, 
rather than comply with the Federal law, which in reality only would 
require him to hire 250 minorities. You figure that out. 

Mr. CONYERS. If the gentleman will permit me, I was thinking, 
you mURt really have some legal background, you say you are a 
police officer. Do you have a law degree? 

Mr. ROBINSON. No, I don't. 
MI'. CONYERS. Have you been informally trained in the law, as 

opposed to formnlly? 
MI'. ROBINSON. I would say yes, I have been pretty deeply in

volved in this case for the last 8 years. 
Mr. OONYERS. You have been in court so many times, you picked 

it up? 
MI'. ROBINSON. Right. 
lV[r. CONYERS. We usually reserve this kind of questioning for 

people who have been incarcerated inside institutions, we know that 
cloes not apply to you, you are a law enforcement officer. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Incarcerated inside an institution? 
IvIr. CONYERS. That's why I'm trying to find out how you beciJ,mfl 

so possessed of the knowledge of the law. 
Mr. ROBINSON. Well, it's just bein&, in my position, and also having 

competent counsel, that's extremely Important. A point is worthless 
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if you can't prove it in court. And we had one of the largest law firms 
in the city of Ohicago, which also has a very large office in Washing
ton, which helped us greatly to put this matter across. Without 
their aid, and some $650,000, and a judge who was not even a judge 
at the time this matter started, but a professor at law, none of this 
would have been possible. 

The city itself was being so recalcitrant; and of course there was 
the la)..-ity in Federal regulations; none of this should have happened. 
In a way you have helped us up to this point. But we would now hope 
. that you would make it possible that this procedure would not have 
to be repeated 50,000 times in every municipality in the country 
before we can get some equal opportunity. 

It obviously has an impact on crime, it's got to. In my area at 
least, where the unemployment is 45 percent in minority communities 
in Ohicago, those people have to see some kind of change. If they had 
jobs it would make the burden on the police officer a lot less, especially 
if we had police officers that had some understanding of the com
munity in which they serve. If I go into an apartment and there are 
Spanish-speaking individuals and they are arguing about a problem, 
if I can't understand it, I can't solve the problem. Even though I 
carry a gun, and a club, and a badge, what can I do. Yet, they won't 
have me, so I can't solve the problem. Your answer is, "You are teo 
short." 

So, my point is, we create more problems than we attempt to solve, 
and that's one of the reasons we are here today. We are hoping that 
we don't have to continue to do Government's work by filing lawsuits, 
that maybe the Government could do its own work. Everyone of the 
administrative bodies is having the same situation, and all parts of 
the Justice Department have all failed, LEAA, the Oivil Rights 
Division of the Justice Department; and the Office of Revenue 
Sharing too; they have all failed in their responsibilities; all of them 
ha:ve given away Federal money, the moneys are still flowing, and 
nothing is being done about it. 

Mr. MCOLORY. Well, the money is not flowing to the Ohicago 
Police Department, is it? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Thank goodness. But that has nothing to do with 
the agencies which have avoided the responsibility of their own duty. 

Mr. MCOLORY. Didn't you use as evidence in the court case the 
opiriion of the Administrator of the LEAA? 

Mr. ROBINSON. We sure did. Of course, we took LEAA's data 
and generated other kinds of figures since the study done by LEAA 
was as much as possible done in favor of the police department. If you 
knew the fight we had to go through, and 500 letters that were written 
back and forth between us and LEAA. We attempted to impeach the 
investigators because of prejudicial statements they made while they 
were investigating, statements like, "I haven't found any discrimina
tion here," and they weren't even through investigating. So, you 
know, this goes to show that every step of the way we met nothing 
but resistance. And who else is going to put in 7 or 8 years? We are 
doing it only because we had to do it anyway. 

Any other questions? 
Mr. OONYERS. I think you made it clear that we have a responsi

bility to see that the law operates the way it is intended to. 
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Let's turn now to the representative of the American Oivil Liberties 
Union, NIr. E. Richard Larson. 

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Ohail'mu,n, insteu,d of summarizing the written 
statement, I would like to express the AOL U's support for the type 
of legislation which has been introduced by Bu,rbaru, Jordan. Barbam 
Jordan's amendments place various necessu,ry restrictions upon the 
operation of the LEU program. Those restrictions for civil rights 
in enforcement are very necessary. 

Renault Robinson has been involved in one lawsuit in the city of 
Chicago. The Federal courts in this country have entered decrees of 
race and sex discrimination against more than 100 police departments 
within the last 2 or 3 years. LEAA on the other hand has very serious 
problems finding discrimination. LEU hu,s never cut off funds. 

Renu,ult Robinson's situu,tion was in Ohicago, and his lawsuit was 
against the Office of Revenue Sharing. Several yeu,rs ago I hu,d been 
involved on somewhu,t of a consultant basis with LEAA. 

People in the State planning agencies who were interested in civil 
rights enforcement said, "Sue them, sue them the way Robinson 
sued the Office of Revenue Sharing; that's u,bout the only way you are 
going to move LEAA anywhere." 

Last fall, in September, after virtually 9 months of negotiations 
with various members of LEAA's Office of Oivil Rights Oompliance, 
we filed !1 national class action lawsuit against LEAA; we have also 
sued various officials of LEAA for damages, which are available 
through the Federal courts. 

Since September, since we filed, there has been somewhat of a change 
in their posture, a little bit of a change. 

As Penelope Brac£; will tell you in her situation, LEAA made a 
finding of discrimination in Philadelphia more than 2 years ago, back 
in Ju,nuu,l'Y of 1974; LEAA had reached a stage where no voluntary 
compliance could be achieved. 

LEU, under it's statute, was required at that point, under section 
518, t.o cut off funds. The stu,tute reads that LEAA concurrently may 
adopt severn,] other alternatives, including referring matters of non
compliu,nce to the Justice Department. But, 2 years ago, after Oongress 
hu,d specifically amended section 518(c), LEU referred Philadelphiu,'s 
noncompliance to the Justice Depu,rtment and refused to cut off 
funds. 

It was not until 2 months ago, when we filed a preliminary injunc
tion in court against LEAA to force it to initiate the fund termination 
process against Philadelphia, that LEAA, rather than defending the 
preliminary injunction, finally responded by taking the step it was 
required to have taken 2 years earlier; it finally sent a letter to Gov
ernor Shapp of Pennsylvania saying there will be a cutoff of funds. 

Penelope Brace will give you more details, I have stolen some of 
her story right now. 

But there are many examples of that. Let me just give you one 
other example because I think it's such an incredible example of the 
type of procedures and delays upon delays which LEAA uses in its 
so-caned enforcement program. And these delays represent the need 
for specific legislation to be 'written by the subcommittee and the 
Congress. 
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This example is about LEAA's response to discriminrition by the 
Honolulu Police Department. In December 1972, more than 3 years 
ago, a sex discrimination complaint was :filed with LEAA, com
plaining about straight old line discrimination on the basis of sex, 
plus the use of unlawful height requirements, which are a violation of 
LEU regulations. 

One month later, in a letter to LEA.A. Honolulu admitted discrimi
nation. During the following year LEAA conciliated with the Honolulu 
officials, but no satisfactory conciliation was reached. 

Three months later LEAA learned that the EEOO was conducting 
an investigation of similar complaints about the height requirements 
and sex discrimination in Honolulu. At this stage now, a year and
a-half into this process, LEU deferred to the l!.}EOO. Two months 
later, after its 01Vll investigation, the EEOO found reasonable cause. 
It then began conciliation with the Honolulu Police Department. 
Eight months later the EEOO conciliation failed. 

One month later the matter was referred back to the LEAA by 
EEOO. The following month the LEAA was back at the conciliation 
game with Honolulu again. Discrimination, of course, had been 
admitted 2 years earlier. 

'1'hreo months later a conciliation meeting was scheduled by the 
LEAA in Washing:.ton, but the Honolulu officials did not attend. 
We are now up to July of 1975. 

Later that month the complainant, who has a degree in law enforce
ment, a higher education degree in law enforcement, who had been 
denied employment by the Honolulu Police Department on the 
grounds that she was not 5'9", she sued in court. She sued the 
Honolulu Police Department. 

A month later the Honolulu newspapers announced our lawsuit, 
om national class action against the LEU, and they announced in 
banner headlines the fact that LEAA was about to be sued and that 
IJEAA's continued funding of Honolulu would be mentioned in the 
lawsuit. 

Foul' days later the LEAA finally commenced their statutorily 
required proceedings to cut off funds. 

Mr. OONYERS. Did they ever cut off the funds? 
Mr. LARSON. No, there was compliance. Of course there was non

compliance for more than 3 yeal'~, and only then did LEAA send a 
letter to the Governor of Hawaii announcing that LEAA intended 
to cut off funds. 

There are only three of these findings in LEAA's history, three 
letters to Governors, and all of them occurred after we filed suit. 

I think it is a very, very sad record that LEAA has created, and 
the type of legislation that has been introduced by Barbara Jordan 
definitely should be supported, although it could be tightened quite 
a bit, it could be made better. 

I think one very important aspect of Barbara Jordan's proposed 
amendments which I would like to comment on briefly is the provi
sion of a private cause of action to enforce the LEAA nondiscrimina
tion requirements. 

Bambara JOl'drm's amendments provides a cause of action to the 
Justice Department to seek a cutoff of funds, or to seek an escrow 
01' suspension of funds; a caUSe of !1Ction is also given to the private 
indivicltutl. 
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Now, if Renault Robinson's experience in Chicago is at all indicative 
of what the Justice Department's position will be in this very im
portant private enforcement aspect, the private remedy must be 
retained, because in Chicago the Justice Department argued against 
the cutoff of funds. 

1\11'. CONYERS. Well, how do you feel about putting the LEAA 
under further policy direction of the Attorney General that is one of 
the suggestions that has been made, based on the fact that many in 
LEAA act independently of the Department of Justice. 

I should tell you that one attorney strenuously disagrees with that 
because she claims that may create more politicalization. On the other 
hand, there are those who suggest that the Attorney General have 
more control over LEAA, and that the LEAA should be accountable 
to the Department of Justice. 

Mr. LARSON. With the accountability aspect, I really don't think 
it matters, nor in civil rights either, whether it is inside or outside. 
I think with regard to LEAA, no matter where it is, what is needed 
is a tighter reign on the type of civil rights enforcement that is re
quired of LEAA. The other alternative, of course, is what you, Mr. 
Ohairman, have proposed frequently in these hearings, that LEAA 
itself become inoperative if it doesn't comply with the law. 

Mr. CONYERS. What was the thrust, or what is the thrust of your 
national class action suit? 

Mr. LARSON. The national class action suit has 12 individual 
plaintiffs, 6 women complaining of having been discriminated against, 
one of whom is Penelope Brace; six individual blacks complaining 
they have been discriminated against, all over the country-the 
Honolulu complainant is one of them. The main complainant in the 
lawsuit is the N ationul Black Police Association. 

What we are seeking, for example, is that the statutory mandate, 
518(c), requiring an administrative cutoff, rather than preference for 
judicial enforcement, that that actually be followed by LEAA. As 
Barbara Jordan pointed out this morning, the amendment to 518(c) 
was passed nearly 3 years ago, and yet, LEANs regulations that are 
in effect today contradict the statute. 

Mr. CONYERS. That they comply in the instance of complaints, 
or all pending administrative cases? 

Mr. LARSON. All cases. 
Mr. OONYERS. Would a favorable decision reach all cases? 
Mr. LARSON. It would depend upon the determination of the 

class action motion in the lawsuit, whether the case is certified as a 
clu':ls action. The Justice Department, of course, is trying to limit us 
to an individual action and not allow us to proceed as a class action. 

Mr. CONYERS. All right. Is it appropriate now to turn to Ms. 
Penelope Brace? Usually it's "ladies first," but for reasons of schedul
ing, you are last. 

Ms. BRACE. Good afternoon, Mr. Chnirman and committee 
members. 

My name is Penelope Bl'Uce, and I have been a police officer with 
the Philadelphia Police Department since 1965. In July of 1973 I 
filed a complaint against the city of Philadelphia and its officials 
with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. I also followed 
up with a complaint in 1973 with the LEAA. 
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I requested that the LEAA consider withholding funding, and they 
said they would not do that, that it was done only as a last resort. 

I think a few items of discriminu,tion clearly picture how bad 
Phibdelphia is. Only 1 percent of all women in the police department 
aTe u,llowed because of the quota system. 'fhere aTe 1,600 promotional 
slots for men, and only 7 for women. We u,re kept in the juvenile aid 
division, which is "women's work," and u,re not permitted to transfer 
into any other area. 

'fhe reaction to my sex discriminntion suit came fast u,nd furious 
from city officials. Nhyor Frank Rizzo was publicly quoted u,s saying 
that he wu,s opposed to equal opportunities fOT women in the Phila
delphia Police Department. Commissioner O'Neill stu,ted thu,t God 
in his wisdom made women different, and that we had times of 
accounting within ourselves when we were physically and psycho
logicu,lly unfit for police duty. 'fhe commanding officer of the juvenile 
aid division implied that to open the department to women would be 
to invite rampant lesbianism. 

N ow, all these instances were reported to the LEAA. However, 
despite my constant communications with them, they did not 
withhold funding. 

On February 12 of 1974, I filed n lawsuit against Philadelphia in 
the U.S. district court; 3 days Inter, on February 15, I wns fired in 
my cnpacity ns a Philadelphia police officer. I had made numerous 
chu,rges of harassment againp,t the city to the LEAA. Even considering 
the fact that I was fll'ed 3 days later, the LEAA still refused to cut off 
funding to the police department. Fortunately I was f1lbsequcntly 
reinstated as u, result of a civil service decision and I currently work 
at my job. But, hnd the LEAA initiated their administrative pro
cedures to cut off moneys becnuse I had been discriminated agninst, 
I would not hnve had to go through the trauma of being unfnirly 
dismissed, and then having to be reinstnted by the civil service 
commission. 

My concern is not only foJ' Penelope Brace; there u,re mnny other 
cities in the United States-I have rend the statistics from the police 
fOlmdation that show that only 2 percent of the police across the 
United States nre women. If LEAA would follow its own regulations 
and investigate departments, then obviously they would find dis
crimination not only in Phlladelphia, not only the cities we have 
discussed, but in other cities. 

Mr. CONYERS. Not only just in cities, but in many others, con
tractors, private. 

~1s. BRACE. I'm sure, and then we would represent a more or less 
fn.ir cross section of the population of women and blacks on the 
police force. 

If anyone has any questions, I'll try and answer them. 
Mr. CONYERS. I don't; Mr. Ashbrook? 
Mr. ASHBROOK. I think in the case of these two witnesses, we 

clearly understand whnt they say, they hnve been excellent witnessess 
nnd I think they have helped us very much in trying to oversee this 
one area of Federo1 activity. 

To go back to something Mr. Robinson said earlier, you can't 
jump across, I think, the age-old idea of different sides of a story. 
You said in the 1960 period there were 26 percent minorities on the 
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police force, and now you say there are 16 percent, and that that 
drop off was basically due to disCliminatory practices of the police 
department. 

I assume you are able to show, or can you show, that in the interim 
time there was still sufficient interest of minority applicants to become 
police officers, that it wasn't lack'of interest. Do you have any statistics 
on that? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Yes. One of the defenses was that there was a 
period of time when police departments were 100ked upon by minori
ties as "oppressive forces of evil," and that you shouldn't be a part of 
them, yon shouldn't work for them. That was a (Iparty line" that 
was being bandied about by some of the city attorneys. 

However, when you look at the statistics of the people who applied 
for the examination, you find that blacks were applying in numbers 
equal in percentage of population for the jobs. They were just weeded 
out every step of the way, therefore they never got hired. A decision 
had been made on the part of the city to cut back on minorities because 
when they needed us, they got USj when they got tired of us, they then 
restricted the recruiting process and started to cut us down. 

n many blacks passed the written, they never made it through the 
other processes, there was always some way they were able to cut 
us out. 

So, the point that was proven through 80 days of trial-and the 
city had a very able representative on their side of the fence and many, 
many experts, testing experts who appeared and testified on theiL' 
behalf, they were not able to defend those policies and practices. 

Every examination, as you'll see in that opinion, from 1968 on 
violated Federal law, and title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. 
Each one was declared discriminatory, each examination they gave. 

So, with a record like that you could see that it is the city adminis
tration's policy to limit the number of women and minorities to be 
employed in the Chicago Police Department. Our fire department is 
the same, and throughout the Nation fire departments are the same. 

1'1'11'. ASHBROOK. One of the things that bothers all of us, you have a 
tight line, you want to test for whatever qualifications that would be 
fair and nondiscriminatory. You don't want to take a course of action 
that would limit the standards. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Correct. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. You mentioned the tests that you tell were 

favorable to whites as against blacks, specifically, what kinds of 
tests would those be? 

Mr. ROBINSON. OK, if you started in the first initial area, which 
most people believe is the whole process, that's the wl'itten portion of 
the examination. 'rhe point spread between the passing, the top 
passing score and the minimum passing score is normally not very 
far, it might be 10 or 12 point!'!. The highest a guy might have gotten 
is 80, and the minimum score is 70, and between those 10 points there 
might be 10,000 people and, you know, that's 70.1, 70.2, 70.3, that 
kind of thing. Now, your place on that list might be determined by 
your ability to pass maybe 10 percent of the questions on the test, 
which have nothing to do with your intelligence, or the nature of your 
ability to add 2 and 2, or your literacy. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Isn't that applied to all applicants? 
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Mr. ROBINSON. That's where you get into the technique, the te::;t 
design, arid the tricks that are used by the city of Ohicago and others. 
From the time you take the test in Ohicago until the time they post 
the results, normally it's 6 months. What they do is a computerized 
item analysis of each question on the examination . 

. Now, what happens is, they are multiple choice questions. So, we 
find out how many blacks checked "A", and how many blacks checked 
"B"; and how many whites checked "A" and how ml1llY whites 
checked "B" j and so on and so forth with the other alternatives . 

. Mr. OONYERS. They really go into those? 
Mr. ROBINSON. Absolutely. 
Mr.OONYERS. Do :you have anvevidence? 
}.t[r. ROBINSON. We proved it. We brought questions in that were 

so ridiculous, and they are questions-they are not question like, is 
2 and 2 4; they are questions like, I'What does so-and-so most likely 
mean", and then they give you fom correct answers. And my experi
ence as a black is going to make me choose one answer, and the test 
designer knows that; and his experience as a white makes him choose 
another answer. 

So, then we make sure, we put it on the computer, and then we get 
a printout, and it says the questions that we know are the bad ones. 

Mr. OONYERS. This is a matter of evidence, evidentiary matter of 
the trial? 

MI'. ROBINSON. There are 10,000 pages. 
Mr.OONYERS. How were you able to trick the Ohicago Police 

Department into admitting this in court? I mean, suppose they came 
into court and said, /CWe didn't do that"? 

MI'. ROBINSON. Well, first of all, let me say this, we started col
lecting evidence for this case in 1968, and the case was filed in 1970. 
And of course, our membership in the Afro-American Patrolman's 
League consists of people in various portions of the police department, 
so, we gathered the necessary facts we needed, shall we say. And then, 
when it was necessary to produce them, we had them. 

Mr.OONYERS. The OIA ought to know about that. [Laughter.] 
MI'. ROBINSON. Well, that's just in the testing process. Now, what 

happens, you end up with a number of blacks because now they are 
going to score it the other way, which means that the blacks end up 
at the bottom of the list, you see, because if you are literate, you are 
going to end up on the list anyway. Ok, if you can add 2 and 2, 
and you can read, you are going to end up on the list. But, you are 
going to blow that 10 percent of the questions, and you are going to 
end up at the bottom of the list, you understand, which means you 
are not going to get hired. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. That sounds like Jonny Oarson, /CHere is the 
answer, now, where is the question?" [Laughter.] 

Mr. ROJ3INSON All right, let's go further, that's just in One area. 
In addition to th.,.l.t, many of the written tests they give are not job 
related; they ask you questions which have absolutely nothing to do 
with finding out whether or not you have the ability to perform as a 
police officer; they look for other kinds of things. And of course, the 
Federal law says that the test must test f01' the skills necessary to do 
the job, 
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So, in addition to that they are using a test that is not job related. 
Let's go further. The next step is a background check, and the back
ground check is where they look to find out if you are a criminal and 
did do anything that would make you undesirable as a police officer. 
We all understand the necessity for that. But blacks and women, 
and others, were cut out for credit problems. I mean, what blacks and 
women in the United States don't have a credit problem? I'm sure 
some Members of Oongress do. 

And the matter of the thing is, the judge found .that those kinds of 
things had nothing to do with whether or not the individual would 
be a good police officer. 

In addition to that, they were cutting blacks out for dissolute 
habits-I'll pay anyone in here $50 if you can tell me what that means. 

The thing about dissolute habits is, the individual who made those 
determinations for 11 years was brought in the court, and he didn't 
know, either. 

Mr. OONYERS. You would probably get a pretty interesting list 
of activities. 

Mr. ROBINSON. And that's just in the background check, there 
are other kinds of abuses, too. 

But to speed it up, there is another portion that is all part of the 
intake process of whether or not you pass the examination to become 
a police officer. There is a medical examination; people with flat feet 
would be weeded out at a time when 90 percent of most all depurt
ments are mechanized-you are riding around all day long. If flat 
feet don't impair soldiers, why should it impair police officers? 

Or weight, 5 or 10 pounds overweight. The training process takes 
1 year, and anybody can reduce their weight by 5 or 10 pound~. They 
found that blacks were weeded out at a greater rate than willtes for 
being overweight. 

I can go on and on, you know, all of these kinds of things that they 
come up with, these professional test designers, in order to weed you 
out of the process, until they get down to however many they want 
to hire. 

You have to pass the medical exam-oh, there was another, heart 
murmur. There is no machine known to man that can detect it, but 
of course, we do know it exists, and doctors do find it when they 
examine you. But, we had a set of civil service doctors who only heard 
heart murmurs in blacks. We would take people to the finest hospitals 
known-and Ohicago is known for some of its hospitals-and they 
found nothing wrong with these people. One got discharged from the 
Marines, he was in perfect condition-the civil service doctor said 
he had a heart murmur. There were abuses in the medical process. 

All I'm saying is, they have used every conceivable kind of trick. 
And of course, when the public hears it, they hear blacks are unqu111i
fied, you failed the test, you are too dumb to be a police officer, when 
it might not have had anything to do with your ability to be a police 
officer but was just one of the built-in tricks. 

And that's the kind of evidence we produced over this 5-yeal' period. 
Mr. OONYERS. We want to thank you very much, Officer Brace, 

Officer Robinson, and Mr. Larson. 
[The prepared statements of E. Richard Larson, Penelope Brace, 

and Renault Robinson follow:] 
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STATEmENT OF PENELOPE BRACE, PHILADELPHIA POLICE DEPARTMENT 

My name is Penelope Brace. I am a Philadelphia police officer. Actually, I am 
designated as a "policewoman" since in Philadelphia there technically are no 
police officers-there are only "policewomen" and "policemen." 

As you may be aware, I am one of the victims of LEAA's refusal to enforce 
its civil rights mandate. I appreciate this opportunity to tell you about my 
experiences with LEAA's Office of Civil Rights Compliance. 

My experiences with LEAA began in July, 1973, more than two and a half 
years ago. In late July, I filed with LEAA a written charge of sex discrimination 
against the Philadelphia Police Department. I filed that charge because I believed 
that the federal government should not be financing local police department 
discrimination. 

That the Philadelphia Police Department is discriminatory has hardly been 
questioned. Before I filed my charge, the federal courts had found rampant race 
discrimination in the Department. See Pennsylvania v. O'Neill, 345 F. Supp. 
(E.D. Pa. 1972) and 348 F. Supp. 1084 (E.D. Pa. 1972), modified in part, 473 
F. 2d 1029 (3d Cir. 1973), on remand, 5 E.P.D. ~ 8559 (E.D. Pa. 1973). The 
Department's sex discrimination has been no less rampant. For example: 

Of nineteen job classifications for sworn officers in the Philadelphia Police 
Department, only four classifications, authorizing the employment of 86 female!!, 
are open to females: policewoman captain (1), policewoman lieutenant (2), 
policewoman sergeant (4), policewoman (79). The remaining fifteen sworn job 
clasSifications, authorizing the employment of 8,276 males, are open only to males. 
Thus, only 1.03 percent of the sworn officers may be female. 

The Philadelphia Poliee Department, as of November, 1974, employed 8,245 
sworn police officers, of whom only 74 (or .9 percent) were female. 

All of the female officers are permanently assigned to the Juvenile Aid Division, 
although some of them are temporarily assigned to other divisions or units such 
as the Community Relations Division of the Civil Affairs Unit. There are no 
women on patrol in Philadelphia. 

No female sworn officer, regardless of rank, is permitted to supervise any 
male sworn officer on a permanent basis, whether within or without the Juvenile 
Aid Division. 

On these facts, even LEAA could not fail to make a determination of sex dis
.crimination; and indeed, LEAA did make such a determination seven months 
after I filed my charge. Yet, if I thought that there were problems of sex dis
crimination before I filed my charge, I soon learned that my problems had only 
begun. 

A week after I filed my charge, I was reassigned from the Juvenile Aid Division 
to the West Division, the division which is located farther from my home than 
any other division. 

From approximately August 30, 1973, through approximately October 3, 1973, 
I was placed under surveillance by the Internal Security Division of the Phila
delphia Police Department, a division under the direct supervision of Police 
Commissioner Joseph O'Neill. 

By letter dated October 2, 1973, I was informed that I was to report for a 
"special psychiatric examination." 

On November 7, 1973, I submitted an application for promotion to ,the posi
tions of police cQrporal or detective. By letter dated December 24, 1973, from the 
Personnel DepartTnent of the Philadelphil\ Police Department, I was advised 
that I did not meet the requirements for the positions of police corporal or detec
tive because I was not employed as 11 "policeman." 

On November 26, 1973, the Philadelphia Police Department filed a statement 
()f charges initiating dismissal procedures against me. On Januar)r 9, 1974, 11 
hearing on those charges was held by the Department's Board of Inquiry. A 
decision was held in abeyance, like a weight over my head. 

In the me!tntime, I had been preparing my own sex discrimination lawsuit 
ttgainst the Philadelphia Police Department. Thus, on February 12, 1974, I filed 
a complaint in the United States District Court alleging unlawful sex discrimina
tion in violation of Title VII of the 'Civil 'Rights Act of 1964 and of 42 U.S.C. 
§ 1983 against the city of Philadelphia and its officials, Brace v. O'Neill, No. 
74-339 (E.D. Pa., filed Feb. 12, 1974). 

Three days laterl on February 15, 1074, I was fired by the Philadelphia Police 
Department. As tne result of my appeal to the Civil Service Commission of 
the City of Phil!tdelphil1, I was reinstated on May 17, 1974. 

GO-tiS;-;G-pt.1--33 



508 

Where was LEAA during all of this? Well, LEAA was continuing to finance the 
discrimintttory practices of the Philadelphia Police Department, something LEAA 
has continued to do to this very day. 

What has been particularly incongruous about LEANs continued funding is, as 
I mentioned earlier, that LEAA completed its investigation, was unable to obtain 
voluntary compliance, tmd finally, in late January, 1974, made a formal deter
mination of civil rights non-compliance against the Philadelphia PoIice Depart
ment. In a confirma,tion mailgram, dated February 1, 1974, to Police Commis
sioner Joseph O'Neill, the Director of LEAA's Office of Civil Rights Compliance 
stated: 

"LEAA has determined that the Philadelphia Police Department has failed to 
comply with the LEAA equal employment opportunity regulations, 28 C.F.R. 
42.201 et. seq., subpart D. The LEAA has further determined that compliance 
with these regulations cannot be achieved by voluntary means." 

Under § 518(c) of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, as amended, 
this of course is the point at which Congress has mandated that LEAA commence 
its administrative proceedings to terminate its funding to the Philadelphia Police 
Department. Congress of course authorized LEAA "eoncurrently" to take othcr 
actions such as referring the matter to the Department of Justice for litigation. 
With regard to Philadelphia, however, as is now a matter of public record, LEAA 
simply refused to follow its mandatt', and instead chose to refer the matter of 
non-compliance to the Department of Justice. The February 1, 1974 confirmation 
mailgram continued: 

"Accordingly this matter has been referred to the Civil Rights Division of the 
Department of Justice for consideration of the institution of appropriate legal 
proceedings in accordance with the law and regulations of the Department of 
Justice and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration." 

Unfortunately, I am not privy to the inner councils of the Civil Rights Division 
of the Department of Justice. But, apparently their lItwyers reasoned that one 
sex discrimination lawsuit against the Philadelphia Police Department was not 
enough. Thus, in an intere'lting maneuver in legal economy, the Civil Rights 
Division, one week after I had filed my lawsuit against the Philadelphia Police 
Department, filed an identical lawsuit. 

Since the focus of these hearings today is LEAA, not the Civil Rights Division 
of the Department of Justice, suffice it to say that the lawsuits eventually were 
conflolidated, a result which has kept me from going to trinl./or more than a year. 
Last week, the Department of Justice agreed to an Interim Consent Decree pur
suant to which the Philadelphia Police Department will study the performance of 
those women transferred to patrol, and will report back to the Court in two years. 
I refused to sign this Interim Consent Decree. 

In the meantime, of course, LEAA funding has continued-despite LEAA's 
formal determination of non-compliance in January, 1974. In this regard, however, 
there has been a recent major development. . 

Last September, I sued LEAA and various of its offiCials, inter alia, for refusing 
to obey § 518(c) of the Act. Two months ago, on January 14, 1076, my lawyers 
served on LEAA 0, Motion For A Preliminary Injunction And For A Writ of 
Mandamus to compel LEAA and its ofncinls to initiate the mandated administra
tive procedures to terminate LEAA funding to the Philndelphia Police Depart
ment. In response to that :Motion, LEAA, on January 29, 1976, finally performed 
what it was legally mnndnted to have done two yem'S earlier: LEAA initiated its 
administrative procedures to terminate its funding to the Philadelphia Police 
Depnrtment. . 

Maybe the fact that we are suing the LEAA officials for twenty million dollars 
becnuse of their unlawful and unconstitutional behavior has helped to 111a1,e them a 
little more aware of their civil rights mandate. More probabl<.' is the fact that this 
Congress currently is Weighing LEAA's fote. But whatever the cause, the reality 
is that LEAA does not much care about the civil rights nllmdnte of this Congrcs:;;. 

I've been a "policewoman" since 1\165. In ten years I've dealt with It grent lunny 
lawbreakers. None, however, has as consistently engaged in unlawful activitics as 
LEAA. 

STATJ<}MENT 01" E. RICHARD LARSON, EXEQUTIVT!l DIRltiCTOR, AMT!lRICAN CIVIL 
LIBERTIES UNION 

My name is E. Richard Larson. I am the Executive Director of the American 
Civil LiborticR Union. I appear here today t@ testify on behalf of tho American 
Civil Liberties Union. 



509 

Appearing with me today are two police officers. Penelope Bruce is a police 
officer with the. Philadelphia Police Department. Renuult Robinson is a police 
officer with the Chicugo Police Department; he is also the Executive Director of 
the National Black Police Associ:ltion, Inc. As you are uware, Officer Bruce and 
the NBPA are among the thirteen plaintiffs in a civil rights enforcement laweuit 
filed last September against LEAA: National Black Police Association, lnc. v. 
Velde, Civ. No. 75-1444 (D.D.C., filed Sept. 4, 197,'5). The plaintiffs in that law
suit are represented by lawyers from the Americ[l,n Civil Liberites "Gnion Founda
tion and from the Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under Law. 

La'lt October, I testified before the Senate Subcommittee on Criminal Laws 
and Procedures. In my submitted stntement, I reviewed the pervasive extent of 
race and sex discrimination in our nation's law enforccment agencies; the nature 
of LJ!jAA's statutory civil rights mandate as the strc.ngest mandate imposed 
.upon any federal funding agency; LEAA's intentional disregard of that mandate; 
LEANs refusal to amend its unlnwful regulatory preference for judicial resolution 
rather than fund termination; LJ!jAA's refusal to initiate fund termination pro
cedures; LEAA's inadequate complaint, compliance and conciliation procedures; 
the effect of LEAA's program of civil rights enforcement on and discrimination 
against persons such M pOlice officer Penelope Brace. 

Since I understand that copies of my October statement have been made avail
able to you, I will not reiterate the information I discussed therein. 

Similarly, I will not repent the LJ!jAA civil rights enforcement I)1[Lterial so ex
haustinglY reviewed in United States Commission On Civil Rights, The. Federal 
Civil Rights Enforcement J!jffort-1974: To extend Federal Financial Assistance, 
Vol. VI (November, 1975). 

I will limit my comments to two related series of events: (1) the various actions 
and inactions which led to the announcement and filing of our civil righ-bs en
forcement lawsuit against LEAA and to my October testimony; and (2) several 
of the developments which have occurred subsequent thereto. My comments as 
to the latter will be necessarily brief as LEAA has refused to respond to !illY of our 
court discovery since the filing of the law;;uit. And since LJ!jAA has moved to 
dismiss, the lawsuit on technical grounds r!);bher than answering the factual allega
tions in the complaint, it is unlikely that we will obtain any furthcr information 
about LEAA clvill'ights enforcement for many months to come. 

LEAA ACTIONS AND INACTIONS PRIm!. TO THE ANNOUNCEMENT AND FII,ING OF THE 
CIVIL nIGHTS ENI,'ORCElI1ENT LAwsur.r AGAINS'.r LEAA 

The primary civil rights actions and inactions which led to our lawsuit and my 
testimony are set forth in my October statement and in the thorough repol'.t by 
the United Sbates Commission on Civil Rights. 

There are, however, severnl other aspects which have not yet been thoroughl;r 
probed. Those aspects may be summarized by the simple fact that LEA A hag 
seldom if ever taken any positive steps toward civil righbs enforcement except 
when pressured by Congress or by civil rights organizations to do so. A.1ittle history 
and several examples reveal thi& pattern. . 

(1) Contemporaneously with the creatiCln of LEAA, the Kerner Commission 
reported that the absence of minority police personnel contributed to civil dis
orders and thus recommended the initiation of minority recruitment efforts l com
prehen~ive reviews of police employment practices, the elimination of discrImina
tory police practices, and the initiation of community r('lations trninillg for 
police. See Kerner et al., Report of the National Advi')ory Commission on Civil 
Disorders, ch. 11 (1968). A yoar later, the Utlitod States Commission on Civil 
Rights found that police departments engllged in discriminatory recruUmcnt, 
discriminatory hiring and promotion, discriminatory job assignments and dis': 
criminatory ha.ras,ment. :United States Commission on Civil Righ~s, For All The 
People ... By All The People, 120 (1969). 

(2) One ~'ear Inter, in October, 1970, the United StatesCommis~ion ,on Civil 
R.ights reported that LgAA wns the only federal funding .agency which ·cliclnot 
have ft civil rights office, that LEAA did not have a civil rights compliance report
ing s?~tem, and that LEA A had f.1iled to issue equnl cmplor1llC'nt opportunity 
regu]fttions. U.S. OommisRion on Civil Rights,Fedcral Civil Rights J!jnforce-
ment gffort, 20n-218 (1970). . 

(3) Subsequentlv. LEAA created an Office of Civil Rights CompHullce, and in 
December, 1970, LJ!jAA finally it>:suc'd equal employment o}JPortunity J'e.gulations. 
Those early regulations, however, were woefully inadequate. 
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(4) Since civil rights organizutions were unuble to cOiwince LEAA of the 
:inadequacy of its regulations, several such organizations, led by the Leadership 
Conference on Civil Rights, filed a formal Petition for Regulatory Change one 
year later, in December, 1971. After u year and a half of protracted negotiation:;, 
LEAA finally issued amended equal employment opportunity regulations. See 
:28 C.F.R. §§ 42.301, 38 Fed. Reg. 23516 (Aug. 31, 1973). The Petition and 
negotiations, however, did not succeed in removing LEAA's regulatory preference 
tor judicial enforcement rather than administrative enforcement. 

(5) In the meantime, in thc Spring of 1973, LEAA's overall program of non
enforcement was subjected to additional criticism in Congress. See LEAA Hear
ings Before Subcommittee No.5 of the Committee on the JudiCiary, House of 
Representatives, 93rd Cong., 1st Bess., 53, 73-75, 212-213, 300-301 (March, 1973). 
Partially as u result of those 11l;lUrings, § 518(c) of the Omnibus Crime Control 
Act was umended by that Congress several months Jater in 1973 "to reverse 
LEAA's traditional reliance on Court proceedings to correct discrimination rather 
.:than undertaking administrative enforce-ment," 119 Congo Rec. 20071 (1973). 

£6) In response, however, LEAA not only refused to follow that directive in 
1practice, but also refused to amend its pre-1973 regulations preferring a judicial 
re-medy over administrative enforcement. See 28 C.F.R. §42.206(a), 37 Fed. 
Reg. 16671 (Aug. 18, 1972). That unlawful regulutory preference remains in effect 
today. 

(7) In February of 1975, LEAA hostE'd a "Policy Development Seminar on 
,Civil Rights Compliance" at Mead:.wbrook Hall in Rochester, lVIichigan. The 
:mcar-unanimous recommendations b:\ the participant~ in that seminar included 
"the following: that state plannil1g agencies "should be more promptly notified 
of complaints, advised of their contents, and given an opportunity to achieve 
compliance;" that LEAA should reach the "merits of complaints more expedi-
1:iously and time limits should be met;" that there ""houJd be a more orderly 
procE'dure for conducting compliance reviews;" and that LEAA's l'1I.1awful regula
tory preference for judicial rather than administrative remedies should be amended 
tlnd "that preference should be given to administrative proceedings." Despite 
these wholly reasonable recommendations, winter, ~pring and summer of 1975 
paRsed with no change in LEAA policy or prLlCtice. 

The filing of our civil rights enforcement lawsuit against LEA A on September 4, 
197;) was precipitatE'd by the foregOing. Yet, during the nine months prior to filing, 
ACLU staff coum;el E. Richard Larson spoke frequently with representatives 
of Lli;AA's Office of Civil Rights Compliance urging voluntary enforcement rather 
than the necessity of 0. lawsuit. 

'1'h08e months were not the only occasions during which Mr. Larson heard 
Ll<;AA's exctls('s for its civil rights nonenforcement. Much earlier, during 1973-74, 
1Vfr, Lo.rson, in a. private commltant capacity prior to his ACLU employment, 
'participated in LEAA funded workshops to train state planning agency personnel 
an LEAA's civil rights enforcement responsibilities. From that time to the present, 
'LEAA's excuses luwe been repeated and repeated. Examples of some of those ex
-cuses and the ACLU's prepared responses (as reported to an independent iu
'Vestigator this pu..~t fall) are illustrative of the problems at LEAA. 

LEAA E;tCllSe No. t.-"The Office of Civil Rights Compliance is doing the best 
fit can with its limited staff." 

ACLU Comment.-"LEAA neither is doing well nor dCles it have limited staff. 
"Although LEAA, ill the seven years of its eKistence, has awarded more than 

~5,000 grants, and more than one and a quarter billion dollars to law enforcement 
:agencies, LEAA (1) has cmlductE'd only sixteen on-site compliance reviews; (2) 
'has established no liaison with the EEOC to receive discrimination comp1aints 
:against LEA A recipients; (3) has failed to resolve complaints dating back to 
1973 B.nd 1972; (4) has never used the administrative hearing fund termination 
'Procedures mandated by law; (5) has willfully violated its fund termination man
,date by maintaining its pre~1973 regulations preferring a judicial remedy; (6) has 
·willfully and without lmthority refused to carrJ' out its mandate much less even 
-to 'investigate complaints where local litigation has been brought against an LEAA 
'feeipient; (7) has failed to monitor compliance with its regulations; and (8) has 
an diverse other ways wholly ahdicated its enforcement role. 

HAlthough the appropriate characterization of LEAA's record is on(> of failure, 
VEAA:1s characterizatiol1 of doing the best it can may hold some truth-not 
Ibeoausc of limited personne1, but because of an intentional disregard of its gov
.erning leglsl:ttioll and apparently because of ineffective leadership. 
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"LEAA simply does not have an inadequate source of personnel. Its cen~' 
tralized Office of Civil IUghts Compliance has approximately twenty full-time 
professional staff members, and over various periods of time LEAA has borrowed 
from other agencies numerous civil rights investigators and other specialists. 
Additionally, LEANs Office of Civil Rights Compliance has contracted with con
sultants for the development of its technical assistance guides and manuals and 
has awarded grants to a training organization for the civil rights training of SPA, 
personnel. 

"Beyond these resources, LEAA has additional resources which it apparently 
ha'l' chosen not to use. For example, LEAA, like flEW, employs numerous pro-~ 
fessionals in ten regional offices; but, unlike HEW, which conducts a major 
portion of its civil rights enforcement program from the regional offices, LEAA. 
appears to engage in little if any enforcement at the regional level. LEAA also' 
could obtain extensive enforcement assistance from the numerous professionals· 
employed bJT the SPAs, many of whom have received civil rights compliance 
training from the International Association of Official Human Rights Agencies; 
pursuant to LEAA grants of more than half a million dollars received over at" 
len..c;t three years. . 

"Although LEANs enforcement record thus appears to result from a lack of 
commitment and leadership rather than from a shortage of personnel, LEAA. 
could attempt to allGviate its alleged shortage of staff by utilizing the unused 
personnel which is available and/or by seeking an increase in personnel appropria
tions from Congress. It has done neither." 

LEAA Excuse No. 2.-"The Office of Civil Rights Compliance is correct in not, 
takin~ action in cases where federal court suits are pending." 

ACLU Commcnt.-"LEAA's unwritten policy of refusing to take any action' 
(from investigations through fund termination) where litigation is pending against 
an LEAA recipient not only is illegal but also provides an excellent illustration or 
LEANs total misconception of its responsibility for civil rights enforcement. 

"It should be quite elementar~' even to LEAA that there are two separate sets' 
of federal prohibitions against discrimination. (1) One set if> directed at the states 
and their agencies. Thus, for example, the Fourteenth Amendment, 42 U.S.C .. 
§ 1983, and Title VII of the Civil Rights of 1964 prohibit f>tate and local law 
enforcement agencies from engaging in discrimination. The remedy for a violation 
of the'le prohibitions is a federal court injunction against such discrimination and 
an a,ward of back pay to the persons discriminated against. (2) The other set of 
federal prohibitions is directed against the federal government and its agencies .. 
'Fhm, for example, the Fifth Amendment and § 518(c) of the Omnibus Crime' 
Control and Safe Streets Act, as amended, prohibit LEAA from participating ill' 
di~crimination. The remed~r for a violation of these prohibitions is the termination' 
of allah federal participation by terminating LEAA funding to discriminatory' 
recipients. 

"Unfortunately, this simple dichotomy has not yet been perceived by LEAA. 
Since LEAA apparently believes that the federal prohibitions run only against 
its state and local recipients, LEAA hns chosen to take no action where local 
litigation is pending. By this route, not only does LEAA continue to fund the
very practices which ultimately (in every case thus far) are decrecd to be unh'.Wfu1 
by the courts, but also-under such court decrees-LEANs joint participation. 
is at least implicitly also decreed to be unlawful. 

"Even aside from LEANs failure to perceive this dichotomous mandate,. 
LEANs position violates the plain language of § 518(c). No matter what the' 
nature of the local litigation, § 518(c) speaks of reCipient noncompliance with 
this 'subsection or an applicable regulation.' Since local litigation seldom if ever' 
involves a law enforcement agency's compliance with § 518(c) or with LEAA. 
regulations, this portion of § 518(c) is wholly disregarded by LEF.Ns nnwrittel1l 
policy of taking no action where local litigation is pending against an LEAA.. 
reCipient. 

"Finally, since no other federal agency has taken sllch t1. pOSition (either under 
its governing statute or other Title VI) and since LEANs pOSition is nowhere 
authorized, we'd be curious to learn the basis for LEANs position that its' 
unwritten policy is correct. 

"Parenthetically, it should be noted that a large number of HEW's Title VI 
enforcement actions has been taken against school districts against whom local 
litigation WitS pending." 

LEAA Excuse No. S.-"The requirement of a certification that a sub-grantee 
hitS an Equal Employment Opportunity Program on file is the most the Office or 
Civil Rights Compliance can do at the present time in the block grant area.'r 
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ACLU Comment.-"LEANs certification requirement is probably the least 
that it cun do to monitor civil rights compliance. This is readily apparent from a 
brief review of two elements central to LEANs enforcement effort. 

"First, LEAA funding is an early form of special revenue sharing, i.e., federal 
funding with very few strings attached. Two very major statutory strings are 
attached, however, both of which follow the federal monies to their ultimate 
destination. One string is in the area of planning and the second string is in civil 
rights. In both areas LEANs federal enforcement power is clearly authorized 
and is closely guarded. 

"Second, pursUltnt to its civil rights enforcement power, LEAA has promulgated 
:regulations which require all recipients and sub-grantees to prepare and to have 
on file an Equal Employment Opportunity Program (EEOP). 28 O.F.R. §§ 42.301 
et seq. Although this portion of its regulations is fairly good, LEAA has declined 
to require the filing of these EEOPs with LEAA or with the SPAs; instead, 
LEAA has required merely that a recipient or sub grantee file a certiftcate with 
the SPAs stating that the EEOP is on file with the recipient or subgrantee. 
28 O.F.R. § 42.305. 

"This second element obviously raises a serious question: What is the use of 
an EEOP in monitoring civil rights compliance when it is filed only with the 
recipient and not with LEAA and the SPAs? Answer: little or no use. 

"If LEAA chose to follow its civil rights mandate, it very easily could require 
that the EEOP be filed with LEAA and with the SPAs-a single step which 
would immcnsely simplify its compliance review procedure. 

"LEANs negligence, or maybe willfulness, in this regard cannot be excused 
for lack of precedent. HEW, for more than a decade has requircd every school 
district in the country to me HE"vV-lOl forms with its regional offices. This 
rnther simple device has been used as the starting point for HEW's Title VI 
civil rights enforcement program. 

"L.EAA's default in not using such a simple procedure is but another example of 
LEANs failure to conduct a civil rights rnforcement progm"1." 

LEA A EXCUSIl No. ",.-"Given the shortage of staff, it is bettrr to use staff to 
help grantees devrlop civil rights programs rather than to spend tim!> on investiga
tions and hearings following complaints against individual offenders." 

ACLU Comrnl'71t.-"Both the premise and the conclusion are in error. 
"As discussed in the commentary Oll LEAA Excuse No.1, LEAA does not have 

a personnel shortage; rather, it has It serious underutilization and misdirection of 
existing and available persunnel. 

"A good example of this underutilization and misdirection is LEANs use of 
staff to develop civil rights programs rather than to enforce its governing statute. 
The mandate of that statute is most clear: where there is noncompliance, and wh~re 
voluntary compliance has failed, fund termination must be undertnken. LEAA 
cnnnot arbitrarily choose to violntc this mandate because it feels that a greater 
good can be accomplished by unauthorized means. 

"This is not mennt to downgrade the importance of developing civil rights 
programs. Rather this criticism merely restates the geneml civil rights position 
that LEAA should be doing its job (enforcement through fund termination) 
rather than someone eIRe's job. 

"Notably, the other job (of developing civil rights programs) is already being 
accomplished by numrrous other orgnnizations, some of which are funded for that 
purpose by LEAA gmnts. In the latter category are the International Association 
of Official Human Rights Agencies, the National Urban Lea.gue, the Marquette 
Oenter for Criminal Justice Agencies, and the Industrial Relations Center of the 
University of Ohicago, which have received millions of dollars in LEAA funding 
over the past three YCllrs for the express purposes of training, of developing civil 
rights programs, of assisting in affirmative action recruitment, and of reviewing, 
developing, and validating police selection criteria. Since this job can be and is 
being conducted under LEAA grants, there is no reason whatsoever for LEAA 
staff members to duplicate this function. 

"Beyond the civil rights assistance given under LEAA grants an even broader 
array of technical assistnnce has been available for years and continues to be 
available from the EEOC's Office of Voluntary Programs. Since all state and local 
recipients of LEAA funding are eligible for the EEOC's technical assistance, it is 
wastefully duplicative for LEANs staff to be attempting such assistance. 

"Not only is LEAA's use of staff duplicative, but it has deterred LEAA from 
performing its mandated task of federal enforcement." 
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LEAA Excuse No. 5.-"The Office of Civil Rights Compliance does not have 
the staff to do pre-award screening of grant applications made by local agencies 
to the SPA's. As a corrollary, the SP Ns do not have the technical sophistication 
to do such pre-award screening themselves." 

ACLU Comment.-"LEAA's position makes quite clear that it simply does 
not want to undertake pre-award reviews. 

liAs noted in the commentary on LEAA Position 3, LEAA could simplify the 
pre-award review procedure immeasurably merely by requiring recipients to file 
their EEOPs with LEAA and with the SPAs. 

"And as noted in the commentary on LEAA Positions 1 and 4, LEAA has an 
adequate staff in its central office, its regional offices, and in the SP Ns to under
take a massive pre-award compliance program. And, indeed, after three years 
and half million dollars of training, the SPA staff members probably have a 
greater sophistication in civil rights compliance than do the staff members of 
LEANs central Office to Civil Rights Compliance. From LEANs perspective, the 
true problem might be LEAAs worry that some SPA staff members would be too 
effective in civil rights enforcement; indeed, it was the Illinois SPA, not LEAA 
that denied further funding to the discriminatory Chicago Police Department.,1 

LEAA Exc~tse No. 6.-"LEAA's civil rights regulations are among the most 
specific and aggressive of any federal agency." 

ACLU Cornrnent.-"This position is predominantly in error and that part 
which may be partially correct is wholly misleading. 

"LEAA's Title VI regulations, adopted from the Justice Department, are 
similar and in most respects identical to the Title VI regulations of every other 
federal agency. 28 C.F.lt. §§ 42.101 et seq. 

"LEANs § 518(c) regulations, 28 C.F.R. §§ 42.201 et seq., not only parallel 
its Title VI regulations, but they were issued before § 518(c) was amended in 1973 
to require mandatory rather than discretionary fund termination. Subsequent 
to the 1973 amendment, there has been no change in LEANs regulatory preference 
for a judicial remedy rather than for administrn,tive enforcement, 28 C.F.R. 
§ 42.204(a) nor have there been any other changes. This is particularly startling 
since LEAA's statutory civil rights mandate is stronger than that governing any 
other federal enforcement agency. Other agencies, however/.-.have stronger en
forcement regulations. For example, although the Office of l~evenue Sharing is 
governed by a weaker statutory mandate, it has issued regulations requiring 
efforts at voluntary compliance to take no more than 60 days, 31 C.F.R. § 51.32 
(f) ; requiring the withholding of all future funding if no corrective action is taken 
within those 60 days, 31 C.F.R. § 51.3(a); and uuthorizing it to seek repayment of 
funds, 31 C.F.R. § 51.32(f). No such 'specific and aggre!>sive' regulations have 
been promulgated by LEAA. 

"Finally, LEAA's equal employment opportunity regulations, 28 C.F.R. 
§§ 42.301 et seq., some of which are quite good, were issued quite reluctantly only 
after years of negotiations with the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights. 
Although some of these regulations might be characterized as 'specific,' they are 
hardly 'aggressive' since they fail to require the filing of any information with 
LEAA. See the commentary on LEAA Excuse No.3, above. 

"In sum, the LEAA regulations are inadequate and in one instance unlawful. 
But even if LEAA issued adequate regulations, there would be no guarantee of 
any improvement in LEANs actual practice of civil rights nonenforccment." 

LEA A Excuse No. 7.-"Fund termination in discrimination cases would hurt 
the minorities which are often the beneficiaries of LEAA funding through improved 
law enforcement in their community." 

ACLU Comrnent.-"Probably more than any other LEAA position, this posi
tion most plainly illustrates LEAA's ultimate disregard of its civil rights en-
forcement mandate. .. . 

"Unfortunately, LEANs position is premised upon the unproven theory that 
LEAA funding has served to provide improved law enforcement. Unfortunately, 
the contrary may be true, especially in minority communities where pre-trial 
and pre-delinquency diversion programs are used to stigmatize nonoffenders for 
life. 

"But even if there were some fuctual basis for LEANs position, it is not LEANs 
prerogative to make legislative judgments much less to willfully disregard a 
legislative judgment which has taken the form of requiring mandatory not 
discretionary fund termination. Nor of course is it LEAA's prerogative to violate 
the Fifth Amendment to the United StD.tes Constitution by participating in 
unlawful discrimination./I 
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DEVELOPMENTS SUBSEQUENT TO THE ANNOUNCEMENT AND FILING OF THE CIVIL 
RIGHTS ENFORCEMENT LAWSUIT AGAINST L.EAA 

During the spring and summer of 1975, it became obvious to the ACL U that 
LEAA would act only if additional pressure were brought against LEAA. In 
mid-August, our civil rights enforcement lawsuit was announced in severul 
newspapers. On September 4, 1975 the complaint was filed. 

In the succeeding months, LEAA not unexpectedly has responded to 
the pressure. 

In varying degrees, LEAA has given particularly close attention to the named 
Illaintiffs in the lawsuit. For example, although LEAA first discovered New 
Orleans' discriminatory height requirement during a compliance review in 
March, 1973, and the same in January, 1975, it was not until October, 1\")75 
that LEAA seriously threatened fund termination thereby forcing elimination 
of the height requirement. Similarly, although LEAA first dicovered Honolulu's 
discriminatory height requirement during a complaint investigation in 1972, it 
was not until September of 1975 that LEAA seriously threatened fund termination 
thereby forcing elimination of tllat height requirement. Thus, after years of 
waiting, plaintiffs Joel Mirlhele Schumacher and Jennie A. McAllister, both with 
higher eduoation backgrounds in law enforcement, are finally eligible for police 
officer employmont with those respective police departments. 

LEAA has al~(] responded in a more general manner. On December 3, 1975, 
LEAA published proposed regulations interpreting § 518(0) of the Omnibm; 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, as amended. Sce 40 Fed. Reg. 56454-56457 
(Dec. 3, 1975). Although there are problems with severnl of the proposed regula
tions (e.g., § 42.206 is amended to remove the preference for judicial enforcement, 
but a new § 42.410 allows an indefinite deferral of administrative enforccment 
where judicial proceedings are pending against a recipient), many of the regulations 
could represent an important first step toward civil rights enforcement. Most 
interesting, however, is the fact, readily conceded by L]~AA, that "the relevant 
provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. 553), reqUiring notice 
of proposcd rulemaking, opportunity for public partioipation, and delay in 
effective dl\te are inapplicable." 40 Fed. Reg. 56454. In other words, although not 
required to, LEAA has again choscn to delay. We of course remain curiom; not 
only as to when the final regulations might be adopted but also afl to what their 
form will be. 

One of the most revealing of LEANs responses to the pressure being brought 
to bear, occurred less than a month ago. On January 14, 1975 our lawyers filed 
a motion for a prcliminary injunction to compel LEAA to initiate its administra
tive fund termination procedures against the sex discriminatory Philadelphio. 
Police Department-which LEAA had formally determined to be in civil rights 
noncompliance two years earlier. Our lawyers also sought to compel initiation of 
the same procedures against similarly situated police departments (unknown 
to us). Rather than fight us in court, LEAA, on ,January 29, 1076, initiated those 
long delayed procedures against the Philadelphia Polioe Department. And we 
have read in the newspapers that LEAA the same day initiated the same pro
cedures against the racially discriminatory South Carolina State Police. 

CONCLUSION 

In my October st[l,tement, I recommended to the Senate Subcommittee on 
Criminal Laws and Procedures that various directions, restriotions, and time 
periods be lmposed upon LEANs existing power and authority. I adhere to those 
recommendations cven more strongly today. 

STATEMENT Ol!' RENAUI/l' ROBINSON, INFORMA'l'ION OFFICER, NATIONAL BLACK 
POLlCJ~ ASSOCIATION 

My name if! Henault Rohinf';on. I um the Information Officcr of the Nationnl 
Black Police AssochLtion. I arn also a Chicago police officer I1nd the lend plnintiff in 
Ilobin8on v. Shultz, now cntitled Robin8on v. Simon, the lawsuit which hus resultcd 
in court orders requiring the Office of Revenue Sharing to sU13pend 05 million 
dollars in revenue sharing funds to the City of Chicago beCl1use of discrimination. 

As we're uU a,ware, LEAA has been given the strongest civil rights mallda,te of 
any federal agency-a, mltlldute stronge'r than that jmposed upon the Office of 
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Revenue Sharing. The mandate imposed upon LEAA requires it to termin[1.te its 
funding to any law enforcement recipient which LEAA determines to be engaged 
in discrimination. . 

Since LEAA has never terminated or denied any funding pursuant to the ad
ministrative procedures set forth in § 518(c) of the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act, as amended, there are only two possible conclusions: (1) law 
enforcement agencies have not engaged in discrimination and LEAA thus has 
f:littisfied its mandate; or (2) law ·enforcement agencies have engaged in discrimina
tion and LEAA thus has refused to heed its mandate. 

I submit to you that it is only the latter which could be and it is true. 
It certainly is not the former since it is conceded by civil rights observers that 

race and sex discrimination is :rampant in this country's law enforcement agencies. 
The extent of this discrimination has been documented by the United States Com
mission on Civil Rights, by the National Civil Service League, by the Interna
tional Association of Chiefs of Police, and by the Race Relations Reporter. Indeed, 
in reporting this month on LEANs civil rights program, Juris Doctor noted: 
"That discrimination is widespread isn't at issue. Law enforcement has tradi
tiunally lJeen a bastion of white male exclusivity." 

The National Black Police Association is intimately familiar with the breadth of 
that discrimination. The NBP A is composed of more than fifty local black police 
orgttnizations from across the country. Both the NBP A and out local organiza
tions have been challenging this discrimination for years. More appropriately, we 
have been challenging this LEA A funded discrimination for years. 

In 1972, the Shield Club, a member of the NBPA, sought to eliminate the 
racially discriminatory employment practices of the Cleveland Police Department 
by filing a federal court lawsuit. Ironically, LEAA, also in 1972, conducted a 
compliance review of the Cleveland Police Department, voiced no objection to the 
Department's employment practices, and awarded to the Department a dis
cretionary b'Tant for the hiring of additional sworn personnel. A year later, however, 
atl 11 result of the laWsuit, see, e.g., Shield Ol1tb v. Oleveland, 370 F. Supp. 251 
(N.D. Ohio 1973), the court found unlawful racial discrimination in the Cleveland 
Police Department; a court-ordered percentage of discriminated against black 
applicants received appointments as police officers; a new non-discriminatory, 
entry level test was required to be developed; promotions were held up and new 
promotional tests were developed; background screening procedures were changed; 
and tilne-in-grade seniority points were eliminated. 

In 1972, the Bridgeport Guardians, n member of the NBP A, sought to eliminate 
the racially discriminatory employment practices of the Bridgeport (Connecticut) 
Police Department by filing a federal court lawsuit. As a result of that lawsuit, 
s('e, e.g:.! Bridgeport Guardians v. Bridgeport Oivil Service Oommiss'io!!:J 354 F. 
8upJ>. 71)8 CD. Conn.), nlOdified, 482 F.2d 1333 (2d Cir. 1973) and 497 .I!'.2d 1113 
(2d Cir. 1974), the courts found unlawful racial discrimination in the Bridgeport 
P{llice Department: a court-ordered percentage of discriminnted ng(tinst black 
applicants received appointments as police officers; the use of racinlly discrim
inatory tests was enjoined: discriminatory time-in-grade requirements for pro
motion were required to be reduced from three years to one year: and seniority 
weighting for promotion wus required to be decreased from 40 percent to 10 
percent. 

In 1972, the Afro American Pntrolmen's League, a member of the NBP A, 
f10ught to eliminnte the raCially discriminntory promotion practices of the Toledo 
Police Department by filing a federal court lnwsuit. As a result of thnt lawsuit, see, 
e.g., Afro American Patrolmen's League v. Duc/c, 3GG F. Supp. 1095 (N.D. Ohio 
1973), nff'd, 503 F.2d 294 (Gth Cir. 1974), the courts found unlawful racial dis
crimination in the Toledo Police Department: and the use of a promotion test, of 
bonus seniority points for promotion, and of a five-year time-in-g,Tade require
m(>nts for promotion was enjoined. 

In 1973, the Society of Afro American Police, a member of the NBP A, sought to 
eliminate the racially discriminatory employment practices of the Flint (MichiRan) 
Police Department, by filing administrative complaints with the Michigan Civil 
Rights Commission and the :mEOC, and thereafter by intervening in a lawsuit 
against the Flint Police Department. As a result of that lawsuit, see, e.g., Holliman 
v. Price, 7 E.P.D. , 9009 (E.]). Mich. 1973), the court found unlnwful racial 
discrimination in the Flint Police Department; the use of racially discriminatory 
tests, of height und weight requirements, and of college education requirements was 
enjOined; the number of black police officers has increased from ten to fifty-four 
since 1972 i and the number of black sergeants hilS increased from zero to seven 
siDce 1972. 
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These are only a few of the successful lawsuits broiIght by NBP A member 
organizations. There of course are others. The Officers for Justice, an NBPA 
member, has won comprehensive court orders against the San Francisco Police 
Department. Similarly, the Guardians of Greater Pittsburgh has won a com
prehensive race and sex discrimination lawsuit against the Pittsburgh Police 
Department. And the Guardians of Michigan has won two major lawsuits: one 
against the Detroit Police Department enjoining its discriminatory lnyoff policies; 
and another against the Wayne County Sheriff's Department enjoining its dis
criminatory promotion practices. 

vVe also are involved in numerous discrimination challenges which have not yet 
resulted in the inevitable court decrees finding discrimination. 

During the past three years, the Louisville Black Police Officers Organization, 
a member of the NBP A, has sought to eliminate the racially discriminatory 
employment practices of the Louisville Police Department by filing administra
tive complaints with the Louisville Human Relations Commission, the Kentucky 
Human Rights Commission, and the EEOC; by filing a revenue sharing complaint 
with the United States Department of the Treasury; by filing an LEA A com
plaint with LEAA; and by filing a federal court lawsuit. 

The Oscar Joel Bryant Association, a member of the NBP A, has sought to 
eliminate the raCially discriminatory employment practices of the Los Angeles 
area police and sheriff's departments by filing administrative complaints with 
those pOlice and sheriff's departments and with the California Fair Employment 
Practices Commission. 

The Magnolia State Peace Officers Association of Louisiana, a member of the 
NBP A, has sought to eliminate the rncially discriminatory employment practices 
of the Louisiana State Police by filing a chltrge of discrimination with the United 
States Department of Justice. 

rrhe Guardians of Justice, a member of the NBPA, has sought to eliminate the 
raCially discriminatory employment practices of the Richmond (California) 
Police Department by filing LEAA charges and by filing a federal court lawsuit. 

And so on and so on. Et cetera, et cetera. 
Probnbly the most prominent point is that all of t.he nbovc police departments 

have continuously received LEAA funding. LEAA cannot be blind to these 
discriminatory practices, and yet it never obeyed its mandate by terminating 
funding to any of the above police departments. 

No matter how broad or deep the discrimination, LEAA funding continues. 
This federal partiCipation in police department discrimination must be terminuted. 
Probably the only means to accomplish this tnsk is to terminate LEAA. 

1\11'. OONYERS. 'rhe committee stands adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 1 :35 p.m., the subcommittee adjomned, subject 

to the cull of the Ohair.] 



LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADltIINISTRATION 

THURSDAY, MARCH 25, 1976 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D.O. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 2226, 
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John Conyers, Jr. [chairman 
·of the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Conyers and McClory. 
Also present: Maurice A. BUl'boza, counsel; Leslie Freed, assistant 

counsel; and Constantine J. Gekas, associate counsel. 
Mr. CONYERS. The subcommittee will come to order. 
The Subcommittee on Crime is meeting today to hear testimony 

concerning reauthorization of the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad
ministration . .At the commencement of these hearings we heard from 
the U.S. General Accounting Office, who have been performing an 
oversight flllction for Congress on LEAA for the last 3 years. 

}'1embers of GAO have raised the issue of whether we are any 
closer now after 8 years and $4.4 billion, to knowing what causes 
crime and what we can do to reduce it. They have suggested we 
establish in LEAA a truly responsive research capability to provide 
models for the States to implement in their fight against crime. 

'1'he subcommittee heard from an attorney who testified also in 
the 1973 hearings on LEAA, who brought to us the benefit of her re
search into LEANs administration and policy. She cautioned Congress 
to snrutinize closely the research capability of LEAA as well as the 
priorities in allocation of discretionary funds. Her thesis was that the 
vehicle which acts as a conduit of Federal funds to the States, the 
SPA, has bccome responsive neither to the States nor the Federal 
Government. 

She suggests SPAs be dismantled and be replaced by an agency of 
the State's choice which would be responsive to legislatures, local 
governments, functional elements of the criminal justice systems, and 
citizens. She stated, and has been quoted many times in these hear
ings, that LEAA is nothing but a program of ICfiscalrelief." 

We have held 8 hearings so far and received testimony from almost 
40 witnesses. Most were rccipients of ~rants from LEAA and have a 
vested interest in the process. In addItion, representatives from the 
functional components of the criminal justice system, courts, correc
tions, and police have spoken to us about their needs. Most of their 
pleas have been for continuation of the Agency, in a slightly different 
form, and allocations to their groups of more money with fewer 
restrictions. 

(517) 
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Deputy Attorney General Tyler appeared with Administrator 
Richard'velde and eA"J)ressecl some dissatisfaction with the program. 
He Raid, he "would like to see an eA-panded role for the National 
Institute and have it operate in closer proximity to the Department of 
Justice." In addition, he would like to see efforts to evaluate projects 
prosp.ecti;v.ely and retrospectively and .he would like to see the ad~ 
ministrative capaCity of LEU improved. 

Congress has expressed dissatisfaction with the program also. We 
have heard testimony from five representatives in Oongress who have 
intense concern over the Agency's actions. They have submitted pro
posals in the form of bills to amend the Orime Oontrol Act to get the 
program back on track, reducing and preventing crime. The questions 
that I and my colleagues on the subcommit.tee have asked our wit~ 
nesses show our concern for the policies, priorit.ies, and actions of the 
Agency in the past. It is evident now that the Agency cannot be 
permitted to exist in its present form. 

Probably the most moving testimony we heard was that of Mr. 
Renault Robinson representing the National Black Policemen's Asso~ 
dation. He is a p1aintiff in the lawsuit against the Chicago Police 
Department. His efforts resulted in the suspension of LEAA funds to 
Chicago. 

We ~all agree that it is necessary to encourage community participa
tion in the fight against crime. TodtW the former Administrator of 
LEAA, Mr. Donald Santarelli will testify to what his expectations for 
the Agency were. 

We will hear from a professor at Temple UniverRity who has insti~ 
tuted a community outreach program without benefit of I"EAA funds. 
We will hear too from a respected member of the community who 
attempted and was not able to receive LEAA funding. 

As the subcommittee members prepare to mark up a bill to amend 
the Crime Control Act, we will weigh seriously the successes and 
failures of LEAA and what directions the Agency should take in the 
future. 

As we continue in the hearings on the reauthorization of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance legislation, we are very privileged to have 
today Mr. Donald Santarelli, lVIr. Seymour Rosenthal, and Mr. Art 
Nicoletti as our witnesses. 

Our first witness will be the former Administrator of the Law 
Enforcement ASRistance Administration, Mr. Santarelli. 

Mr. Suntarelli is in private practice jn his own firm but he was the 
Administrator of this program from 1973 through 1976. He has served 
·a number of years in the Justice Department as an Assistant Deputy 
Attorney General in several capacities. He al:3o has both Senate und 
House counsel experience on a judiciary subcommittee. 

He is, in uddition, a director of a corporation for public broudcasting. 
We welcome you Mr. Santarelli and consider it a privilege to have a 

former Aclmini8trutor of this program to COme before our committee 
for testimony. 

You are aware that we have been luwing hearings over the last 
couple of months in which wo have been trying, ft'anldy, to assess 
both the strengths ancI weaknesses of this legislation. We have had 
testimony from the General Accounting Office, GAO, from our govern~ 
mental concerns, we have had many office holders and organizations 
which are self~interestecl in this legislation. . 



r do not say thl1t in. a pejorative· sense, the fact of the matter IS' 
that many of them have been constructively critical. We hav.e. had r 
of' course, persons not connected with LEAA also testifying. What we 
h8ive been trying to do is. to understand how LEU fits into this broad.. 
criminal justice system of ours. 

We are very pleased tTlat you would accept this invitation. SOr 
without further adieu, I yield the microphone for your presentation •. 

TESTIMONY OF DONALD SANTARELLI, FORMER ADMINISTRATOR,. 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANOE ADMINISTRATION 

MI'. SANTARELLI. Thank you, Mr~ Chairman. I appreciate the' 
opportunity to appear before. this suhcommittee and I am min:clfut 
of my alumnus status and will try not to be abusive of it. 

I want to say by opening: that it is somewhat difficult for me to· 
appear this morning. I hope that the chairman and the members of 
this subcommittee appreciate my dilemma as I tread very lightl ...... 
ov.er the holes. Ex-AcLministrl1tors of agencies are best forgotten attd 
that their long I1nel del1d hand should not reach back with I1ny signifi,
cant degree of inference to tmdercut the present leadership. 

Therefore, it is with that in mind that I do appear this morning;: 
and will try to make my comments useful without being harmful. 
On the other hand, I have some very strong views on the subj,ect or 
criminal justice, because it has been my professional commitment. 
for the 10 years since I have been out of the University of Virginia. 
I1nd I have lived through a number of experiences. in the Dep!1l:tment. 
of Justice, high-back to the Department of Justice. 

Being some'what philosophical to my ultimate experience,. I wilE 
try to give it as small benefit as I can of overviews as opposed to very 
precise and analytical data which I no longer have the lu~"tll'y. to have' 
the staff to assist me with. 

Recalling my testimony, it was much easier- to have :£acts anc1l. 
data available. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope you will forgive my memory, it has beem 
1% years since I left LEAA's administratorship. The first thing I. 
would like to emphasize is to appreciate LEAA in perspective;. 

You have heard about the history of LEAA and recall the·turmoiJ; 
in which it was created. And the policies of the time, and remember 
that the 1l1ngul1ge written in 1968 was focused rather parentheticallJi'l' 
towards what now has been somewhat naive concepts. One was that;, 
1111 we needed to do was spend 11 lot of money on I1n antiquated criini-· 
nal justice system and. we will reach the millineum of publio safety; 
and crime reduction. 

Second, that police was the primary place where the focus needect: 
to be made and that if we simply improved police we would somehow' 
deal with crime in America. Without being critical, it was pre:R!1l'edi. 
under the direction of the Attorney General, Nick Katzenbaoh,., 
really was somewhat misleading in his historical perspective. Perhaps. 
everyone was excusable in the term of the timing in which we dra"\v' 
our conclusion and at that time those were the conclusions. 

But, there were Borne 6f us then and some now that feel th~t im.;.. 
proving the justice system, making a so-caNed watch a. better cop> 
does not necessarily impltCt on crime. Because we have not really 
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gotten to the cases of crime in America as opposed to threatening 
the system by which we deal with it aft.er the fact. 

Raving said that, we batted LEAA's involvement to what was an 
effort to put among weak-heed and fatted criminal justicism and 
that was the purpose and intention of the people then making the 
policy in 1968 and again in 1969 and 1970. That was where we wanted 
to put assets and we did. . 
. 'rhis was long before I got to LEAA. But I was in a posture to add 
the concern of Oongress and the executive branch. LEAA encouraged 
that there:;:; a never changing set of priorities, but a never changmg 
set of technicalities and that is there is always tension builders in our 
society that are seeking to attain perhaps a portion of the body. We 
will just have to learn to live with these tensions. 

The evolution was then that the police were given the lion's share 
and I supported it at that time. So that we do not misunderstand my 
remarks which will be critical, I was critical then, I was critical when 
I was an administrator and I will be critical now, because that is 
our function; never be satisfied. 

When the police receive up to 73 percent, of LEAA's funding we 
had pretty much brought them to a cost effective basis, their best 
possible posture. In terms of the other elements of the criminal justice 
system, the courts and correction with faltering came in. 

Now we have reached a period in the evolution of LEAA where we 
have seen very substantial funding for police, for corrections and 
improvement of them intrinsically, but no improvement in their 
outlook in particular. Police rates have not changed and correctional 
rates have not significantly changed. We are now a,t that dilemma. 

Now we say that the courts have not been adequately provided 
for in the LEAA program. But we have not seen a vast improvement 
in police and a vast improvement in corrections. I submit to you that is 
my basio proposition. 

Mr. Ohairman, what service I could be to this committee to believe 
that LEAA was a crime-reduotion agency or entity is somewhat opti
mistic. It is misleading to continue to repeat sO boldly and knavely 
over and over again that LEAA willl'educe crime in America. I hap
pened to believe that before I got to LEAA and I happen to believe 
that after I got to LEAA. 

What changed it Wfl:; l'unctioning as administrating the law and I 
participated in writing and so there was not a lot of option in my level 
to repudiate a statute. But in my public remarks, and I have said 
and I say it now, we have to change our thinking if we expect LEAA to 
be productive. That is not a orime-reduction agency where you can 
look at the statistics, the crime patterns, by which we measure them, 
however poorly on arrest ro,tes, and how the victimization study have 
no relationship to the LEAA expenditures or in more particular Hs 
primary allievement to be understood for what it, is; a mechanism to 
improve the criminal justice machine. So that we feel that we have 
a better oriminal justice system and that we do, in fact, to those that 
get caught up in its turmoil which is a very important objective. 

But, It is not its primary objective to crime reduction, thn,t is not its 
primary objective. It cannot do anything really. 

N ow, the recent crime in America is not caused by the inefficient 
criminal justice system. But, because of sooiety's attitudes. My view in 
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this thing and it is my view, Mr. Ohairman, count it for whatever it 
is, is that our trouble in America relates more to our social structure 
than to the inefficiency of the criminal justice system. No criminal 
justice system contemplated by you and me is one that is going to be 
so finely ground that it will recognize enough antisocial beings in our 
society to identify it and deal with them. It is not made to do that. 

It is rather a source machine in its identification aspects of anti
social persons. It does not get enough of the antisocial people in the 
United States to really make an improvement. rfhose few that it does 
get, and very few, it does not deal with adequately anyway. Look at 
the causes of crime in America. They relate clearly to the failure of 
individuals and the community to exercise control on one another. 
This is in the most general sense, what is it that teaches people or 
controls people to conform to normal conduct by social pressure. 

Backing up perhaps by the th.reat of law, but never primarily be
cause of the threat of law. We behave because of our families and family 
structure and their extensions make us behave accordingly to whatever 
norm it is in our community. Whether it be a mother and father or the 
aunt and the uncle or the relative. I had the benefit of my unusual 
family with its Italian and American descent where the structure 
tends to be very strong and tight. Whether it be the extension of their 
families which are neighborly communities of interest larger than neigh
borhoods, in fact towns and cities as well as the extemlions of family, 
churches, and schools. 

I am not here to give you a social geological lecture, I am only here 
to share with you my frustrations when I found that the machinery 
of the criminal justice system was no replacement for the machinery 
of the community. In other words, Mr. Ohairman, unless we address the 
problem and if the communities do not control crime, we really are not 
addressing the problem because the criminal justice system was in
vented as an extension of the natural commlUlity. It was invented 
as the backstop and net in the baseball field behind homeplu,te to 
catch those few foulballs that got past the l'egular player on the field. 
Those regular players being the family, the community, the neighbor
hood, the church, and the schools; but basica,lly soci[LI institutions. As 
our society progresses in this almost perilous course in the supertech
nology, all 1 can say is only that the future of the community is in 
doubt. 

rfhe future of the family, according to demographers, the people only 
in a majority of the cases have to think for new mechanisms to sup
plant the thin blue line that flows, of police, the thinner blue line of 
judges is no replacement of those community forces. We are really 
talking about trying to achieve mechanisms that will enforce rules of 
conduct that sometimes reach the level of law, but olten we are not at 
the level of law: rfhey are the level of custom and expectancy. 

How do we do that? rfhat is almost beyond LEAA's capacity. 
'1'herefore, when I got to LEAA, Mr. Ohairman, I had enjoyed the 
privilege in having gotten to the phase where LEAA had really put 
substantial funding into the supplement uf the criminal justice system. 
We were able to see that that did not change much. 'fhat although 
we had much higher caliber of police, higher educated compared to 
what they were before, well stnifed, well served with technology, 
education, and sensitivity in comparison to what they were before, 
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they still could not address the crime problem because there were no 
substitutes in the community institution that basically confirm an.ti
social conduct. 

What do we do about that? You cannot give up, LEAA exists, and 
it has a useful function. Therefore, my thoughts were to direct the 
agency priorities to new grounds. And those priorities were in the 
community area that I just described. I am not a genius, I do not 
know where to go exactly. But, I know that I luwe one responsibility 
above all and that is responsibility for leadership. We had made 
significant commitments before I got there, in fact city programs, 
which consumes a vast amoun.t of LEAA's funds and did not leave 
much to the new cities initiative, that I attempted to initiate. So 
what I did was to look to the issue that I just described here. I could 
not have done that 3 or 4 years before because I had not proved to 
myself that funding less 01' funding heavily was the answer. 

I enjoyed the luxury of having had that not work so I could address 
this other issue. On the other hanel, I was forced to the conclusion 
there was llO other place to go. I announced a major national priority 
of cities; initiated and involved the cities; communities and those 
members who were interested to come forward with proposals in the 
most generous sense of the word. With a P.S., you tell us what yon 
think you lleed to do to strengthen, to deal with the question of crime. 

I happen to be a Republican, 1,fr. Chairman, without being partisan 
for a particulnr person. I happen to believe that Government in Wash
ington is not only optimistic and should not be too heavy handed in 
its direction of the people in this country. I do not know if that mn,kes 
any difference what party 1 belong to, but that is why I found myself 
where I wus. I was unable to sec through the looking glass, if you 
come forward you will get money from LEAA. I want to see whether 
the old Bystem in America works; through democracy people make 
their ow11 thoughtful ideas. 

Mr. CONYERS. What did you find out? 
Mr. SANTAREI,LI. I found out that they were not very illaginative. 

But imaginative enough to define the programs and that was thali 
they came forward "ri. tIt ideas, some of which I thought were par
ticularly good, some of which I had in my head before. Particularly 
in the area of community action, like neighborhood watch projects, 
which I happen to think m'e vcry very good substitutes. 'rhese neigh
borhood watch projects ate often thought to be hussIes by the com
munity, let the neighborhood handle it and call the police only when 
they cannot. Maybe I will convert on the spot. 

The other was the witness/victim area. It was particularly in the 
DA office that we did nothing to innovate the good citizen to perform 
his duties while we attended overtly on the professional who populatt's 
the courthouse. We worried about ourselves and then our calendar 
cases, then we looked at our schedules. But rarely (lid we tUI'll to 
the victim or the witness and make them the hero, r will be out
rageously hypothetical fol' a moment; the judge should come down 
from the bench and greet the citizens and not citizens bowing to 
scrape before judges in the courtroom. In a sense, it was that kind 
of an attitude that I was interested in building and instilling because 
those are really the powers of administrator's attitudes and leader
ship. We do not run anything but 750 people down there and 55,000 
projects which are impoBsible to monito!·. 
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Now, I will talk an hour and I do not intend to, Mr. Chairman. It 
is those kinds of programs that address the problems of witnessess 
and viotims that mllke the criminal justice system in its professional 
responsibilities to people in the community that I was trying to bring: 
back. I was attempting to do this by strengthening up both ends to 
demand from the criminal justice professionals in a consumer-like
fashion more performance to them for the law-abiding citizen to those .. 
who should be served to those who pay the bill, and the taxes, and 
support the community as well as to encourage those who have 
given up. 

It is clear in America that there is much apathy about this problem .. 
We wring our lumds and wail and put locks on our doors and put 
moats around our castles and alter our way of life by high costs to· 
others by not going out at night, by not taking taxis, by not having' 
sidewalk cafes because of our fear of crime and beca.use of our un-· 
willingness to do anything about it as an individual citizen. If LEAA. 
oannot encourage people to come from behind the locked doors, out 
of the woodwork, if you will, in a participatory way because we have 
seen that these strides that we have made on the professional side 
have not produced the results that we wanted. That is the experi
mental process. 

I am sure LEAA is sloppy in getting from here to there by defini
tion, but we have got to try. 'l'hat is what I tried to do in LEAA. 
My commitment remains intense to those ideas and I traveled the 
countrywide, Mr. Chairman, and I hear complaints about LEAA as I 
heard when I was at LEAA. You must remember that the agency is 
an imperfect one because of its nature. You expect it to be responsible 
for crime reduction in America. It has no majesty to do that. You 
expect it to be responsible for its number of grants; it does not have 
the bureaucracilless to monitor those number of grants, nor do I 
think it should iUl.Ve. 

I detest btrreaucracy. They have their own objectives and own 
agendas and a,dministrators can no longer be controlled. We see that 
in our agencids of tIns Government. In my judgment it was better 
that LEAA be small, lean, and somewhat inefficient than a large 
bureaucracy wInch would be more efficient and uncontrollable in its. 
purposes. We build constituents as the chairman has already said. 
They tend, after a while, to own the agency that feeds them and the· 
agencies begin to be responsible to those building of constituents. 
That is not good and to avoid that there is a high cost. Perhaps the 
high cost is a small agency, changes of lendership and the somewhat 
independent agency. There is a member of this Congress and this body 
that feels that LEAA should be nothing more than three secretaries, 
to lick stamps and one in charge of a checkwriting macmne. Get 
it out there to the people and let us have a minimum of bureaucratic 
redtape. In a sense he was riO'ht and in a sense he was wrong. If you 
would ask me the question of how do we evaluate the qua1ity of LEAA 
with such a small agency, I would say, we do not very well. It has to· 
be haphazard 01' selective. That is what LEAA tried to do. 

r understand that it continues to try to do that in the Congress and 
that its only interest is in better evaluation that we have to find out 
in my job rather than give it to the bureal1cracy that owns the pro
gram. With the evaluation of each grant, wInch is an experiment, we 
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hegin to see whether it, would work as a component of the project. 
I would feel better were it done by LEU 'with a large audit, a large 
·evaluation staff of its own because they are seli-serving. I too was 
,concerned about quality and submit to the subcommittee that quality 
is one of the endemic problems that you will have in this program 
forever because of the nature of it. It is not run by professionals and 
it should not be nID by professionals in local communities. We have 
too much professionalism, if anything, because professionalism becomes 
seli-serving. Again, I am willing to be experimentaL 

You know 'when we look at the budget of a celebrity you find each 
'year that it is for glass and chemicals and at the end of the year there 
are no products. And the reason that it is, is because they are 61q)eri
mental. Perhaps that is a bad analogy, Mr. Ohairman, but you must 
remember that LEAA is and will continue to be an experimental 
program designed to look for better ways to deal with old ways and 
'see whether they work or not and have enough time to disapprove as 
well as to prove. It is a continuous problem. The remedy cannot be 
-expected to have a product. It is an experimental place, yet it should 
help in evaluation and, yes, I agree with the comment made before 
this subcommIttee that it should have n greater role than it has had 
before. It should not be so submerged or established, it should be 
more responsible outside of LEAA. It should have a closer relation and 
it should look beyond the mere confines of criminal justice and civil 
justice. I agree with those kind of changes. 

Other questions that have come up in this subcommittee have 
been with respect to short-term and long-term authorizations. I am 
very familial' with the Agency's concern on either side of those two 
issues, lVfl'. Ohairman, I would only balance it up to the shorter term 
:authorization. It is true that it is disquieting to LEAA. It is degrading 
to those who cannot make long-range plans. We should never be so 
reliant on a continuous source as to not be wary of the qualities of 
what we do. And therefore, the short-term authorization approach 
seems to me to balance it better. 

Another question that I would like to raise with tins committee is 
the progress that we have made in the businesR of deciding what kind 
:and category of person should sit on the various boards. It is prO
posed advisory boards, which I think is a great idea. And one which 
I wanted to accomplish when I was there but never got to it. To the 
boards at State level and at the regionullevel progress was made by 
mandating th!1t if a m!1jority of local boards be made up of local 
elected offici!1ls and not just captivated by professionals. But, I would 
go further and mandate that a civilleucler or two, but !1 civil leader 
be a participant in the project also because it is the community that 
must be heard more than the professionals. At this stage in the evalu
:ation of the LEAA prOO'l'!1m, and remember this :Ml'. Chairman, the 
notation of evaluation 1 will add on those remarks its tendency to 
be overlinecl, it is not a well defined science. We do not hl1ve any 
magical textbooks on how you do an evaluation. Some of the best 
evaluations h!1ve been opinions ancl some of the worst have been 
highly technical d!1t!1. The rearrest rate for crime is a terribly artificial, 
and unresponsive of oUT success in America 011' the issue of crime. It 
seems to be on a downgrade since the upgrade in the first report in 
my year as Aclnrinistrator. 
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'The last issue I would like to address to the subcommittee is the 
<complexity for those guarantees that now apply. The tendency of the 
bureaucracy is also the same in my opinion, Mr. Ohairman, and that 
'is to make rules and regulations in ever-increasing numbers. Not 
because anyone is malicious but because that is the tendency of our 
bureaucracy and that is not a healthy tendency. Yes, you will have 
;greater sloppiness in the program admirllstration if you do not have 
layers and layers of paper. I happen to believe that this sloppiness is 
'more tolerable than this boresome nature of this redtape business. 
. I do not know if I was successful in the short year and a half that 
I have served. And, I do not know that my successors are successful 
in dealing with it. Because nothing turned off the community more than 
Government that they cannot understand and not quickly respond to. 

I will raise only one last question and that is because I was asked 
to do so by some important people, in my opinion. When I was at 
LEAA I had some particular project amendment that I wanted to 
:accomplish and that was a demonstration project of self help in an 
,.;ail black community. I do not say this for democratic reasons, I am 
before this, NIl'. Ohairman, now 2 years after the idea occurred to me. 
In Oompton, Oalif., in the larger area in Oalifornia, I do not think 
you would gain any question of facts that the qnality of that com
'munity's ability to help itself is almost negligible because of its loss 
·()f revenue, because it is a community without independent revenues. 
We chose it because it had a demagogic leadership at the time. That 
:leadership called me yesterday when Judge Shepard heard I was going 
to appear before this committee and asked me if I would please convey 
to the subcommittee ]~js "outrage." I suggested to him that he make 
'his presentation himself before this subcommittee and he said that he 
'Would undertake to do that. But, if I care anything about the Oompton 
lProject I shoulclraise it with this committee. 

It is a clif~.cult project because it requires a lot of LEAA's help as 
well as Oompton's self-help and we promised at that time an int.ensive 
~grant of planners and evaluators to determine exactly what it needed 
,before we would make a substantial commitment. When I said we 
'would make a substantial commitment, I never talked about dollars. 
I am reluctant to raise what I had in mind because no one knew then 
'but I used the word, "substantial." The committee had an anticipa-
tion with my departure of the project. I do not know exactly why, on 
paper, it does not apl~ear to be true to be thus. It does not appear to 

-be thus from Mayor Davis who has just both briefly spoken to me to 
,speak on their behalf I can only say I do not know any more about it. 
I believed it to have had hope and I think that a commitment made by 

.one Administrator should be maintained in the mix of something of 
that nature. It is true that Admirllstrators have a right to change priori
ties but they should be very careful when they do that in light of 

.commitments and anticipation which is one of the primary problems 
that we are really adcL:essing here this morning. It promises in LEAA 
to do more than it ever can do. The pI'omise of Administrators to 

.develop that what they do not believe is a mistake and those are the 
kind of questions that le~islature often decides here. And, in this 
humble lawyer's view, havmg served there with members of the sub

.committee, I am reluctant to criticize for the reason that I never 

.achieved anywhere near the objectives that I hoped to have achieved. 



526. 

r know how difficult and impossible it is. I told the administration 
and the people of LEAA when I arrived there that I would stay on 
for 2 years. But I did not make it, but that I did not intend to commit 
more than that and that was unfortunate because of the turnover of 
Administrators has been harmful to LEAA. The gaps that occurred 
over the turnover-and it is not the individual members fau!~, not 
Gregory Linden's and not Pete Veldo's, not Charlie Allen. 

Therefore, one, must have sympathy for the nonprogress of LEAA 
based on the fact that leadership has changed as much as it has and 
it is something that the President mnst keep in mind when making 
appointments. I told him thut I would not take the job longer than 
2 years, nevertheless he went forward with my appointment. 

Having said all of that, I uppeal to the chuirman and the members 
of the committee to understand the difficulties with which it is that I 
say those things in light of my convictions that I should not have any
thing to do with the running of LEAA after I have gone. 

r thank the subcommittee for their tolerance in that regard. 
N[r. CONYERS. I think your remarks are among the most thought

ful that have been made on this subject and we are gmteful for yOUI' 
coming here today. 

I have made these following notes. LEAA is not a crime reduction 
~lgency. What then can we do about the crime reduction? What is the 
Federal policy toward crime? How can we strengthen our institutions?' 

MI'. SANTARELLI. That is a very important question, Mr. Chairman. 
to pursue. 

Mr. CONYERS. To continue, did the evuluation on [1 pl'oject-by
project bash; work? Is LEAA simply a fiscnl relief program? Let us 
tUl'll to tlus first and then I am going to yield to Mr. McClory. What 
occurs to me, sir, is that it is true, ","e have overpromised. That is a 
traditional characteristic but it is the nature of politics. There is more
that we could be doing even as we are ove1'l1l'omising. Maybe we should 
get outHide of the criminal justice system. The crime reduction problem 
may not lie with any analy(;is of the criminal justice system) which is. 
after all the macmnery that begins turning after the policeman has. 
firmly grasped the neck of the potential defendant. 

Mr'.oANTARELLI. All right. 
1'1'11'. CONYERS. Now, what could we be doing in LEAA that affect 

some of the problems that you described. I have heard many people
talking about the whole crime pattern being divided into the criminals. 
and the responsible "citizens" in the county ItS if there are some sorti 
of a magic difference between those of us who are non criminals ancl 
less than 1 percent of the score of our society who commits crimes. And, 
of course, that whole concept guarantees that we are going about it 
incorrectly by attempting to separate und identify good guys and bacl 
guys. What I keep thinking of is, if you take even far less than a billion 
dollars, and SI1Y, Mr. McClory, you and your fellows go on over in this. 
Ruite of rooms in the cornel'. We are not eYoing to bother you buli we 
wallt you fellows to Come up with some tllOughtful way in which the· 
Government cun impact on this whole prollem. How would they do?" 

Mr, SANTARELLI. This is too big of a question to easily bite in 
one chunk, Mr. Chairman. You are doing what I am doing, we firc' 
thl'l1shing around ·with only-wen, I will speuk for myself, a dim 
view of the mi1lineum. LEAA is greatly used in the experimental; 



527 

,process to help us see better what objectives we might obtain. Unfor
.tunately, the LEAA emphasis is on the other side of the aisle and that 
is tbe funding of the operational projects that tbe grantees seek to 
begin. So you have to address that as much as address this research 
which I am paying my allegiance to, Mr. McOlory, as the author 
'of 1968. He and I often discuss the hopes and responsibilities and 
institutes which we also thought about at one time. It ~ain boils 
down to a question of leadership in my opinion, Mr. vhairman. 
LEAA institute is doing a lot of things all at once. It is leadership 
and responsibility to look lllld pick amoung themselves those that 
hold the greater progress and make something of them. Use it and 
talk about those ideas that seem to me more promising and promote 
them. It is not enough that we just pass around the 40,000 circulars 
of the criminal justice review service to those few professionals that 
read those things. I get mine and let 1110 tell you it takes aU of the 
discipline I can to read the thing because it is not written in a way 
that is easily useful to the layman. I am not supposed to be a layman. 
Pick and choose from among those projects that the institute is 
working on and make something of them. 

To answer your larger question, I really think the best answer is 
tlmt that I have given you, Mr. Clairman, that is the question of 
trying to deal with a new element in the spectrum in what deals with 
mime in America and that element being people of the community. 
You are right, the problem with the LEAA has been signed for by the 
Congress and by itself for it has a ne"IN role function as 11 Clime reduc
tion agency to deal with the criminal justice system which is for 
police, courts, and recommendations. 

That is not enough. When we address the LEAA, we have to address 
more than J.JEAA, the problem of vision. When the subcommittee in 
total is not the ::;ubcommittee in oversight of LEAA. It is the sub
committee on crime and LEAA is just 11 little piece of that issue. 
We can focus on LEAA intelligently and intensely but it is 11 mistake 
to think that is where it ~hould begin or end. I am saying simply use 
those LEAA moneys and leadership to address this question of the 
other element of [-lOciety that should deal with the criminal justice 
issue. And trying to make those, mill those, web them, graph them any 
wn.y possible to criminal justice system and not treat it as though it 
were a I1wesomc piece oyer here and trying to 111l1ke it more perfect 
and more beautiful ume]uted to the basic function-crime reduction, 
The committee then would not be left without support and we 111'0 
not doing enongh, in my opinion when I was there. I will speak for 
myself-enough then to do that job of cleaning the community out 
and ml1king it take over the criminal justice system, run the criminal 
justice system until it is self-serving becl1use we professionals l11'e self
serving by rleunition, Ask me what I think, make me do a better job 
and I will tell you three 1110re degrees, 11 larger salary and a car and 
driver. That is not what makes me do a better job in reality. Being 
responsive to someone who impinges upon me is important whethOJ,' 
it 18 the Congress or the committee. When I was in the Oongress 
I was too new, when I was a starr membel' in the Oongress, to do much 
legi::;lative oversight. But, I submit that there was not enough ovel'
siglJli of LEAA's responses to the crime issue or LEAA. 



Mr. CONYERS. Well, there still is not, I yield now to Mr. McClory-_ 
Mr. MCCLORY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am glad to welcom6" 

here this morning our former chief administrator and I am glad tG-' 
see that he has returned from the lecture circuit to provide us witfu 
a very eloquent statement on the subject of LEAA and what theil" 
functions have been and what it should be and what the overall: 
responsibilities are and should be with respect to crime in America., 
and the Administration of criminal justice, primarily. I cannot help" 
but agree with the gentleman, and especially when we try in this oyer
sight lunction to I1ttl1ch to LEANs responsibility for reducing crime in, 
America because that is, as you pointed out, Mr. Santarelli, is not 
and never has been either within the capl1bilities of the Congress. 
with its very limited resources as far as State and local government, 
is concerned. I should not be objective of any extension of LEAA. 
unless we want to change our entire system and impose a nationalized 
criminal justice system on the States and local areas which I am sure 
we do not. I am glad that you made reference to the national institute 
because I think as we progress in these hearings we find that there is a. 
great deal of emphasis on the rather haphazard way in which LEAA 
grants are made and applied and evaluated. This is a very critical 
subject about which we have had so much testimony. It seems to me 
that we must find an a,gency or a repository for carrying on this. 
function. I agree with you too that just evaluating or just monitoring 
and then have publieations, that is going to be inefficient and quite 
inadequate. So that I am hopeful that in the course of extending the 
law, which I gather you favor at least for a bl'ief period, that we can 
augment the rea]m of the national institute to provide that kind of 
professional support and !2iuidance and direction to provide information 
which can be most usefulm our localttnd Stttte ageneies in determining 
what measures they might take, which ones might fit 1110re closely 
into the responsibility and their needs. 

Mr. SAN'CARELLI. Mr. JVIcClory, if I may respond to thut just 
briefly. 'rIte institute has not achieved its maximum utility. It bas 
not been treated with sufficient importance either by the Depurtment 
of Justice 01' by LEAA. I would recommend to the committee that 
after it has heard from the leadership of the Department of Justice, .. 
the Attorney General, the Department Attorney G-eneml and any 
othel', it should heal' from the director of the institute, Mr. Canlint 
whom I personally regurd as a lawyer und scholar. He is a professor 
and a former police counsellor and he is pretty good at the researching
munagement business. I will speak for myself, preoccupied with muny 
things not just the institute and so what you get from an administrator 
any time he testifies is less thl1n you could get from the director of the
institute. I agree with the legislative proposul that this position should 
be elevated. I recommended thut in 1970 when I was still a staff' 
member in the Depurtment of Justice that the institute should be .. 
elevuted out of its buriedne!'ls in the LEAA program und statute. Henr' 
directly from them and then you should ask this question, and it 
rcully is two questions, I precede myself bu t I will do so anyway. 
Whut is its priorities? It should mnke use of its money to experiment 
everywhere but it should also have some realities because that is 
really what you are about und administrators are about, to make, 
policies not just to proceed. You do not need an administrator unless. 



529 

he is exercising jud~ment insight and priority and choosing. What. 
are the institutes pnority and LEAA's priorities? You cannot do it 
all at once. You have to have some things that you try to do first, or 
paramount. I even said that I shared with Mr. McOlory the frustra
tion that we have not achiflved all that we expected from it and I wiII 
take the blame for my year and a half. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Would you be willing to communicate to me or to 
our subcommittee a specific recommendation or if possible specific 
language which might be included in our revised extension of LEAA. 
which could contribute to this neighborhood, this people involve
ment? I agree it is perhaps the single most essential ingredient to 
improve law enforcement or in crime reduction in our Nation. Also, 
your suggestion with regard to perhaps a little revised restructUI'ing 
of two national institutes and perhaps some language that might 
more clearly identify the role that you and I feel that it could appro
priately assume. That would be very useful to us in addition. 

Mr. SANTARELLI. I have struggled, Mr. McOlory, over the years 
with that problem. I would like to see the institute being part of 
LEAA and the Department of Justice. I do not want it to be buried or 
subservient-on the other hand, I do not want it to be without policy 
and direction. I support the language of greater control by it. 

Mr. MCOLORY. It should be within the Department of Justice but 
not under the control of LEAA, is that about right? 

Jv.Ir. SANTARELLI. Something like that. It should not be just another
arm of the Department of Justice. It should be an arm of LEAA but 
also an arm of the Department system. It should serve two masters. 
at the same time. Because LEAA needs the institute-it must have it 
if an Attorney General should have the benefit of the institute also. 

Mr. MCOLORY. Thank you very much. I yield back to the chairman. 
Mr. OONYERS. I think that we are in agreement that it would be

appropriate before these hearings conclude to have Mr. Kaplan over 
and to see how we can tinker with the statutory part of our responsi-· 
bility in terms of getting this research arm somewhere where it belongs. 
You know it is a sorry thing to have to pu t on the record but there are
lawyers who will not take a grant that involves them coming to the re
search arm because they are just um .... 1l1ing to pay the ridiculous. 
kind of dues, the kind of compromises, the kind of editorial limitations. 
that they have to obtain to do it. 

Mr. SAN'I'ARELLI. I have heard that stated. 
Mr. OONYERS. It is unnecessary, we have got people over there. It 

certainly is as important as othei· things t.hat are going on in LEAA 
and I feel a strong obligation to try to correct that. I am glad that 
this discussion was entered into today. We hope that you will watch 
over OUI' feeble efforts in the subcommittee and feel free to criticize· 
them whenever you choose, privately of course. 'l'hank you very much. 

Mr. SANTARELLI. I would like to thank the chairman. It has been 
an honor to be here this morning before you. 

Mr. OONYERS. Our next witness is the Director of the Oenter for
Social Policy and Oommunity Development, Mr. Seymour Rosenthal. 
from Philadelphia, Po,. He is also an associate professol' at the School1 
of Social Administration, 'l'emple University. 

We welcome you, sir, and would appreciate having your views on 
perceptions added to the record here. W dcome. 
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'TESTIMONY OF SEYMOUR ROSENTHAL, DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR 
SOCIAL POLICY AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Thank you, :Mr. Chairman and members of the 
-committee. Please forgive me the fact that I have neither the luxury 
-of staff or the luxury of time to prepare .tIlls testimony. The notes I 
have were written hurriedly on the way to "Washington. I might not 
be able to read them correctly so I anticipate some stumbling. 

I have been asked. to come and talk about some of the work through 
Temple University of various neighborhoods including the Pittsburgh 
Housing Authority which involves cities in the reduction of crime 
-or as referred to as building neighborhoods. In that regn,rd, I will 
-describe some of the work that we ha,'e been doing at the Whittburg 
Housing Authority and if time permits, some of the work we haye 
been doing as a part of our own liying process. Interestingly enough 
the work of the Wlrittburg Housing A.uthority was funded not by 
funds from LEAA but from the housing authority ib;elf. And which 
was heavily supported and morally by the U.S. Housing Labor 
and Development. The purpose of that project was to engage citizens, 
many of whom were residents of that project in an attempt to'reduce the 
amount of crime and to develop a sense of relatedness III that housing 
project community. And that includes all of the neighbors living in 
the various housing units in Pittsburgh. We helped to design the 
program to truin the residents to act as community Hocurity orgfU1.izers 
and the job was to organize in the neighborhood to develop active 
councils of residents in order to deal consciously with the issues of 
crime. To devolop programs both social and crime preyenting specific 
and financially to work closely .vith police find other social agencies in 
the neighborhood. I think in order to understand the context in this 
program as one probably does not understand the nature of the general 
Hense of community within most housing authorities. They were low 
income community residents, they were in large part black and they 
were in large part a di::;organized and a disgruntled group of citizens 
complaining largely about the amount of crime in their own neigh
borhood. 

Crime has an immediate victim since in that if one is robbed one 
loses a very substantial amount of goods. It has another sense in that 
services to neighborhoods which are defined as high crime areas begin 
to disappear with an alarming rate, one that notations of lrigh crime 
is determined. Therefore, bus sel'yices were reduced, there were no 
deliveries to many of the houBing units, ultimately their services of 
police dil1llnished and the members themselves were reluctant to 
entor into their service providing routine. 

Mr. COXYEHS. Well, that climunition of services leads to the crinlinal 
behavior, itself. Are you talking about an area that is located in 01' 
near the Temple University areas? 

Mr. ROSEX'l'HAL. No, I am talking about Pittsburgh and at the 
moment I am from Philadelphia. 'rhe same iBsue however purports to 
the housing authority in Phihtdelphia which is having an enormous 
problem. 

I;et me take a moment to skip what the philosophy was, if you will, 
of our approach. We call it a If tou~h reclamation" in trus definition. 
A.ssume that the "tough" of the l1elghbol'hQod was neither physically 
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nOr socia11y secured. But other than the majority of the people living 
had major influence over the behavior and the value system of the 
people living there. In other words, and more assuming of the project, 
was that the majority of people living within a neighborhood are more 
than law abiding and have values which are significantly similar to 
one another. Even to the extent where there is differences in terms of 
class and/or race in terms of any mix of people living in the neighbor
hood. The nature of a neighborhood in which one lives was a oarrier 
to any development to a program which could bring people together 
around the issue of neighborhood building. There also existed another 
assumption in this project and that was in neighborhoods, though we 
can assume that there is a sense of commonality of values, there is an 
ignorance of concensus. People who do not know in fact that there is a 
sense of identity with one value system. 'rhe system of most neighbor
hoods is that the person who may know one or two people have the 
same values and there are other people in the neighborhood who are 
suspects. The goal of our attempt there was to try to create a mecha
nism whereby the people with those values who were on or in the 
majority had a way to express, (a) their values openly in the context 
of their living and (b) probably to begin to cli:ocuss ways in which they 
could effect the behavior of not only their own families over whom 
they may have had some control but over the behaviors of others in 
the neighborhood. 'rhat is a very short and critical kind of issue. 

What right has anyone to impose his value systems and insist upon 
certain behavior standards upon another? Particularly if there is a 
difference of class or style and color and I think more specifically 
when there is more difference in race. What white folks are going to 
suggest to black folks and clearly what black folks are going to sug
gest to white folks. How is it they should take care of the kids, the 
lateness to which they may play radios loudly and to the degree to 
which they will physically intervene into situations they see on the 
streets. The ignorance of consensus, the lack of knowledge about how 
people think and feel about issues about their neighborhood is critical. 

A typical example and preventing actions from taking place, when I 
moved into the neighborhood in Germantown which is in Phi1adelph~a 
there was a basketball hoop on a tree across from my house. That IS 
very nice, I thought we will have little sessions and it will be a play
ground. We developed that program for a while and then it turned out 
that the kids in the neighborhood were not living up to the condition 
and rules of the game which was to clean up, pick up, not swear at 
people and interfere with the game and not push oleler adults (l,round. 
I threatened to take it down but assumed that the people of the 
neighborhood would prefer that it be there because it was an outlet 
for their children in the neighborhood, not lmowing quite what to do. 
One night the basketball hoop fell down) it had rotted away. 

Mr. OONYERS. An act of God. 
Mr. ROSENTHAL. An act of God, bless the Lord. I debated about 

what to do and my wife and I decided what we will do until we can 
make a lllol'e preCIse decision was to plant grass along tho street be
tween the curb and the sidewalk as a way of stalling off the idea of 
putting back the hoop. As we planted the grass any number of my 
neighbors came to us and said: "Thank you, that thing was driving us 
crazy. It was a terrible thing in the community and we wished you 
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iliad taken it down before. II I did not explain the fact I just took credit 
for a correct action. What was the point, that here was a condition in 
the immediate area. I was slow to take action on it because of what I did 
not understand to be a general consensus in my communit.y. Had we 
1m own that there had been a way of dealing with that then we would 
haye been able to take action more quickly. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, here is an example of taking credit for an act 
-of God. An even worse fate might befall you. Until then, please go on. 

:tvIr. ROSENTHAL. It is a very simple idea that people liYing in a 
neighborhood have a way to control both the value system and the 
neighborhood. Tough is a transitory issue. At 3 o'clock in our neigh
borhood when the kids get home from school the tough control 
changes. Older adults go inside, the kids go out. As a pass through 
neighborhood the older adults and the tough have changed into the 
·evening time-obviously tough changes once again. Those who are 
the night people come ont and those who are the in-home people go in. 

The challenge to all of us in the neighborhood and to the people 
·of Pittsburgh authority was to develop a longer lasting control of the 
toughs. How do we begin to do this, what 111'e the yal LlCS that exist in 
the neighborhood and how do we begin to exert the conditions of 
neighborhood control? Now that is a ycry sharp type of problem, does 
anyone IULve the right to ten anyone what to do? And, in our neigh
borhood we do. And the people who liYe in Pittsburgh Housing Au
thority, they haye the right to tell whomever is pla.ying their records 
to turn them off because they haye to go to work. But, if they want 
to pop pills and shoot. up they were not going to interfere with that 
so long as that was done in the confmes of their home and so long as 
'that behavior did not spill oyer into the community and interfere 
with the civil rights of others. So the balance was establishing the 
civil rights in the community as opposed to interfering with civil rights 
·of the indiYiduul and behavior systems which are different. 

The most important fnctor in the project and in deyeloping tough 
recommendations was to create the assumption thut building neigh
borhoods was the centritl strategy. Right, crime reduction was not 
the central strategy, bnilding neighborhoods WitS the central strategy 
~and approach to crime reduction. But the goals was both of the 
Pittsburgh authority and wherever you work on this project was to 
build a neighborhood base for them so that crime rcduction could take 
place. 

Crime does not get reduced by apprehending a certain number of 
criminals in the neighborhood by building in a sense in a neighborhood 
and creating conditions in which neighbors can feel a sense of related
ness. A few words itbout the kind of progrn,ms that took place in the 
district n.uthority. I report them not because they are outstandingly 
radical in terms of their approach but because they are rather unusual 
kinds of progrn.ms to take place in a housing authority with a low
income populntion which hus typically been out of con tact to organiza
tions and out of context to services. 'rhe heart of the program was, 
'Us I said, for the employment and the training of 18 residents and 
nei~hbors. They were orientated to the idea of building neighborhoodb 
'allet not necessarily to reduce crim", although the element of crime 
reduction was as important an aspe l of what we were doing. We had 
'some problem with some resident::- who became oyerzealous in their 
:attempt to control crime. 
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Mr. CONYERS. Vigilantes? . 
Mr. ROSENTHAL. Not vigilantes, it was more individual and lllls

;guided heroism. 'rhat was the problem. I tlllnk that the issue of vigi
lantes did not arise. People who live in lower income areas are much 
'wiser than middle income. They took the heroine 1'010. However, 
through the efforts of the community organizers some of these things 
took place in various stages and in various locations within this au
thority. The residency system was developed in each of the housing
::and building a campaign was organized. 

One of the major campaigns was to introduce people to one another. 
People did not realJy know specifically enough or were not interested 
.enough to know who lived on the same floor and who were the faces 
'in the neighborhood, who lived there and who did not live there. 

Project Identification, again very simple. It was not a radical project 
.but it was to develop a program which would help each resident mark 
their goods, radios, TV sets, whatever. The unusual element was that 
it was a joint project between the police and the residents. It was a 
'sigillficant factor that for the first time in the relationship of these 
residents to the police department there was an element of coopera
tion between the police department and residents, a significant change 
in that the police became a part of the total service system of the 
residents and authority and not necessarily the recipient of police 
:action. 

Resident security councils were developed, yet security controls 
'were organized. It was the older adult that was the ploy of younger 
people who lived in terror not only in housing projects but in most 

'neighborhoods in which young people live and desire the meager goods 
-of these older adults. 

Mr. CONYERS. Were these programs funded by the Law Enforce-
'ment Assistance Administration'? 

Mr. RosEN~rHAL. No, sir. 
1VIr. CONYERS. Are they in existence today? 
IvIr. ROSEN'l'HAL. Ye:;;, sir, they are. 
Mr. CONYERS. 'rh('y are? I am surprised to hear that. 
Mr. ROSENTHAL. 'rhey were funded initially and are continually 

'funded by the Pittsburgh Housing Authority. What LEAA did fund 
"for the Housing Authority was a service of armed guards who policed 
the projects and the projects for the elderly. 

Mr. CONYERS. Does that still go on? 
Mr. ROSENTHAL. Well, there has been a change. in that in that the 

"authority has opened more of employment of the community security 
. organizations. 'l'hey have found that to be minimal as an effective 
instrument as are the armed guards. As a matter of fact, in the housing 
for the elderly the armed guards have been replaced by elderly poor 
persons themselves. And the armed guards of armed forces now patrol 
the arel1 rather than the building. 

Mr. CONYERS. What was the amount of funding by the two public 
'housing authorities for the program? . 

IvII'. ROSENTHAL. Roughly $180,000. 
Mr. CONYERS. Per amlUm? 
Mr. ROSENTHAL. Per annum and this kept out their operation ex

penses and was supported again, interestingly enough, by HUD who 
nas a major concern in the security issue and has developed some 
'capacity. 
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Mr. OONYERS. Well, where, sir, do we go from here? Let us assume 
for the moment that the majority of this subcommittee supports the 
community concept that you have explained before us here today. 
I suppose you could say: "vvell, let us just see that it is more widely 
implemented and adopted as part of LEAA. programfl and funding 
patterns. 71 And let us say that it spreads. Is there any likeliho?d that 
others have listened to you or have come to sec what was gomg on? 

NIl'. ROSEN'l'HAL. Yes, interestingly enough, LEAA did send some, 
evaluators to look at the program as one~ source of interest. And 
encouraged us to submit proposals for duplication of the project. We 
had an interesting kind of response from LEAA which was at this 
point a negative reflponse in that nothing has happened to that. But 
I was interested in their reaction as we discussed this program in that 
there seems to be a great reluctance on the part of the folks that we 
spoke with to undertake the initiative but without it being under the 
control of the authority. There was a gn'at concern in our discussion 
as to what the role of police would play in the development and im
plementation and program developing with citizen concern. ,;Ve sug
gested that there should be an agency among those agencies which 
are connected and related to the kind of ideas'-that we 1'io.(1. We insist 
that we want to deal with the issue of crime, that we shoulc1really be 
able to build neighborhoods, and a:'l one objective: The reduction of 
crime. It seems that the history of crime roduction is O"oing to he 
played out in a neighborhood 'without being the major objective. So 
wo received high marks from LEAA in terms of what the program was. 
It Beems that LEAA members were kind of looking over the shoulders 
to determine two things. In other words-I want to share thisfl'unkly
we gave our reaction to them at the time wC' m('t. One was: What 
would be the role of the police? And second: What kind of support 
would they get from the Congrep,s in terms of bringing citizens into 
closer connection with the i~f·;tle of building neighborhoods; therefore, 
the reduction of crime in the neighborhooch;'? They wore uncertain. 
It appeared to me, if it was to be their fmppOl't it would be from the 
Congress and from the administration with regards to involving citi
zens more heu,vily in the nature of the ngencios. 

:rl'fr. OONYEUS. I yield now to Mr. :McClory. 
Mr. McOLOUY. I can speak to the mood of the Congress. IJet me 

ask you about the people of the community-in the varioLls com
munities: How do thoy feel u,bou t the same qnestion? 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. I think that both in terms of pragmatics and 
general thoughts, there is a simil.al' response. More and more neighbor
hoods around the country, Philadelphia and Pennsylvaniu, alike u,re 
becoming engaged in the issue of organizing around crime. Whether 
it is a healthy kind of organization, whether it is an or~anization that 
will lead to neighborhood building or neighborhood exclllsion, is some
thino. I am not certain about at this time. 

Mr. MCOLOUY. Well, that is what we stre against, I thought. We 
wanted to emphasize neighborhood bllilcling rather than crime fighting 
with just a part of neighborhood building. How 'v\70ulcl the community 
feel about that concopt? 

Mr. RosEN'rHATJ. Let me try to express it in terms of what the 
community is feeling, which I am sure is not unanimous. I hesitate 
to speak for America. 'rhe communities al'e feeling a great deul o.E 
fear, fright and anger. Those that have the capacity to look beyon(l 
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the immediate situation will think in larger terms about how we 
.begin to resolve neighborhood problems. Those that are faced with 
a regular insistence, with an unrelated sense of fear from our neighbors, 
in their own eyes are ready to take any ac tion, including some sug
.gested by people in my neighborhood when they found 100 tires on 
automobiles slashed, to sit on their porches with shotguns and shoot 
. away. A frightening concept since the person who suggested it was 
a frail woman and I am not sure that she would even manage the 
-shotgun. But there is that kind of anger about that. I am not sug
gesting that there should not be anger. I am not suggesting that 
people ought not to be saying: "That is enough; let us do something 
about that." That concerns me. And may I suggest that we do some
thing about it that ought to be of concern to the subcommittee. It 
would be a frightening thing to have its neighborhood organized in 
.a paramilitary way to ward off its neighbors because in a large 
measure it is neighborhood against neighborhood. 

},-11'. OONYERS. Of course, ]\/11'. Rosenthal, that is where leadership 
-comes in. When citizens say, "Let's do something about it," they 
are never thinking about any part of their government at the local, 
State or National level. They are thinking about doing something 
about it as a direct and individual desperate last resort. Our con
sideration, should be what ought the Govemment be doing about it 
since we realize that ig what citizeng end up thinking. There is nothing 
like a person who has just been robbed of $40 out of his paycheck, 
which was itself devalued by inflation before he got it. He is in no 
mood for anything but retaliation at that point and understandably 
so. You say citizens are in a position to bring forward solutions to 
these problems. 

Mr. ROSEN'l'HAL. To create jobs. 
:Mr.OONYERS. Right. 
Mr. ROSEWl'HAL. I doubt it. I am talking about neighborhood 

~groups. We have tried to develop a job bank in our neighborhood 
nnd we cannot create jobs. We can try to match up a few employers 
with one 01' two teenagers. You are asking us to do a job that we 
-cannot do. 'l'hat I would assume is the job of my Government. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well I am not asking you to do the job. 
Mr. ROSEN'fHAL. No, I am trying to make the point, sir, that as 

we talk about what it is we cun do in my neighborhood. I am com
pelled that we cannot, do it and that needs to be done. Now I am 
rendy to tulk nbout things that we can clo. 

Mr. OONYERS. OK. Before you do that, I quite agree with you 
about what citizens can do to impact upon their Government to 
encourage that their representatives solve some problems. After aU 
we have a long list of priorities, and crime reduction is high on the 
list. So, before we move away from that, I think what your citizens 
are doing even in their own attempts to create jobs is in itself a 
powerful statement thnt the Government has not done that. In this 
neighborhood in Pittsburgh, they tried to match up people seeking 
work with people who have work to offer. It is an ultimate statement 
that I think deserves some pmise and commendation. And it shows 
we in Government have not succeeded in addressing the issue to the 
fullest extent. 
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:rvlr. ROSENTHAL. Indeed I would suggest that there are some:' 
things and stresses upon the lives of people living in neighborhoods. 
that the struggle to make a living today i~ a rather consuming one. 
That problem gets priority in terms of, firRt being the head of a. 
household, next family, and then third would come making conditions· 
in the neighborhood livable. Fourth would come the larger kind of 
issues. I would guess that would deal with those. One tends to work 
in the situation where one would effect the system the most. I generally
intend to believe the system that we can effect the most is our own 
family and as you pointed out that, is also the case today. 

So citizens t.rying t.o work or attempting to "vork in areas that they 
can be more effective that is not to suggest that we and others in the
neighborhood are not looking at the national picture and trying to, 
attempt change. There is an exhausting factor, there is the factor
that aft.er a certain point to have a meeting at night that goes to·, 
11 o'clock and then get int.o the car and travel to Washington to.· 
testify that one gets tired after a certain point and that one would hope· 
that the taxes paid and the efforts entered, as a citizen, would some
how be generated into some response by officials to our concern. But 
in terms of the second question and I generalize the fil'~t because I feel. 
it would not serve our neighborhoo(l well not to· tallc about issues. 
of unemployment. I am willing to discuss its nature and so on. Second. 
I think that neighbodlOods can be helped as they have been in.. 
Pittsburgh as we are doing in Philadelphia. Neighborhoods are like" 
human beings, they get tired. We have been struggling in our neigh
borhood for years to create 11 mechanism, a vehicle, a board of direc-
tors. We have $1,300 in our treasury. rfhat is not enough to hire a. 
person to do some work or to sustain the effort. vVlW do not we try-
out an X number of citizens or X numbers of allocations of a certain. 
amount of funding. I am not even clear whn.t we c'ould call it. Let us. 
caU it a neighborhood builders. And neighborhood builders would 
work in every- 100 square blocks or in n. geogl'Uphically defined area ... 
rfhey could have the job description that sny", build thn.t neighbor
hood and deal with the agencies together so as to provide services to. 
this neighborhood. And, let us see ,,,hat happens, let us see wha,t that 
initial investment in personal pow'er in terms of a gcneral built. 
neighborhood. 

On the one hand, last night at the meeting, it was the answer to.. 
crime in America is a redistribution of resources. All· right; that is 
one rei'-ponse. On the other hand, it was t.hose people whe are creating:" 
those Cl'imes and put them in jail for 100 years .. That is in the same' 
room and it is miraculous because I think that it represents certain. 
kinds of n.ttitudes. But, there is an area around which they all can; 
agree and that is the extreme necessity of this. We are talldng about 
crime reduction for people to question, to know each other and to', 
have a sense of trnst and to be able to count on one o.nothar for :;up~ 
port in terms of stress 01' in t.erms of conflict. 

One of the thing,; that I have been thinking' about (bnd do not 
know yet but would like to experiment with and I think that we should: 
all expel'imC'llt with, is what will it take to propel f1 eitil!ien into action.. 
when he or she sees o.n illegality being performed 01' a brutality. How 
is it we crm create n. condition in our neighborhood tlmt makes it 
possible alld perhaps n(l(l.essal'Y for people to sa.y to, some'One', (~Dol 
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not do that. That is wrong, stop that, that is not right." Or, "Let me
help you, you are in trouble." It seems to me that we have movee} 
away from that whole notion and we do not know how to do that any 
more. And, it seems to me it woule} be worth an investment to begin 
to think about the wl1ys of things, about what does it take to prope] 
one human being to take a step to help another. I think those are the 
tLings that we should consider. I framed the neighborhood concept 
precisely but I have been thinking about that for some time and if 
there is a few extra dollars in govemment, why not experiment with 
those kind of notions? 

Let LEAA become an advocate of the neighborhood groups. I-Iet 
the continuancy be in a single chat'ge or include the citizens and neigh
bors and, Mr. McOlory, whether it is in the justice system or under 
LEAA, the institute to me is a rather good one and the major question 
would be what is its function, what are its policies I1nd I might even 
suggest that it might be located in neither of those two areas since
we are taJking about neighborhoods and community development .. 
It may more logically be located in a department who~e function is.. 
to develop neighborhoods and to develop a way to help people with 
resources. The outcome could be the reduction of crime. 

Mr. OONYERS. Tell your neighbors I sHid to you that you did them 
proud here today. I now yield to Mr. McOlory. 

Mr. MCOLORY. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. Your testimony has. 
been very interesting and illuminating. On a large part of it I would 
grea,tly agree with, in particular the parts of developing this sense 
of community action, this neighborhood involvement. I am confident 
that individual participation is really the key towards reduction of 
street crime, particularly. 

r fear, one says very strongly, thl1t the minimum wage law is 
contributing substantiH.l1y to the detriment of the community. So. 
many young people and young blacks are deprived; some funds not, 
being economically independent, but of partial economic security, are
entering into the system through the pH.rt-time, low-salaried employ
ment that could be particularly useful in the neighborhood. Those 
kinds of jobs that just are not done beca,use they cannot. 
be compensated. 

With. respect to utilizing persons in a neighborhood that would 
preserve some training and would be allocated at least by the locl'1 
government, the SEATA program you might inquire into to see if you 
cmlllot get a SEATA trained person to help you. I found in my district 
they have been allocated to the community action program and per
haps they could be allocated to your community area. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. 'rhat program is uncleI' the authority of the city 
government and requires the agreement of the mayor's office to al
locate personnel that way. 

Mr. MCOLORY. Well, in my area it is under the county government, 
as a matter of fact this program it; ~oing clown because they cannot 
find enough areas where they can utilIze the trained people. So, maybe 
you can provide the outlet for some. I do not know if that would be· 
applicable in my area anywn.y. I would just suggest in my view the' 
wn.y government can help most is by providing the climate or the, 
environment of bringing about those conditions which will contribute, 
to a greater expansion and improvement. 
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We talked about the inflation and yet I happen to feel that the 
principal cause of inflation is the projected $80 million or $1,200 
million deficit which has to come out of the savings and pockets of all 
of us. And if we can get less government spending and more plans 
expanding neighborhoods, improvement over housing and all of the 
other things that can contribute to an improved economic life then 
the improved social and culturlll conditions will occur also. I thank you 
and I am also trying to discipline myself to avoid looking for an easy 
scapegoat. I am afraid that the estimated quotu, seems to be the 
business community particularly big business. I am very weary that 
without small businesses and big businesses that Ollr plight would be 
far worse than it is. I know that there are some evils that need to be 
corrected and we should correct them. But, I think we must be very 
cautious about being destructive of the system. So I would hope that 
through the extension of LEAA we could emphasize the importance 
of LEAA programs that, can institute and contribute to the neighbor
hood community improvement. But we can encourage more people 
like you to inspire the neighborhoods and assume the kind of re
sponsibility and to undertake the kind of involvement which is clearly 
the key to improving the conditions now so far as street crime. 

:NIl'. ROSENTHAL. If we find ourself, as a Nation, unable to provide 
further jobs, as you suggest or that the solution might be elsewhere or 
in the utilization of existing programs such as CETA and other kinds 
of uses of resources. It would be-helpful I think, to local communities 
iti would be helpful to county government and city governments to 
have a sense of what your concerns and what your urgings might be. 

:Mr. MCOLORY. I think that we can use our imagination. And, if we 
do that there might be the possibility of resources being attached to 
that. I agree with you again, I hesitate to get into anothee discussion 
but it is true and I say this very briefly, we need strong leadership in 
the Congress. We have diffused our leadership and our authorities to 
::mch an extent that we are just not well organized to provide that kind 
of leadership that can establish priorities. We have asserted a great deal 
of authority here recently, we have taken a lot of authority from the 
Executive. But, I think that there is a very grave question in my mind 
and perhaps in others too that we are going to be able to measure up 
to this newly acquired authority and to really assume the prerogatives 
that we rightfully have. That is a great challenge today to the Con
gress. It may seem like an academic subject but it is a very critical 
problem and ltn extremely serious problem too. Well, I will not expand 
on that. 

:Mr. ROSENTHAL. I wish that you would, Mr. Oongressman. 
Mr. :MCOLORY. If my party had the leadership then I could assume 

a bigger role bu t things are such that we do not. I just have to point to 
the other partner and say establish your leadership and develop your 
program and let us move forward. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, I am very happy that my colleague raised that 
subject matter because my solution does not include changing the 
party leadership. But if :Ml'. McClory were the rl1nking minorty 
leader there would be a lot more cooperation between the majority and 
minority parties as there is in this subcommittee as vou can see. 

Mr. Rosenthal, we gratefully thank you for coming here today and 
I would be encomaged if you would refer any research projects evalua-
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,coIUIUUliities and cityhivolvement. Y olIT testimony was appreciated 
by -the sllbcommittee and we are grateful for your coming. . 

Mr. ROSEr-:<THAL. Thank: you very much. _ 
Ml'.OONYERS. We now welcome _ Mr. Nicoletti. He is a former 

ol'ganizer for Common Oause and he has taught both in the public 
and private schools in Philadelphia. He is director of a program 
entitled "Americans United Against Orime." We appreciate :your 
prepa.red statement, sir. It will be incorporated into the record at 
this point~ 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Nicoletti follows:] 

STATEMENT BY ART NICOLETTI 

iVfr. Chairman, members of the committee, I would like to preface my remarks by 
extending a very sincere thanks to this body for allowing us this opportunity to 
come before you today and share with you the experiences that we as a citizens 
organization have had-to live through while attempting to obtain funds from the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

This statement and attachments have been prepared by Americans United 
Against Crime (AUAC) to provide the United States Congress with a detailed 
case study on the diffioulties and resistance facing citizens who endeavor to fight 
crime and the factors contributing to it in the City of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 

In order to better understillld that nature of the difficulties and resistance 
referred -to; I believe that a brief baokground on the history of Americans United 
Against Crime m~ty prove to he helpful. As founder of Americans United Against 
Crime 1, also believe tl-tat it may be equally important to incorpomttl within my 
remarks a brief summary -of my own background. 

BACKGROUND 

My personal background ranges from studying for the priesthood to serving 
as an in-house counsellor for the Pennsylvania School for the Deaf, teaching in 
Philadelphia, Atlantic City, and Toledo, Ohio. I have also been elUI,loyed as an 
Assistant Director of Admissions for Coluinbia College in Columbia, Missouri, 
and as a State organizer for Common Cause. _ 

With the exception of the time spent fltudying for the priesthood, I have been 
actively involved in community efforts to fight crime in Philadelphiu. Like many 
other citizens Ih'ing in Philadelphia, I have !~lways found it incredibly diffieult 
to comprehend how the City could spcnd hundreds of millions of dc.Hars of city 
wage to,xes each year to fight crime, not to mention the millions th"t come into 
the city from the state and federal~overnments, and after all is said and done, 
and spent, there are still 70% to 80'70 of all crimes that are committed in the City 
that go without an arrest. 

In the summer of 1973, I met with citizells from across the City of ] 'hiladelp bia, 
and concluded that there was an overwhe'ming desire and demand for the forma
tiOn of a citizen-based organization, divorced from any political ties, that would 
llE'gin looking into crime and thG factors contributing to it from a standpoint of 
independence and not one of political compromise. 

To begin formalizing this organization a proposal wu~ drawn up 3 nd formally 
submittcd for LEAA funding to the Philadelphia Regional Council of the Penuilyl
V!tull. Governor's Justice Commis~ion. The suggestion to submit the proposal for 
Lr~AA was actually given to me by the then Comtnunity Relations Director of 
the Philadelphia Police Department. In retrospect, I have come to believe tlmt 
this suggestion was given because the person in question simply did not understllnd 
what we re!\11y intended to do with the grant. 

The proposal was submitted in Mo,y, 1973, and .subsequently awarded on 
September 10, 1973. Since tho proposal had the bleSSings of the Police IJepnrtmcnt, 
it passed through three different committees without a single problem. As time 
went on, we came to understand how essential "that kind of blessiug" was for 
refunding purposes. 
S6ptern.bel· 10, 1973 thr1t Aug7tst 1,., 1975 

During the period of time from Septembcr 10, 1973 thru Augus~ 4; 1!J75 the 
resistance thttt AUAC encountered could be traced bllck to a variety of sources 
such as political, bureaUcratiC, financial, business, media, and community. 

(JO-587-7·(l-pt. 1--35 
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A UAO has had political opposition to its endeavors from its inception. Its 
presence was obvious from the very first day that I walked into the offices of the 
Philadelphia Regional Oouncil in May 1973. However, its cancerous effects be
came self-evident for AUAO once the primary election day machinery began to 
be assembled for the mayoral election in Philadelphia. The interesting thing to 
all of us at AUAO has always been that whenever opposition came our way, it 
always led directly back to perSODS holding positions within society that should 
htwe been the last persons to present opposition. 

The more intent that AUAO became on dealing with the root causes of crime 
and the factors contributing to it, regardless of what or who those factors might 
be, the more fierce the political pressure became. 

"Then A UAO began putting together a design to develop a Oourt Watch project 
for citizens to begin observing the courts in Philadelphia, the political pressure 
took the form of a representative from a prominent citizen crime prevention 
organization, funded by I,EAA and big business in Philadelphia, calling me into 
his office and telling me that <la fellow likfl you could get all the money he wnnted 
for himself and AUAO if the Oourt Watch project were handled properly." When 
I inquired as to what the word <lproperly" meant, I was told that any report 
issued relevant to the project should not list nny specific judge's name. When I 
answerer!. that there was no way that this would be done, I was told that if I 
didn't learn how to play ball, AUAO would not get a dime in this city. 

It should be noted here that the person in question sits on one of the commit
tees that votes on applicants for Law Enforcement Assistance Administrl1tion 
funds in Philadelphia. 

When AUAO attempted to compile a report entitled Narcotics in Philadelphia, 
1974, the political opposition took on the form of two professors assigned to the 
project burning parts of the report, and returning other parts back to Oity Hall. 
No report was ever issued, and the portion of the report that was burnt dealt 
with the coded sheets that would have identified specific judges with specific cases. 

The entire matter was turned over to the Pennsylvania Attorney General. 
Even though the profe,ssor who burnt the coded sheets admitted doing so to the 
investigators sent in by the Attorney General's office, the investigators ruled that 
no criminal act had been committed. An interesting note here is the fact that the 
representative from the prominent citizen crime prevention organization in Phil
adelphia previously mentioned and the professor who burnt the coded sheets 
went to graduate school together, and also sit on the same citizen crime preven
tion organization's board of directors. 

When AUAC refused to involve its organization in the Philadelphia mayorul 
election, the political resistance reduced itself to the following: 
-I was placed under policesurveillancc. 
-My apartment was burglarized and papers taken from my personal file 

cabinet. 
-'rhe Managing Director vt the Oity of Philadelphia, with thirty-five indict

ments against him, ordered a full scale investigation on AUAO al.ld myself. 
-AUAO was subjected to a continuing series of audits by local and state in

vestigntors who spent weeks reviewing the financial records of a previous 
$32,000 grant that AUAO had operated. 

-A series of newspaper articles appeared critical of AU AC. 
-I was personally audited by the Internal Revenue Service. 
A public report was issued by the mnnaging director's office relevant to the 

investigation, uudits, etc., which stated that "in only a few instances of persons 
contacted was there any question of the executive director's responsibility and 
sincerity. He was considered by many to be dctermined, urticulate, sincere und 
honest." 

There are times when I sit and think about the things that I just read to you 
and become extrem('ly alarmed over the methods by which persons working for 
the city and state criminal justice system callously jgnored, und in some cases 
even covered up, formal complaints levied by AUAO. 

I suppose the clearest illustration of this was when the U.S. Postal Service 
releused the rellults of un investigation that substantiated the fact that someone 
had been robbing AUAO's moil and not one person sitting on the various LEAA 
funding committees in Philadelphia or Pennsylvania raised a single question 
conoerning the report (See attached letter dated ,Tune 19, 1974-United States 
Postal Service). 

AU AO maintains that the ultimate description of the opposition and resistance 
that it oxperienced can best be understood by a carefull'eview of what really goes 
on at a LEAA funding Ule-eting in Philadelphia or Harrisburg. 
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When AUAO appeared before the Community Crime Prevention Committee 
of the Pennsylvania Governor's Justice Commission, for its first refunding prooesiil 
in May 1974, two of the seventeen members were present. AUAC received a 
negative recommendation from the committee and the Philadelphia Regional 
Council in July 1974 also recommended the same. However, in September 1974, 
the then Attorncy General of the State of Pennsylvania, Mr. Israel Pachel, 
overruled the negative recommendations and awarded A UAC another grant. . 

It should be noted here that the Court Watch project was in full swing at this 
time, and that it was very clear that there were persons in the City of Philadelphia 
that simply did not want this project to go on. 

By the time A UAC was up for refunding the next year, we were not only neck 
high in the midst of the nightmare surrounding the Philadelphia mayoral election, 
but also under enormous pressure because we had notified our members that 
AU AC was planning to sponsor a series of city-wide seminars that would deal with 
the cost, management, and manpower shortages that were permeating the entire 
Philadelphia criminal justice system. 

In May 1975, AUAC appeared before the Community Crime Prevention 
Committee once again. This time six of the seventeen were present and voted a 
negative recommendation. The Philadelphia Regional Council followed along with 
a.negative recommendation and our hopes once more turned to Harrisburz. 

However, as a result of a law passed by the Philadelphia City Council in 1974, 
the managing director of the City of Philadelphia had to sign all LEAA contracts 
coming into the city for community crime prevention purposes, and without his 
signature there would beno contract. On August 4,1975, one month before AUAC 
was to appear before the Governor's Justice Commission in Harrisburg, the manag
ing director withdrew his signature from the A UAC application, which, in essence, 
killed the grant. 

It should be noted here thut at no time was AU AC ever given a proper atmos
phere or even a chance to discuss its activities/ findings, or recommendations 
(see attached material-Background on AUAC Activities). 

Shortly after this, A UAC was forced to close up its office and dismiss its staff. 
From August 1975, until now, A UAC has been functioning as a tot.ally volunteer 
organization. 

Cognizant of the tremendous obstacles facing an organization such as AUAC 
in a City such as present day Philadelphia, AUAC submitted a proposal to LEAA 
Washington requesting federal discretionary monies. However, before doing this, I 
personally met with representatives of LEAA in Washington and in the Phila
delphia Federal Regional office for the purpose of discussing our past experiences 
and problems with the current LEAA process for funding, the political machinery 
controlling those funds, and also for the purpose of discussing with these people if 
there were really any chance at all that AUAC could get funded by LEAA. 

In all instances the LEAA people lietened attentively, and acknowledged that 
they were aware of the political control over the LEAA funds passing through 
Philadelphia. In all instances AUAC was assured of total cooperation and sUPRort. 

It was concluded, thercfore thut we would sum bit the proposal to LEAA 
Washillgton, under category ItO", Citizen Initiative Programs, I was then advised 
that our chances to get funded were better if we applied to the federal regional 
office than if we applied directly to Washington. We followed the ad vice. Sometime 
around early December, 1975, I was advised to re-apply under category "E" 
Correction since category "C" was practically gone. Again the advice was taken 
and we applied accordingly. This was sometime in January, 1976. 

It i<l important to understand here that although AUAC was being told that a 
state or local unit of government should endorse the proposal, it was always our 
understanding that if we could not find someone to endorse tho proposal then 
Washington LEAA would have the final SlLy on the gmnt. 

On January 6, 1976 the process began once more, and this time lb was a hundred 
times worse than before. At the Community Crime Prevention Committee a 
person who was not even a member of the Committee was allowed to make a 
negative recommendation and vote on it as well. We had to wait for over three 
hours at the Philadelphia Regional Council meeting only to see the chairman 
stand up, announce our organization and thenimrnediately lLcknowledge a negative 
recommendation and second by an Individual with 88 indictments against him. I 
notified the new Pennsylvanitt Attorney Genera! of the events surrounding the 
:RaSt tWQmeetings (see attached material-beginning with letter to Attorney 
General Kane, dated February 18, 1976). We then attended the March 1, 1976 
meeting of the Governor's Justice Commission, were allowed to speak, received 
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't)oquesttons, there was no debate, and then. a negative motion was made by an 
individual with twelve i,ndictments against him, and the motion carded. 

It was not until March 1, 1076 thn,t I was told {or the first t~me that the law 
reqttires aI\d demands. that grunts coming under category HE" must have a looal 
or state unit of government's endorsement. Needless to say, I am ilure that the 
members of this oommittee can well imagine what it must have felt like to be told 
::Iuch a thing, particularly after spending the la~t seven months with the thought 
in mind that this could not happen again. 

If I may, Mr. Chairman, I would like to conclude my remarks by placing before 
you some observations that you and your committee may find useful and may want 
to possibly consider for future legislation: 

(q) Serious action shonld be taken to return LEAA back to its ofiginal purpose of 
fighting crime, and away from being a massive national resource for partisan 
political favors. This, of courS(\ would require a much tighter monitoring system 
at the local political level. 

(b) LEAA Washington should be allowed to fund any agency, or community 
group directly :t:egardless of category. 

(c) LEAA Washington should be held more accountable and responsible for 
thp monies that it issues across the country. 

(d) A joint committee of both Houses should be established to oversee th~ 
activities, decisions, and sllCCe::lSes of LEAA. 

TESTIMONY OF ART NICOLETTI, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
AMERICANS UNITED AGAINST CRIME 

:Mr. NICOLETTI. Thank yon sir. Mr. Ohairman and members of 
the RubcommittE'e, I would like to preface my remarkR by extending 
a very sincere thanl.;::s to this body for allowing us this opportunity 
to come before you today and share with you thc experIences that 
we as a citizens' organization have had to live thI'ough while attempting 
to obtain funds from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

I have listened with great interel:'lt and concern to Mr. Santarelli's 
remarks and Mr. Rosenthal's remarks. Prepared in this statement, 
and mentioned in the statement, are a number of things that speak to 
u completely different nngle with regard to cil:ir.en involvement. I wns 
listening very carefully to heat', which I did not, is the hasic assumption 
that came through, whother Mr. Santarelli's remarks would reflect 
that LEAA needed to establish a st)'ucture wherein citizens could get 
more actively involved in the climinnl justice Hystem in the preven
tion of crime, ot cetera. But, there was no mention about tbe local 
authorities and the State authorities point of' view in terms of would 
they actually want the citizens involved. This is l\' very serious concem 
on our pnrt because what you have before you in this statement is a 
ease study of over 3 yeafH of ei!izens ttttempting to get involved ,',rUhin 
the criminal jm;tice l:'ystCllJ and to examine it from a standpoint. As to 
the costs to fight crime in the city of Philadelphia. What are 1he man
power shortages and how does thnt effect the actual crime going on? 
What aro the management problems that are involved? 

In 1973, I met WIth citizen::; from across the city of Philadelphia, 
and concluded that there was an overwhelming desire and demand for 
the fOl'mation of a citizen-based organization, divorced from any poli
tieal ties, that would begin looking into crime and the factors con
tl'ibuting to it from a standpoint of independence and not one of 
politieal compromise. I am convinced that the founder of Oommon 
Cause ha.~ made a statement that iH so true, and so appropriate for 
this particular meeting, that I would like to share it, it is his belief 
and certainly is mine, that everyone (in this country) is organized 
except the people. 'rhe union'l, Oongress, the criminal justice SYRtem, 
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-everyone but us. You look at the criminal, they are well organized. 
Btlt, When it. comes time for citizens to get involved and begin ttl 
:find it, role within tho criminal justice system to fight crime, ouI' 
exp~rience has shown that there has been tremendous opposition. I 
listened with a great concern when I heard Mr. Santarelli's opinion 
that the <Citizens of America are not imaginative, and in fact, he 
called them apathetic. I do not believe that they are apathetic. I 
think that they are reluctant, they are reluctant nnd aie ignorant. 
They are simply unknowledgeable as to what they can do and what 
they cannot do. It has been our eA1)eriel1Ce in Philadelphia that when 
we attempted to raise the level of the awareness on the part of the 
average' ci'tizenas to ,,,hat they really could do and how the citizens 
could begin "functioning better than the.y were, we were met with 
grel;1t opposition. ' . 

Mr. CONYERS. From whom? . 
. Mr. NiCOLE'rTI. Just about everybody. Yes sir, we got it from 
persons that we should nevel' have gotten it from. By wa,y of example, 
Mr. Santarelli, and! refer back to him because obviously his back
ground in this whole aren, is much heavier than mine. '1'he deei5ioll 
to P},lt elected 'officials on the boards that decide 011 who gets gnl.nts. 
It hlls been bUl'experionce, and after tommul1icating with persons 
in other- Cities who have also applied to I.JEAA, that there are sorne 
very serious problems in that. The experienceR that we had proved 
thq,t there are no punches held buck wht'n it comes time for funding. 
I waR brought into p0rsol1nl meetings with people who sat on the 
LEU board committees, and in essence, this report states what 
was toLd to me, fin, fellow like you could get all the money he wanted 
for himRelf and A UAC if the comt wuteh project was handled prop
erly." \iVhen I inquired as to what the word "properly" meunt, I 
was told that uny l'E'port issued relevtmt to the project should not 
Ih;t any- specific judge'R name. 'When I Illlswered that there was no 
way that this would be done, I waR told that if I did not learn how to 
pluy bnJl, AUAC would not get a dime in this ('.ity. 

it should be noted here that the person in question sits on one of 
the committeE's that votes on applicants for Law Enforcement As~;ist
Mce Administration funds in Philadf>lphia. 

When AUAC attempted to compile a report entitled tiN arcotics in 
Philadelphia in 1974," the political opposition took on the form of two 
professors assigned to tha project burning parts of the report, and 
returning other parts back to city hall. No report was ever issued, 
and the portion of the report that w:as burned dealt with the coded 
sheets that would have identified specific judges with specific cases. 

The entire matter was turned over to the Pennsylvania attorney 
general, Even though the professor who burned the coded sheets 
admitted doing so to the investigators sent in by the attorney 
general's office, the investigators ruled that no cl'iminal act has been 
committed. An interesting not(\ here is the fact tlutt the repl'esentntive 
from the prominent citizens crime prevention organization in Philn.
delphin previously mentioned, and the professor who burned the coded 
sheets, went to graduate school together, and also sit on the same 
citizen crime pl'evention organization's board of directors. 

When AUAC refused to involve its organization in the Philadelphia 
mnY0l'alty election, the politicall'esistlmcc rcduced itself to the follow-
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ing. I was placed under police surveillance, my apartment was bur
glarized and papers taken from my pereonal file cabinet; the managing 
director of the city of Philadelphia, with 35 indictments against him, 
ordered a full scale investigation on A UAO and myself; A UAO was 
subjected to a continuing series of audits by local and State investiga
tors who spent weeks reviewing the financial records of a previous 
$32,000 grant that AUAO had operated; a series of newspaper articles 
appeared critical of A UAO; and I was personally audited by the In
ternal Revenue Service. 

A public report was issued by the managing director's office relevant 
to the investigation, audits, et cetera, which stated that "in only a 
few instances of persons contacted was there any question of the 
execu tive director's l'esponsibility and sincerity. He was considered 
by many to be determined, articulate, sincere, and honest." 

There are times when I sit and think about the things that I just 
read to you and become extremely alarmed over the methods by 
which persons working for the city and State criminal justice system 
callously i~nored, and. in some cases even covered up, formal com
plaints leVIed by AUAO. 

I suppose the clearest illustration of this was when the U.S. Postal 
Service released the results of an investigation that substantiated the 
fact that someone had been robbin~ AUAO's mail and not one person 
sitting on the various LEAA fundmg committees in Philadelphia or 
Pennsylvania raised a single question concerning the report. 

A UAO maintains that the ultimate description of the opposition 
and resistance that it experienced can best be understood by a careful 
review of what really goes on at a LEAA funding meeting in Phila
delphia or Harrisburg. 

When A UAO appeared before the community crime prevention 
committee of the Pennsylvania Governor's justice commission, for 
its first refunding process in May 1974, 2 of the 18 members were 
present. AUAO received a negative recommendation from the com
mittee and the Philadelphia regional council in July 1974 also 
recommended the same. However, in September 1974, the then 
attorney general of the State of Pennsylvania, Mr. Israel Paclml, 
ovel'ruled the negative recommendations and awarded AUAO another 
grant. 

It should be noted here that the court watch project was in full 
swing at this time, and that it was very clear that there wore persons 
in the city of Philadelphia that simply did not want this project 
to go on. 

By the time AUAO was up for refunding the next year, we were 
not only neck high in the midst of the nightmare sml'ounding the 
Philadelphia mayoralty election, but also under enormous pressure 
because we had notified our members that A UAO was planning to 
sponsor a series of citywide seminars that would deal with the cost, 
management and manpower shortages that were permeating the 
entire Philadelphia criminal jl1stice system. .. 

In May 1975, AUAO appeared before the Oommulllty OrIme 
Prevention Oommittee once again. This time six of the 18 were present 
and voted a negn.tive recommendation. 'rhe Philadelphia Regional 
Oouncil followed along with a negative recommendation and our 
hopes once more turned to Harrisburg. 
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However, as a result of a law passed by the Philadelphia City 
Council in 1974, the managing director of the city of Philadelphia 
had to sign all LEAA contracts coming into thecity for community 
crime prevention purposes, and without his signature there would 
be no contract. On August 4, 1975, 1 month before AUAC was to 
appear before the Governor's Justice Oommission in Harrisburg, 
the managing director withdrew his signature from the AUAC 
application, which, in essence, killed the grant. . 

It should be noted here that at no time was AUAC ever given 
a proper atmosphere or even a chance to discuss its activities, findings, 
or recoIDlnendations. See attached material, background on AUAC 
activities. 

Shortly after this, A UAC was forced to close up its office and dismiss 
its staff. From August 1975, until now, AUAC has been functioning 
as a totally volunteer organization. 

C.ognizant of the tremendm.is obstacles facing an organization such. 
as AUAC in a city such as present day Philadelphia, AUAC sub
mitted a proposal to LEAA Washington requesting Federal discre
tionary moneys. However, before doing this, I personal!y met with 
representatives of LEAA in Washington and in the Philadelphia 
Federal regional office for the purpose of discussing Ollr past experi
ences and problems with the current LEAA process for funding, 
the political machinery controlling those. funds, and also for the pur
pose of discussing with these people if there were l'eally uny chance 
at all that A UAO could get funded by LEAA. 

In all instances the LEAA people listened attentively, and acknowl
edged that they were aware of the political control over the LEAA 
funds passing through Philadelphia. In all instances AUAC was 
assured of total cooperation and support. 

It was concluded, therefore, that we would submit the proposal to 
LEAA Washington, under category 0, citizen initiative programs, 
I was then advised that Ollr chances to get funded were better if we 
applied to the Federal regional office than if we applied directly to 
Washington. We followed this advice. Some time. around early 
December 1975, I was advised to reapply under category E, correc
tion since category C was practically gone. Again the advice was 
taken and we applied accordingly. 'l'his was some time in Januq,ry 
1976. 

It is important to understand here that although AU,AC was being 
told that a State or local unit of government should endorse the 
proposal, it was always our understanding that if we could not find 
someone to endorse the proposal then Washington LEAA would have 
the fmal say on the grant. 

On January 6, 1976, the process began once more, and this time it 
was a hundred times worse than before. At the community crimo 
prevention committee a person who was not even a member of the 
committee was allowed to make a negative recommendation and 
vote on it as well. We had to wait for over 3 hours at the Philadelphia 
regional council meeting only to see the chairman stand up, announce 
our organization and then immediately acknowledge a negative rec
ommendation and second by an individual with 88 criminal indict
ments against him. I notified the new Pennsylvania Attorney General 
of the events surrounding the past two meetings [see attached m.aterial 
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beginning with letter to Attorney General Kane, dated February 18, 
1976}. We then attended the :March 1, 1976 meeting of the Governor's 
Justice Commission, were allowed to speak, receIved no questions, 
there was no debate, and then a negative motion was made by an 
individual with 12 criminal indictments against him, and the motion 
carried. 

It was not until March 1, 1976, that I was told for the first time that 
the law requires and demands that grunts coming under category E 
mUHt have a local or State unit of government's endorsement. NeedleKs 
to say, I am sur~ that the members of this committee can well imagine 
what it must have felt like to be told such a thing, particularly after 
spending the last 7 months with the thought in mind that this cOltld 
not happ.en again. 

If I may,. Mr. Ohairman, I would like to oonolude my 1'e11Hl1'ks 
by placing before you some observations that you und your com
mittee may find useful and may want to f}osHibly considel'u for future 
legislation. 

Sedous actionshoulcl be taken to l'eturn LEAA bo.ck to its original 
purpose of fighting crime, and away ftorn being a massive nQ.tionlli 
l'e:?ource for partisan p()1itiGaJftWol's. This, of course, would require 
u much tighter monitoring system at the local .politicallevel. 

IJEAA Washington should be allowed to fund any agency, ,01' com-
munitygroup directly regardless of category. . 

LEAA Washington should be held more acconntable aud responhlble 
for the monies that it issues acmss the country. . 

A joint committee of both Houses should be estn.blished to oversee 
the activities, decisions, and ::;ucceSSGS of LEAA. 

Mr. COKYERS. rrhank YOll very much. I think ihut your testimony 
is helpful. It is impol'tunt that we get people who have utternpted to 
pmticipa,te in the system and been rebuffed. 

Mr. NICOLETTI. Wo had 2 years of funding which is an interesting 
terminology. We had funding for 20 months with two different pro
grams, and we had to exist through pel'Honalloans once they ren.lizecl 
what they weI'I.' funding, 1 month out of 20 months. So that I do not 
know if you would cull that funding. We now have applied for funds 
through LEAA and, quite frankly, under tho current structure, I do 
not know what possibilities there am of getting it. 

Mr. OONYERi::l. Well, I underst[Llld. 
I thank you, Mr. Nicoletti; for the testimony, and it poses a problem 

which I am sure exists iUlllany, many othOl' areai'l. But, I suppose it is 
a problem which it~ inherent in the manner in which the law enforce
ment tlssistance il-l set up. It is a pL'ogram where the principal reliance 
is pluced upon th(' State funding agency and the local control n.nd you 
hu.ve run irito a different problem, the new community. 

I um not certain any revision of the law is going to cure the situation. 
I read your statement, lmd J am consciou;, of tho thru':lt of your stttte
ment and of tho charges that you have made and the result of what 
hus occurred. I do not know whu.t the lUlswet· is. 

Mr. NWOLE'!"!'I. You sound Ui'l frustrated as I do. 
Mr. CONYERS. It is u definite problem. We want to be careful not to 

try to ClU'O all of the various local problems through some kind of 
congl'essionul legisln,tion. 'l'hll,.t is the dilemma in which we find our
selvos. I clo not W!tnL t.o be discourteons but, sometimes we hll,.ve certain 
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broader, legislative duties, as we do here in our work, and then some
times we have .a success which is infrequent and we are very grateful 
for that. 

Mr. NICOLETTI. May I make a suggestion, sir? 
Mr. CONYERS. Sure. 
Mr. NICOLETTI. It would seem to me, and I agree with you that 

the city and State should have final say as to which programs get 
funded. I think that is fine. I think that is unfortunate that in some 
cities across the country the political structures are such that they 
cannot separate what is best for the city as opposed to what might 
be best for them. That I think you are correct and I agree 100 percent 
in terms of it being inherent in the whole structure. 

However, I think that there might be one savings feature in this 
whole mechanism if LEAA vVashington would get involved within 
the disciplinary areas. Now, it is my understanding that according to 
law there are certain categories that forbid Washington LEAA, by 
law, to fund directly to community organizations. One of the sug
gestions of this statement is to eliminate those Testrictions, regardless 
of category, so that an organization can be funded according to its 
own merits while viewed and examined here in Washington. 

:Mr. MCCLORY. You do not know how much of a government merry
go-round there is in Illinois. 

:r"lr. NICOLET'!'I. You ought to come to PhiladelphIa. I invite you to 
Philadelphia to see a merry-go-round from our standpoint. 

Mr. CONYERS. I think there is a need for all of the things we talked 
about today. But, there are going to have to be an array of options for 
citizens. 

I would not like to be in the position to say here is an entire category, 
of funding. 

Thank you very much. 
Please feel free to continue to communicate with us and with other 

agencies that have experienced the same frm;trations that you have. 
'fhe subcommittee is adjourned. 
[Whel'eupon, at 12::30 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject 

to the call of the Chail'.] 

--- -I 



LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

THURSDAY, APRIL 1, 1976 

HOUSE OF REPRESEN'l'ATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
. Wa8hington, D.O. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:02 a.m., in room 
2237, Rayburn House Office Building, the Honorable ,Tohn Conyers, 
Jr. [chairman of the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Conyers, Hughes, and McClory. 
Also present: Leslie Freed, counsel, and Constantine J. Gekas, 

associate counsel. 
Mr. CONYERS. The subcommittee will come to order, As we con

tinue the examination of the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration legislation, we are very pleased to have today the Director of 
the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Mr. 
Gerald M. Caplan. 

Will you come forward, sir, and join us. We are pleased to have you 
here. We note that in addition to being presently the director of the 
research arm of the LEAA, that you have been the General Counsel 
of the Metropolitan Police Department and worked in the Office of 
the General Counsel of LEAA, and that you were the chief of the 
planning and research branch of the Legal Services Department of 
OEO. You have been professor of law at Arizona State University, 
served in the U.S. Attorney's office, and at this point we will enter 
your prepared statement for which we are grateful into the record, and 
that Will free you to begin your discussion. 

[The prepared statement of Gerald M. Caplan follows:] 

STATEMENT OF GERALD M. CAPLAN, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW 
ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE, LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE AD
MINISTRATION 

I appreciate the opportunity to testify regarding the work of the National Insti
tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, the research arm of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

The National Institute was created in 1968 amid great expectations about 
what could be done to reduce crime. Time has tempered that vision. Today we 
realize that there simply is no quick solution to the problem. While this sober 
reassessment may be disappointing in terms of our hopes of a few years ago, it 
gives us the opportunity to confront the crime problem realistically. 

Looking at the research experience over the past seven years, there are three 
areas where progress has been made and more can be accomplished. Each targets 
a problem that, in my opinion, government can do something about, probably 
something quite substantial. The first is improving fairness in the administration 
of justice, the second, achieving efficiency and economies in its operation, and the 
third, more difficult to state succinctly, is reducing, not crime, but the costs of 
crime to individual victims. 
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EFFICIENCY 

We have learned much in the last decade about improving the efficiency of the 
institutions of criminal justice--police, prosecution, courts, and corrections. In 
important areas, we can achieve substantial economies without lowering per
formance-indeed, at times, even improving it. 

An Institute- fltudy, for example, showed that as much as $50 millioJ;], could be 
saved annually by reducing the size of jury pools. At the same time, juror satisfac
tion would be much improved. Bven with a 20 or 25 percent reduction in the size 
of jttry pools, most courts would have on hund enough jUrors for trials without 
calling up thousands of citizens who only serve by waiting about. 

FAIRNESS 

Research findings clearly point the way toward achieving u level of "fairness" 
in the administration of justice thought unattainable only a decade ago. By 
fairness, I nlean treating similarly-situated individuals in similar ways. We do not 
know whether for a given individual a one-year sentence is better than a three
year sentence or than probation, but we do know that it is wrong to take two indi
viduals convi.cted of the same offense, with similar backgrounds and criminaLhis
tories, and give one probation and the other five years. The extreme disparities in 
sentencing, now so common and corrupting of our ideas of iustice, are not an 
inevitable by-product of our system of individualized justice. . . ' 

Within a few years, it should be possible for judges to have at their fingertips 
the information they need to bring them closer to dispensing equal justice. For 
example, judicial decisions could be made more fair if the judge could oompare 
the range of sentences he and his associate judges have given similar offenders. A 
synopsis of the prior record, the recentness and density of prior convictions, plus 
an analytical description of the gravity of the current offense, could be fed into 11 
oomputer. A preformated terminal screen could instantly flash bnck to the 
judge astutistical summary of prior sentenoing de(lisions of a similar kind. Eventu
ally, such information could be translated into uniform guidelines for the judiciary, 
producing greater consistency and oertainty in sentencing practices. 

The Institute currently is testing written guidelines with the cooperation of the 
judiciary in four jurisdictions. Results to date indicate that the guidelines are 
useful in the mujority of the cases. For exceptional cases outside the scope of the 
gllidelines, judges are encouraged to meet with their colleagues to receive severnl 
opinions before handing down a sentenoe. 

Similarly, the question of who getR paroled DC'ed not be characterized by wildly 
il1consisteI1t dispositions. :More uniform decisions are being made by the Fedoral 
Board of Parole as a rrslllt of guidelines developed under un Institute grant. 
Bused on "experience tnblC'~"-statistical profiles derived from an u,nalysis of 
a,ooo offrndel'R whoRe pnrolml had bren reviewed by the U.S. Board of Parole, 
the guidelinef\ have been used in Federal parole decisions since mid-1974. Theil' 
proven usrfulnl'ss at thC' Federullovd has already evoked considerable interest in 
the stat<'R. With Institute support, similar projects arc underway in 'six states, 
with more than 20 stntes participating as observer~. 

What we ha\'e learnC'd in sentenoing and parole has implicationR for police and 
prosecutors. 1lt~sCIl,rch now under way fluggests ways 'bo build greater oousistency 
into the s~'stem at the OLltSC't, in the deoision to arrest and to charge. Automated 
datu, fl~rsteml'l, already in use in many proseoutor's offices, permit more rational 
ehnrging and pIca negotiations, reducing the likelihood of grenter inequities l\t the 
time of sentencing. 

HloJDUCING THE COSTS OF CRIME 

We have learned much about reducing the costs of crime to individuals. For 
those individuals who arc willing to tltke some extra measures 1iO safeguard their 
pC'rs(ms u,nd property, we oan now recommend a host of things to do th!tt will 
suhstantially reduce'thoir chmlces to becoming victims. 

For exa111i)le, all Il1stitute-sponsored evaluation of property-marking projects, 
popularly known as "Operation Ident," shows this teohnique has signifioantly 
reduced b1lrglary among participants-fiG much I.\S 33. percent in Seattle and about 
25 percent in St. Louis. Development of a reliable inexpensive burglar alarm. for 
the home-one that would put thls protection within the finunclalreach of large 
lwgments of the public who efll)not now afford it-ie well under way, Standards 
for burglnr-deterrent doors now exist, nnd similar guidelinesJor windows are beLng 
dovoloprd. If adopted by tho construction industry or enacted into the building 
codes of tbe several statos, illegul eritry would be more diffioult. Researoh has 
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shown that if entry can be frustrated for as short a time as four minutes, burglars 
Will_give up and move on to a more vulnerable ta,rget. 

"Target hardening," as this complex of items is labeled, always results in at 
least some displacement of crime-exactly how much is hard to measure. However, 
it does give individuals with initiative the knowledge of how they can divert 
crime away from themselves and their property even if, as the Operation Ident 
evaluation reveals, the overall crime rate for burglary in the community may not 
decrease. 

While individuals can do much to reduce the costs of crime for themselvcs, the 
communities they live in can do even more. We have learned that the way houses, 
apartment buildings, and neighborhoods are designed can increase or reduce the 
crime ro,te. This approach, "Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design," 
was initially tested by the Institute with striking results in public housing in New 
York City. Such things as the height of apartment buildings, the number of 
apartments sharing a common hallway, and visibility in lobbies und on walkways 
were found to have a strong bearing on the proprietary attitude the tenants 
adopted toward their buildings and grounds. In what was found to be the most 
favorable environment, littering and defaced hallways bel1ame more a thing of the 
past and cries for help were more BItely to be answered. 'l'he number of robberies, 
burglaries, assaults, and incidents of vandalism dropped sharply. 

This approach is now being tested ill other areas-business districts, schools, 
and private residential areas-and if the results achieved in public housjng 
hold true in these settings, environmental design will be our most promising new 
re,;enrch urena. , 

For those who do fall victim to crimp, we know how to reduce the extent of 
their injury. Oompared to Ollr knowlpdge of crime prevention, our knowledge of 
providing better care for victims, in. such matters as restitution, recovering 
stolen property, providing. prompt medical treatment, heightened sensitivity to 
the feelings of the victim tlnd the families of victims, is great. 

We also know how to make victim cooperntion with the police and prosecutor 
lefls of a ImrdRhip than it is now. We can fushion programs to minimize thc n.umber 
of appearances he mUflt make in court, set court dates that jit his schedule and 
reduce waiting time, and perhaps oven allow him to have a su,y in the plea bnr
gaining proc('ss. Court calendaring practices have ignored the inconvenience to 
witnesses and victims. As the courts become more aware of technology, resistance 
is likely to be overcome. 

mmUCING CRIME 

What can be said about our crime reduction capacity? Not much that is en
com·aging. We have learncd Httle about reducing the incidence of crimc, and have 
no reason to believe that significant reductions will be sccured in the near future. 

The f!tct that little has been discovered, despite much effort, about either the 
"caui3es" of crime or how to rC'duce it is nevertheless Significant. Since so little has 
been found out that will "work," it follows that people--officials, political leaders, 
editoriaHstH, contributors to public opinion, the "man in the street"-who hUlist 
that "something must be done" have no program to offer. 'rheir frustr!ttion is 
surely understandable; we share it, perhaps the more so because we have been 
tr3'ing to respond to it. But our research shows so far that there is nothing to the 
popular idea that there are measures waiting to be adoptcd with the criminal 
justicc system for some mysterious reason rcfuses to implement. 

Undoubtedly, many existing programs work to cut crime. The availability 
of Federal funding has stimulnted efforts such as team poliCing, crisiS intervention 
training, alternatives to incarceration, and programs to reduce court delay. 
'l'hmlC tire important, although it is difficult to measure their impacl;-which may 
be significnnt but not of such dimensions as to register in the Uniform Crime 
Reports or the LEAA victimization studies. The methodological difficulties, 
however, nre only a small part of the problem. The reason we don't do better in 
curing crime is that we don't know how. Why crime goes up, or, equally important, 
why it goes down, ns it did nround the country in 1972, is poorly understood. 

One way to incrense our undcrstanding is through comprehensive, systematic 
evaluation. The Institute from its inception hns devoted substantial reSOurccs 
to evaluation. rrhese efforts were increased in 1973 in response to the new Con
gressionnl mo,ndate directing the Institute, where possible, to evaluate LEAA
funded projects. Since then, the Institute has developed a comprehensive evalua
tion progrnm with strategies lor provid~ng rdatively quick answers about existing 
npprouches to crirnihal justice tts' well I\S long-term nnttlySis and rescnrch in. 
evaluation methods. ' 
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Recent evaluative research findings are raising important questions about the 
effectiveness of certain traditional law enforcement practices, such us routine 
patrol and detective work. Patrol resourCES, for example, are often allocated to 
ensure the fastest pos:::ible respOnse time by police. Institute research now under 
way in Kansas City suggests that response time may make little or no difference 
in the outcome of many crimes. Tentatively, our findings show that the greatest 
delay occurs between the time a crime occurs and the report is made to police. 
Except for crimes in progress or in the case of personal injury, it may be possible 
to def"r many calls for servictl without impairing effectiveness. 

Similarly, research on the criminal investigation process shows that the capacity 
of even the best detectives to solve many crimes is limited. Most serious crimes 
are solved through information obtained from the victim or witness. If this in
formation il.' not given to the responding police officer, a detective is not likely to 
turn it up on his own. These findings strongly suggest that the work of the detec
tive need not be seen as an art form unamenable to advanced management 
techniques. 

On the positive side, Institute research has shown that police trained in conflict 
management techniques can deal more effectively with family disputes, one of the 
most hazardous police assignments. Family crisis intervention training helps the 
police defuse these potentially violent situations. During a New York City ex
periment, the number of homicides and injuries decreased in homes visited by 
trained officers. A number of police departments have adopted crisis intervention 
training. To give national impetus to the trend, the Institute has conducted work
shops throughout the country and is now supporting crisis intervention projects 
in six demonstration cities. 

Encouraging results are also emerging from an on-going evaluation of the closing 
of most large juvenile institutions in Massachusetts. The community-based homes 
that replaced them appear to be less expensive and more effective in reducing 
repeat offenses among the youngsters. 

IN THE FUTURE 

What does all this suggest for the future? The answer may disappoint you. It 
is: "More of the same." It means both more advances and more frustrations. 

It is likely that improvements over the next few years will continue to be made 
in small increments-by an illuminating piece of research, by the painstaking 
testing and evaluation of the new concept, and by extensive funding to apply 
promiSing approaches nationwide. Such })rogress is likely to be slow and uneven. 
Realistically, we should think in time spans of at least several years rather than 
crash programs of six months or a year. 

The fact that we have progressed this far toward a more efficient and a fairer 
system of justice is an important achievement; it should be prized. It has not corne 
about cheaply or easily. If the continuity of Federal funding is assured for a reason
able period of time, we should be able to maintain our momentum and gain even 
more Significant improvements in the next decade. 

I believe the amendments to the Crime Control Act of 1973 proposed by the 
AdministrutioD will give us the continuity essential for progress and will strengthen 
the existing organization of the Federal crime control effort. I hope the Committee 
will act favorably on the Administration's proposal. 

TESTIMONY OF GERALD M. CAPLAlif, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL IN
STITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE, LAW 
ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. OONYERS. I apologize that the rest of the subcommittee mem
bers are not present. I om advised that a number of them will be here 
shortly. 

Mr. CAPLAN. Thank yon very much, Mr. Chairman, tot' givinO' 
me the opportunity to testify regarding the work of the National 
Institute, 'and for your generous remarks concerning me personally. 

As I understand, Mr. Ohairman, it is the committee's preference 
that I highlight my statement to permit an opportunity for questions 
and cliscussion following it. 

Mr. OONYERS. [Noels affirmatiYely.1 
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Mr. CA.-PLAN. The National Institute was created in 1968 amid great 
expectations about what could be done to reduce the high level of 
crime and \'iolence in the Nation. 

Time has tempered that \'ision, and today we realize that there 
are no quick solutions to the crime problem. This sober reassessment 
has been disappointing in terms of our hopes of 8 years ago. 

At the same time, it is emancipating and frees us to look at crime 
more realistically than we have in the past. 

In response to your in\'itation, I have in my own mind reviewed 
the major research sponsored by the Institute during the past 8 
years and tried to summarize it into some general categories that 
reflect what can be said about what has been achieved. 

'rhere are three things, which seem to me to be quite substantial, 
that Government has done and can do with respect to criminal justice. 

The first is achieving efficiencies and economies in the operations of 
the criminal justice system. 

The second is impro-vulg fairness in the administration of justice. 
And the tJrird is somewhat more difficult to state precisely. It is 

reducing the o:ppol'tunities for crime and reducing the costs of crime 
to indiVldual VlCthnS. 

With regard to efficiency, I think we have learned much about 
improving the institutions of crhninal justice-police, prosecution, 
courts, and corrections. In some important areas, we have been able 
to achieve economies without lowel'lllg performance; indeed, in some 
cases, improving it. One example is an Institute-funded project that 
studied jury system operations. In looking at many jurisdictions, the 
researchers found that courts routinely call far more jurors than are 
needed. Such practices are not only costly, but they produce dis
enchantment on the part of many jurors who must sit about idly, 
waiting to serve. 'rhe study recommended that most jury pools could 
be cut by 20 to 25 percent and still pro\'ide adequate numbers of 
jurors for trials. If implemented nationwide, reducing the size of 
jury pools and other UnJlrovements in jury management could save 
up to $50 million annually. The study's recommendations are being 
implemented in more than 20 courts with good results. 

With regard to fairness, I think research findings clearly point the 
way toward achie\'ing a level of fairness in the system that was thought 
unattain.able only a decade ago. By fairness I mean treating similarly 
sit,nated individuals in similar ways. 

We still do not know whether for a given person, a 1-year sentence is 
better than a 3-year sentence or than probation, but w'e do know that 
itis wrong to take two individuals with similar backgrounds and crimi
nal histories, n,nd ~ive ?~e l~robation !1nd th~ other 5 years. 

These extreme dlSpal'lt16s III sentencmg, which are now so commcjp" 
and, I believe, corrupting of our ideals of justice, are not an inevitable 
byproduct of a system of individualized justice. Several important 
research efforts of the Institute are making some headway in this area. 

'1.'he Institut.e currently is testing sentencing guidelines with the 
cooperation of the judiciary in foUl' jurisdictions. Results to dn,te indi
cate that the guidelines are useful in the majority of the cases. For 
exceptional cases outside the scope of the guidelines, judges are en
cOUl'aged to meet with their colleagues to receive several opinions 
before handing down a sentence. . 
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Similarly, the question of who gets paroled need not be characterized 
by inconsistent dispositions. More uniform decisions are being made 
by the Federal Board of Parole as a result of guidelines developed 
under an Institute grant. The guidelines have been used in Federnl 
parole decisions since mid-1974. Their proven usefulness at the 
Federal level has already evoked considerable interest in the States. 
"Tith Institute support, t;imilar projects are underway in six States, 
with more than 20 States participating as observers. 

What we have learned about achieving more equitable decision
making in sentencing and parole has implications for polic(' and prOS('

eutors. There are other Institute projects, for example, that should 
help to make the decision to arrest fnirer and more consistent-not one 
thing in on0 part of the city and unotht'r in another pnrt. Similarly, the 
decision to prosecnte cun be strudured mol'(, rationally. The heart of 
our system of justice is the prosecutor's ability to decide whether to 
go forward or not on a case, a decision which, by and large, has been 
unreviewable. 

The third area that I would like to highlight I have entitled "Re
ducing the Costs of Crime." For those individuals who are willing to 
take some extra measures to safeguard their persons and property 
we can now recommend a whole list of things to do that will substan
tially reduce their chances of becoming victims. 

An example is Operation Ident, a program that encourages 
individuals to personally engrave their property with their social 
security number or other unique indentif:ying symbol. These pro
grams, our evaluation has shown, have reduced burglaries among 
participants as much as 33 percent in tleattle, and 25 percent in St. 
Louis. 

Research olso is well uncleI' way to develop a reliable, inexpensive 
burglar alarm for the home. This kind of protection could then be 
within the financiolreach of large segments of the community who 
cannot now afford it. 

Similarly, standards for burglar-deterrent doors now exist and 
similar guidelines for windows are being developed. If adopted by 
the construction industry, 01' enacted into the building cocles of the 
several States, illegal entry would be more difficult. 

Research has shown that if entry ca,n be frustmted for as short a 
time as 4 minutes, many burglars would move on to a more vulnerable 
target, or just simply give up. 

'l'arget hardening, as this complex of items is called, always results 
in at lea,st some displacement of crime-that is, some individ'lals 
simply move from one place to another to commit their crimes. But 
it can aho result in an absolute reduction, and it does give individuals 
with initiative the knowledge of how they can divert crime away 
from themselves and their property, even if, a.s the Operation Ident 
evaluation reveals the overall crime rate for burglary in the community 
may not decrea,se. 

We are leal'lling also that the way that public housing, streets, 
even whole communit.ies are desif{;necl, ca.n increase or reduce the 
opportunities for crime. rEo test tlllS approach~ the Institute is spon
soring a numbel' of discrete projects under the heading of "Crime 
Prevention TIU'ough Environmental Design." rEhe relationship 
between the physical environment and crime was initially tested in 
public housing in New York City whrre researchers found that two 
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buildings adjoining each other with similar kinds of population ex
perienced dramatically different crime rates. The only differences 
were environmental factors: the height of the buildings, the number 
of apartments sharing a common hallway, visibility in lobbies, walk
ways. These were all found to have a strong bearing on the attitudes 
the tenants han towards each other and their willingness to help and 
their 'willingness to report crime. 

This study developed a concept that we now call defensible space 
and opened up a whole new arena for reseal'ch that we think is very 
promising. It IS now being tested in areas other than public housing
business districts, schools, and private residential areas. If the results 
found in public housing hold true, environmental design will be a 
promising new research approach that I think will warrant con
tinued Fedeml support. 

For those who, despite our best efforts, do fall victim to crime, I 
think we know how to reduce the extent of their injury in ways that 
hMe not been attempted in the past. 

Com:rared to our knowledge of crime prevention, our knowledge 
of proViding better care for victims in such matters as restitution, 
recovering stolen property, providing prompt medical treatment, 
and a general heightened sensitivity to the feelings of the victim and 
the feelings of the families of the victims, is quite great. 

We also know' how to make victim cooperation with the police 
and prosecutor less of the' hardship than it is now. We can fashion 
progrnms to minimize the number of appl'arnnees il victim mnst milkt~ 
in court, set court dates to fit his or her schedule, reduce waiting time, 
amI perhaps even allow the victim to hnve n say in the ultimate dis
position of the COl'e to be involved in the plea-bargaining proc('l's. 
Court calendaring practices hove commonly ignored the convenience 
of witnesqcs and victims, but that need not be an inherent part of 
our judicial process. As comts become more aware of the technologies 
now o;vililable, I believe l'c:-;istanco to accommodating victims, und 
jurol't'.-who nrc, in !l sonst', the elien ts of the system-is likely to be 
overcome. 

Regarding crime reduction, there is little to say that iR encouraging. 
r think we have learned little about reducing the incidence of crime 
and hnve no l'eaROn to believe that Rignifican t reductiolH; will be secured 
ill ~~le nellr future. The fact that little hilS be(,11 clisrovered, despite 
much effort of many good people ov('r time, about either the CllURes 
of crime or how to l'etllwe it, I think, h~ nevertheless significant. Since 
so little has been found out that will work, it follows that those 
people-officit"d~, politicalj,mdrrs, editoriHlists, contributors to public 
opinion, the man on the street-,\;ho inshit that something must be 
done, have no program to offer. Their frustration is ::;m'ely l.~llder
sta1'ldnble; we share it, perhaps the more ~o beeause w<:. are tl'j'mg to 
respond to it. But our reseurch shows sO fur that there is nothing to 
the popular iden. that there are measnr(~s waiting to be adopted which 
the criminal jm3tice system for sorne mysteriolls reason difficult to 
fnthOlll simpl~r l'efusc~ to implement. 

There are, \mdoubtcdlv, many programs that \vork to cut crime. 
r think the availabi ity "of Fedeml fnm1in~ has stlm •.• 1l1ted eiTorts 
such a.s teltrn policing, rrlsis intcl'vention trainillg, altematives to 
inca:eceration, pl'oo·t·arn~ to l'educe court delay, tlHLt are promi",ing. 
Although their impact mn.y be significant, it is difficult to meusure it 
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in terms of the unifol'm crime reports or the LEAA victimization 
studiE's. However, we feel intuitively that they do make a difference, 
They should be promoted and continued in conjunct.ion with our 
general search for knowledge. . 

One wa.y to learn more is through a comprehensive, systematic 
evaluation program. The Institute, from its inception, has devoted 
substantial resources to evaluation. And, these efforts were significantly 
increased in 1973 in response to the congressional mandate directing 
the In:;;titute, where pos:-;ible, to evaluate LEAA-funded projects. 
Since then, the Institute has developed a comprehensive evaluation 
program with strategies for providing relatively quick answers about 
eAistillg approaches to criminal justice, as well as long-term analysis 
of more basic issues. 

Recent evaluation have raised important questions about exist'ng 
practices. ,Just within the law enforcement area, three studies come 
to mind: One dealing with patrol, another with the use of detectives, 
and a third with police response time. All tend to challenge conven
tional wisdom. 

Patrol re:;;ources, for example, are traditionally allocated to insure 
rapid response. In many cases, however, it appears that the delay 
between the offense and the notification of police is so great that a 
quick response time-say, a matter of 2 or 3 minutes-may not make 
a difference. This finding challenges the conventional wisdom and 
suggests that the question we should have been asking all these years 
is: How do we decrease the time it takes to report an offense, rather 
than how do we decrease the time it takes police to respond to the 
scene? 

Similarly, a recent study conducted under Institute sponsorship by 
the Rand Oorp. suggests that detectives in departments all over the 
country could be far better utilized. In fact, they spend much of their 
time on cases that are not likely to be solved. While there are meaning
ful tasks that detectives can ;rerform, police management needs to be 
more imaginative in developmg better ways to utilize investigations. 
That it'! an important finding, and I think it opens the door to more 
innovation in police work. It is the first major study of detectives 
that I know of. 

Similarly, a study that was not sponsored by the Institute but 
whose findings coalesce with what we are learning from our research 
indicates that routine police patrol is another area that needs 
examination. 

As these research examples show, we are looking at areas of law 
enforcement that simply have not been looked at for 50 or 60 years, 
if ever, in a systematic way. While the llews is in many way::! dis
concerting, it is also promi:,;ing. With this kind of research at our 
fingertips now, we should begin to make greater strides in achieving 
police effectiveness. 

To give you another law enforcement example, many departments 
are training their officers in conflict management, a now kind of 
training, one which Congressman McOlory has been instrumental in 
encouraging us to continue. Institute research has found that by 
training the police officer to move away from relying on arrests and 
instead emphasize the need to reconcile a difficult situation, par
ticularly a noncriminlLl one-It serious dispute between a husband and 
wife-that the police image in the community can be improved, police 



injuries reduced, even the incidents of homicide among the combatants 
in a family can be redueed. 

This is well documented. Crisis intervention training wassponsored 
under one of the first Institute grants in 1968, I believe, in New York 
City. Now perhaps as many as 100 departments around the country 
have some form of family crisis intervention that attempts to help the 
people who call for assistance rather than merely pilfug uJl arrests. 

In the u .... ea of juvenile corrections, an evaluation of the closing of 
most large juvenile institutions in Massachusetts suggests that com
munity-based homes that replace them are less e2l.-pensive and more 
effective in reducing repeat offenses among the youngsters. If these 
preliminary research findings are borne out, the national significance 
will be considerable. It could result in the closing of many of the 
large institutions that now house juvenile offenders. It is still too early 
to say whether that will be the result, but so far, events are certainly 
heading that way. 

What does all this suggest for the future? The only answer, as I see 
it, is more of the same-more advances and more frustrations. 

It is likely that improvements over the next few years will continue 
to be made in small increments. There is no maj or breakthrough likely 
in this field, as there is in medicine with the polio vaccine. '1'here may 
be a hundred little breakthroughs that cumulatively will make a 
.difference if we have the tenacity to follow up on some promising leads. 

An illuminating piece of research here, the painstaking testing of a 
new concept in some other place, continued funding-in short,_ progress 
that is slow and uneven but that will over time make a difference. 
'The fact that we have progressed this far toward a more efficient and 
a fairer system of justice is, I thin!=, an important achievement, one 
that should be prized. It has not come about cheaply or easily. If the 
,continuity of Federal funding is assured for a reasonable time, we 
should be able to maintain our momentum and gain even more 
-significant improvements in the next decade. 

I believe that the amendments to the Crime Control Act of 1973 
proposed by the Administration will give us the continuity essential 
for pl'ogress and will strengthen the existing organization of the 
Federal crinle control effort. I hope the committee will act favorably 
,on the Administration's proposals. 

rrhankyou. 
Mr. CONYERS. 'l'hank you, Mr. Director. I am glad you are here. 
We will begin our questioning with the ranking minority leader 

from illinois, Mr. McClory. 
Mr. MCCLORY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I certainly want to 

commend you, Mr. Caplan, and the Institute for the very professional 
way in which you handled your responsibilities and for the very able 
way, given the limited resources that you have had in measuring up 
to what I regard as an appropriate Federal role, not undertaking 
individually to police the Nation, which is something we do not want, 
but to give tho kind of direction-the kind of emphasis-and of 
guidance that can be extremely important to local and State areas 
where the real responsibility for handling the problems of crime exists. 

You mentioned that you favor the Administration's recommenda
tions for revision and I happen to be a sponsor of the logislation to 
which you are moJcing reference, but I am apprehensive about one 
part of it myself. And that is the part that would tend to enlarge, 



558 
, 

but at the same time, in my opinion, confuse the role of the Institute 
by combining the civil law activities with the criminal law. 

I think that we should, in extending LEAA, and in continuing this 
Federal involvement of assisting local and State law enforcement and 
criminal justice agencies, limit and confine our attention to the 
criminal law field. 

How do you feel about that? 
Mr. OAPLAN. First. let me thank you for your generous remarks; 

I appreciate them. 
Regarding the extension of the Institute's authority in civil areas, 

I think it will serve this purpose: There are certain problems~for 
example, court delay~that affect the entire court system, and one 
cannot get a handle on them simply by looking I1t the criminl11 side 
of the calendar. By specifically giving the Institute authority to look 
at the entire court system, civil and criminal, it will make research 
easier on an important problem such as delay. However, it could 
dilute our limited resources to venture forth in areas exclusively 
civil-that had no substantial impact on the criminal side--for ex
ample, if· we looked at the problcms attending legal services to the 
poor or the is~ues surrounding no-fault divorce. I believe that, in 
exercising this authority, our research would be confined to only those 
problems uffecting both civil and criminal courts. 

Mr. MCOWRY. But if you try to handle the civilll1w field though 
without more funds, it seems to me all we would be doing would be 
to be dividing up what is already a limited funding into a wider area. 

As a illl1tter of fact, the civilll1w occupies 11 fl1r grel1ter case load 
than the criminal law does. So we would need more money, would 
we not? 

Mr. OAPLAN. I think there would be a need for 11 modest increment. 
The studies that we hl1ve contemplated are not significant in terms of 
dolll1l's, although I am just not sure of what the costs would be. '1'he 
only example that is on the books right now and that I know we 
wonldIike to fund, is a study of dispute settlement techniques on the 
civil side~al'bitration, mediation, and negotiation-to see if they have 
some application to criminal cases. Perhaps criminal cases could be 
disposed of more quickly through a community court system, for 
example. This study would not require major funding. 

Mr. MCOLORY. It seems to me that we could enhance the role of 
the Institute if we were able to communicate better with the local 
111'w enforcement agencies, the local criminal justice community, with 
respect to the results of reaserch, the results of evaluating work that 
is carried on by the Institute. 

And, in thl1t connection, I am wondering if you would not favor 
the development. of more regional programs, seminl1rs, contacts with 
local police departments and local criminal justice personnel in order 
to let them know what you have learned or what has been 1el1rnecl as a 
result of some of the projects that hl1ve been funded through the Insti
tute so that they can apply them on a local basis I1nd on a compre
hensive national basis to the ext.ent that these successful projects fit 
into th.eir way 01 doing things. 

Mr. OAPLAN. Yes, I think that the use of training sQminl1l's, on the 
l'egional level in particular, is something our experiellce tells us we 
should be doing more of. 



'559 

The family crisis intervention technique that I mentioned earlier 
has been the su1?ject of institute-sponsored regional seminars. We ha;ve 
recently polled the participants, alid we found that many of them are 
using what they learned at the seminars and introducing the materials 
they were given in their own department without Federal funds. 

They have simply to,ken an idea that made sense to them, carried 
it back home, mid put it into practice. That has been, I think, an im
pressive demonstration that change can occur ,vithout a large Federal 
~nves~ment. We will be doing a great dealmore of the training sem-
mars m the future. . 

Mr. MCCLORY. The hearings, so far, have indicated to the com
mittee; at least to me, that we need more local citizen involvement 
more in the way of the neighborhood or community program. 

I am wondering whether we need some revision of the law o.s we see 
it to enable us to fund projects at a lower level or more of a neighbor
hood level, or whether there are any present obstacles toward getting 
the citizen involvement in crime prevention in the crime deterrent 
programs. 

Mr. CAPLAN. Regarding the Institute's authority, I would not see 
any need for change. We can fund any responsible source thnt meets 
1111cliting requirements. We have not funded community groups, 
primarily because they tend to receive money UndOl' the other parts 
of the LEAA Act, the operating funds. But the Institute may 
evaluate their efforts to see what kind of payoffs there are from the 
inv?lvement of nonofficial, nongovernmental groups. I think that is 
an Important area. 

NIl'. MCCLORY. Your testimony, overall, has recommended im
proved evaluation techniques and practices, overall, as far as LEAA is 
concerned. 

Now, what I am afraid of is that we are going to have evaluating 
done by a regional group, we are going to h[rve the evaluating done by 
State planning agencies, we are going to have it done in other ways, and 
we are going to have an overlapping of evaluating programs. And, as a 
result, we nre going to spend an awful lot on organizations that are 
contracted for to evaluate programs, and we are going to have less 
funds for the action programs. . 

Now, what I would like to Ree iR, I would like to see your aO'<3ncy
your Institute-undertake the primtU'y role of evaluation and, if, by 
monitoring the progl'lims and establishing the capacity yourself for 
comprehensive evnlulltion, we could avoid some of the duplication 
that might otherwise occur, and, then, if we could funnel through, not 
only by publicizing in ]1l1mphlet form, but publicizing through regiollul 
seminars and getting commnnicating at the lowest possible leve], the 
successful programs-at Jeast those tJutt receive the highest evaluation 
marks-it seems to me thl1t thought would be a very important wny 
fol' us to make progresfl }n the fight ugainst crime. 

How do you feel fLbolll that? 
Mr. CAPLAN. I agree ,vith that. I think only the Institute has the 

resources, and, in l1 sense, the perspective to do the major kinds of 
evaluation, 

Evaluating similar types of programs operating all over the 
country-for example, methn,done maintenance-would involve Ii 
Htudy that would ann.1yze·15 ot· 20 of them und try to make some hurd 

I 
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judgments about this program and whether it makes sense for the 
amount of money involved. This is the kind of effort that I cannot see a 
State or a single locale undertaking. The most that they could do 
would be to prepare and make available the kind of data that would 
make a national level evaluation possible. 

Similarly, a State may undertake a major innovation, for example, 
Massachusetts, with its more restrictive laws on the possession of 
guns or New York with its severe penalties for the sale and distribu
tion of narcotics, 01' Alaska with its curtailment of plea bargaining 
and here, I think, is the unique benefit of an Institute that can come 
in immediately and assess the impact of these changes. 'fhis is very 
important. The rest of the country will be looking at the results of 
such innovations. It is essential to do the best possible evaluation 
and make that data availuble to the other States or municipalities. 
so they will not have to rely on their best guess, but will have as 
much objective data as research can provide. I see that as a role the 
Institute has begun to fulfill in the last 3 years and will be doing more 
and more of. Of course, evaluation is also used more loosely in the 
sense that those running programs should make judgments about 
whether those programs are successful or not, and to that extent 
evaluation is something that everybody should do. It would not 
make sense for the Institute to have a monopoly on that kind of more 
impressionistic monitoring. I think everybody who receives Federal 
funds should do some of that. But in terms of the objective assessment 
of large scale funding, I think the Institute is part.icularly suited to 
that function. 

Mr. MCCLORY. It seems to me you have highlighted the important 
role which the Institute occupies and can occupy in the future as we 
extend this legislation. 

Now, aside from the need for more funding in order to have ex
panded staffing and expanded operations, is there any other need that 
you see that the Institute requires? 

Mr. CAPLAN. No, I am, on the whole, pleased with the progress 
that we are making. I would say that continuity in funding from our 
point of view is the most important element. That would be every 
bit as important and perhaps more so, than a greatly expanded budget. 

1'0 put it bluntly, criminal justice research was not the queen among 
the disciplines. What we have had to do slowly over time is recruit 
very able researchers from other fields where they spent their careers 
anel were receiving funds, and that recruitment process has becn 
difficult. If it looks to them as if criminal justice research is a some
time thing because Federal interest will disappear over time, then 
I think the momentum that we ha.ve been able to build will be lost. 
I believe a long-term authorization is very important. 

Mr. MCCLORY. YOllr fLppointment comes from the Attorney 
General, does it? 

Mr. CAPLAN. At prm;ent it is an appointment of the Administrator. 
Under the yroposed bill it would be by the Attorney General. 

Mr. MCOLORY. OK. l'hank you very much. l'hank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. CONYERS. What do you conceive to be the function and 
purpose of the Institute? 

Mr. OAPLAN. Stated most broadly, to put the problems of ad
ministration of justice in sharper focus, to try to speak about them 
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more sensibly, to try to identify and illuminate those issues that 
make a difference and put aside those that may be the subject of 
public debate, but are not central. 

In criminal justice research, one finds answers that may last for 
4 or 5 years, and then one must look at the problem .again. There are 
no ~nswers that are for eternity. It is a continuing process of sustained 
reVIew. 

For example, the study of detectives that I mentioned earlier is 
not one that a local police department would have the resources to 
do. It is not one that perhaps even a professional association would 
willingly undertake because the results might be on the negative 
side, and yet it is one that desperately needs to be done because of 
the financial resources involved, because of the large amounts of 
manpower involved, because of the important work assigned criminal 
investigation. This is the kind of study the Institute takes great 
pride in having sponsored and in promoting its results, and now in 
watching the change that is taking place in police departments all 
over the country. 

Mr. CONYERS. How long have you been Director? 
Mr. CAPLAN. Almost 3 years, sir. 
Mr. CONYERS. How many people work for you and how is the 

Institute broken down departmentally? 
Mr. C1I.PLAN. There are approximately 70 to 75 permanent staff 

members, professional and secretarial. The Institute is divided into 
three ·divislOns. One focuses on research, one on evaluation, and the 
third on what we call technology transfer, which is marketing our 
findings to interested users. 

Mr. CONYERS. Describe those three branches of the Institute for 
me in a little more detail, please? 

Mr. CAPLAN. Well, the research division is divided into five parts, 
reflecting the traditional components of the criminal justice system. 
This office has a police division, a courts division, a corrections 
division, a community crime prevention division. 'l'hel'e is also 
one that deals with advanced technology, and a special progrttms 
division that administers ad hoc programs, for example, our visiting 
fellowship program. 

Mr. OONYERS. Now, what do they do and why is it divided like 
that? 

Mr. CAPLAN. The police division focuses on those problems of special 
interest to the police community. Its programs might reflect the 
recommendations of the various commissions, they would reflect the 
consensus of our advisory panels as to what kind of problems need 
tending. 

There is no magic in having an organization that follows functional 
lines, police, court, and corrections. The Institute has had other 
organizational structures. When I was with the National Oommission, 
we tried to have one that was more o,naJytico,I-apprehension, detec
tion, l'eho,bilitation. Sooner or later the experience has been. to revert 
to police, courts, o,nd corrections as more traditional and rational 
ol'go,nizationallines. 

I am not sure I um responsive to the thrust of your question, but 
I think the Institute's organizational setup is flexible enough to accom~ 
m:odate programs that do not fall precisely into one of our division 
o,l'eo,S. . . 
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Mr. COl)'YERS. Well, what <.loes the police division do? '. '. 
Mr. OAPL}':N. They have nn.annual budget of al;>out---.I would hONe 

to guess-$2.2 million. For the last 2 or 3 years they have been 
emphnsizing police pa.trol, studying its efficacy, which, as you may 
know was challenged in a major study conducted by' the Police 
Foundl1tion in Kansas Qity. The Institute's study of response time 
builds on that study and we have also sponsored various patrol 
experimen.ts. , 

Unions uxe hUNing an impact in the police world, and our police 
division is developing two or three research projects that will study 
the problems of financing pensions, and the rights of officers vis-a-vis 
management and the city government. I would be happy to supply 
for the record examples of projects that the police division has 
funcled over the last several years. 

[The matol'iall'efel'l'ed to follows:] 

EXAMPLES OF INSTITUTE-FuNDED POLICE RESEARCH 

POLICE TRAINED TO HANDL}; FAMILY DISTURDANC1~S 

Grant Title: Family CrisiA Intervention. 
Grunt Number: NI-69-028 und NI-70-068. 
Grantee: City University of New York,. New York, N.Y. 
Line-of-duty intervention in family quarrels 01' disturbunces constitutes one of 

the greatest huzurds faced by law enforcement officers. A Federal Bureau of 
Investigution report reveuled thut 22 percent of the policemen killed in the line 
of duty died while responding to "disturbunce" compluints. Unfortunately, the 
police officer untruined to handle family disputes muy actually belluve in n manner 
that induces u tragic outcome. 

This project's primary objective was to train police in techniques of crisis 
intervention und conflict munagement. In addition, the study examined the effects 
of training on police behavior, the relationship between trainees und consultunts, 
and the uttitudes of thc community toward officers trained in conflict management. 

In 1970 an interim report described two sepurate experiments: one involving 
1,287 cases handled by the New York City 30th Precinct Family Crisis Unit und 
the othpr covering 312 cuses handled by the New York City Public Housing 
Authority Police Department. 

In the firr1t· expC'riment, 18 policemen from u Now York precinct volunteered 
for and received one month of intonsive instruction in family orisis handling. 
Training included lectures, role playing, community visits, and hum un relations 
workshops. Putrolmen then reflumed normal duties for the dUl'ution of the two
year projc(l't period, supplemented by weekly consultations Ltt the City College 
Psychological Center. 

Result8 indicuted that police cl'h,is intervention training was effective. There 
wC're no homicides in any of the homes visitC'd by trained putrolmen, no injuries 
to any of the officers and fewer family assaults. 

The Recond experiment, which included all the Public Housing putrolmen of 
two high-rise public housing projects, expanded training to cover broader areas 
of conflict resolution. A comprehensive nnnlysis examined alternative tmining of 
randomly-selected recruits as opposed to volunteers, twd the potential for expand
ing fmnily intervention techniques to more general conflicts. This experiment 
involved a comparison of recruits traincd for conflict munagement with other 
officers versed only in conventional procedures. 

Results indicated that the officerA trained in conflict munagemcnt performed 
in a markedly superior manner. AUhough there was an increase in family homi
cides within the demonstration pr('cinct, there were no homicidE's in any of the 
312 [umilies viAited by trained officers. Family aSflaults decreased, nnd no officer 
trained in the fnmily crisis intervention unit was killed or injured. 

An in-depth examination of these tandem research programs ooncluded the 
filll~l phuse of the study. This project wIn be of interest to all urban police depart
ments nnd will be published und widely disscmim~ted. It will nlso serve as a pilot 
project jn the Institute's new Demonstration nnd Replication Program, dr:signed 
to duplicate successful projects in ot~ or locations. 
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MEAsURES OF POLICE PERFORMANCE DEVELOPED 

Grant Title: Police Performance Appraisal. 
Grant Number: 71-063-G and 73-NI-99-0036-G. 
Grantee: Pennsylvania Stute University, University Park, Pa. 
At the presep.t time, most law eIlforcement agencies do not have the means to 

accuratelymeasllre on-the-job performance. Current instruments do p.ot ade
quately assess the critical dimensions of polief' job performance and subsequently 
fail to help police agenoies in making informed decisions relating to assignment, 
promotion, training and dismissal. l'he goal of this two-phased projeot, now in 
its seoond phase, is to improve the quality of future patrol officers and supervisors 
by providing the kind of accurate information needed to make sound personnel 
deoisions., 

During the initial phase of the project, the grantee, Pennsylvania State Univer
sity, sought to determine the existing state of perfOrmance appraisal through a 
study of pertinent literature in the field and a Rurvey of aotual polioe department 
practices. Performance appraisal instruments currently in use were 'analyzed tmd 
found to·.be less than adequate. The grantee then conducted workshops and 
corresponded with both supervi~ory officers and patrolmen in order to identify 
and define the job dimensions-all of the tasl~s or functions performed bY'lt patrol
man. Evalllatlon scales were developed to meMure and rate performancellt the 
technical "level, a'l judged by supervisory officers and perfbrnuince at the co-
worker le\rel,as judged by peer officer::!. ., ~' 

'During the second phase, the grantee will test the adequacy and propriety of 
these scnles and encourage their implementation. 'l'he scales will bel\dministered 
by raters who will grade se\reral pa'trol,ofIicers to determine the scales' useability 
and identify an~r mnbignities. Approximately 10 to 15' agencIes will be involved 
in a validation proceAs in which perfobnanoe senles will be introdUoed ihto existing 
personnel' decision Aystems. Following this period of implementatlbn, a muntln;l 
dealing with ,the performance scales and guidelines for their use ,vill be written. 
, The final project goal is to determine the relationship between performance and 
both motivation and job satisfaction. This will be accornplishedthrough the 
administering of questionnaires. 

l'he results of these grunts should be of grent interest 'to police administrative 
personhel throughout the country. Improved promotion and selection procedures 
can lead to an improvement in the quality of futllre patrol officers and supervisors 
which will, in turn, facilitate patrol and investiglttive field operations. 

SCltElmING TOOLS HELP IN SELECTION PHOCESS 

Grant Title: ])evelop!11ent of Psychiatric Standards for Police Selection. 
Grant Number: 73-NI-018-G and 74-NI-99-0001-G. 
Grantee: Personnel Decisions, Inc., Minneapolis, Minn. ' 
The 1967 Task Force Report of the President's Commission on Law f!lnforce-

ment stated that, "Ji:xisting selection n'quirements and procedures in l\ majority 
of departments, aside from physioal r('quirements, do not screen out the unfit." 
Police selection studies indicate that the crimilll11 justice system currently lacks 
reliable means of identifying those applicnl1ts who are either unsuitable or highly 
suitable for police work. 

This grant will complete the work of a previous study to develop a selection 
program for police agencieR. The objective is to develop screening tools that will 
identify individuals with a high probability for success as police oJ-ficers, as well 
as those whmm psychological or personal problcms would interfere with effective 
police performance. 

The initial phase of the project was directed toward specific patterns of police 
failure, job requirements, ltnd selection and promotion procedures. In order to 
dcvelop It comprehensivc selection and assessment system, it waH tirl>t necessary 
to evolvc a thorough understanding of job reqUirements ltnd the behavior patterns 
necessary for successful pOlice work. A police performance evaluation system 
was developed to study four categories of police personnel: p!ttrolmen, investiga~ 
tors, sergeants, !tnd middle-level command personnel. 

The system has been tried on a pilot basis in Detroit (Mich.), Dl\l1US (Tex.), 
and suburban communities nen!: Minneapolh; (Minn.). Results indicate that, with 
minor revif!ions and some eln.borntion, it can be effectively used to describe pulice 
job performance, l'(>gardless of city size or geographic location. 

Under the current grant, the information generated in developing these job 
performnnc(\ scnles will serve as the bURiH for designing and vrtlidttting a total 
selection ttnd USse8srnent system for pOlice officers. Known as the Police Cart'er 
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Index (PCI), it can be scored automatically by computer at a central location, and 
an interpretation returned immediately to local departments to ~lssist in making 
selection decisions and evolving training plans. In addition, ReglOnal Police 
Assessment Centers will provide a more thorough assessment of candidates 
deemed marginally acceptable by the PCI and will have additional capability 
for assessing questions of promoting and reassigning police officers. These assess
ment centers will exhibit local control over personnel operations and try to in
corporate modern methods and procedures in the area of personnel assessment. 

Both the PCI and the Regional Police Assessment Centers will aid police 
departments in making more informed and accurate personnel decisions by pro
viding pre-tested, validated procedurcs. 

HOW IMPORTANT IS RESPONSE 'I'IME? 

Grant Title: Police Response Time. 
Grant Number: NI-73-99-0047-G. 
Grantee: Kansas City (Missouri) Police Department. 
Hesponse time is that period between the receipt of a service call at the police dis

patch center and the arrival of an officer at the scene of the call. Police agen,cies 
are increasingly adopting response time as a major criteria for evaluating patrol 
performance, yet not literature exists to adequately define the related problems. 

A recent study conducted in Los Angeles noted a strong relationship between 
the length of response time and the apprehension of the criminal, but the data did 
not specify ~ypes of crime. Other studies have proven similarly inadequate. To 
alleviate this situation, the Kansas City Police Department has begun an in
depth study of response time scheduled for completion late in 1975. 

The project objectives are to find out how important police response time is in 
the outcome of specific crimes, to define citizen crime reporting patterns, and to 
identify communications problems existing between the citizen and the police 
dispatch center. Researchers also will seek to determine the effects of police 
response time on crimes reported in close proximity to the scene, all other crimes, 
and non-criminal emergencies. 

Crimes reported in Kansas City will be analyzed by random sample interviews 
with those who reported the event. Results of that analysis will be used to con
struct a survey questionnaire which will then be distributed to individuals report
ing criminal events in Rochester, New York and San Diego, California. A separate 
sampling will be made for nOll-crime emergency calls. 

The study will identify those crimes in which response time is critical to the 
apprehension of the offender. Methods will be devised to measure the extent to 
which response timp. affects emergency operations. Emphasis will be placed on 
identifying those elements of police response or reporting whose modification 
would result in shortening response time or reducing misinformation at the 
dispatch center. 

The project results should help police administrators to better allocate resources 
by concentrating on situations where response time is crucial. Hopefully, savings 
in manpower and equipment can then be redirected to other operations. Other 
anticipated benefits are the identification of methods to facilitate citizen reporting 
time, the. improvement of communications between citizens and dispatchers ane! 
the modification of police on-scene, or second response procedures, to minimize 
delay and increase apprehension. 

HOW TO ORGANIZE NgIGHDORHOOD TEAM POLICING 

Grant Title: Neighborhood Team Policing Prescriptive Program Package. 
Grant Number: 72-TA-99-0023. 
Grantec: The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C. 
Neighborhood team policing represents an important attempt to combine the 

best aspects of small surburban or rllral police departments with the specialized 
advantages of large pOlice departments. Under this system, teams of 20 to 40 
officeR are given round-the-clock responsibility for all police services in a given 
nC'ighborhood, and the team commander is accountable for all crime in his area. 
The concept combines operating efficiency with responsiveness to the community. 
Small team size increases the officer's responsibility and usually his job satisfnction. 

Team policing is a relatively recent addition to American lnw enforcement 
practices. The first projcct of its kind was initiated only five years ago in Syracuse, 
New York. 'fhe concept has now been adopted by numerous cities, and other 
police departments are contemplating its inauguration. Although some evaluative 
and n fair amount of descriptive materials are now available, there exists on one 
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document that reviews team policing experience' to date and sets forth methods and 
procedures for implementing a model J?rogram. 

This handbook is one of a series of 'Prescriptive Packages" being prepared by 
the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. The prescriptive 
package is designed to serve as a vehicle through which knowledge and experience 
can be transl:1ted into practical operational guidelines. In Neighborhood Team 
Policing, the grantee attempted to collect and synthesize all the existing research 
find operational experience and to provide detailed operational instructions on the 
organization and functioning of a model project. 

A generv.lliterature survey was conducted, and data and information on actual 
neighborhood team poliCing pract,ices were collected from a number of sources 
including publications and individual police department records and papers. 
National e"1Jerience is summarized and the elements of a model program are de
scribed in detail. 

'1'he characteristics of team policing programs in 11 cities throughout the coun
try and one "ideal city" epitomizing the grantee's recommendations are identified. 
The administrative areas of planning, funding, training, evaluation, and manpower 
are examined for each city. .' 

Subsequent chapters suggest methods and procedures fot planning, implement
ing and administering a neighborhood team policing program . 
. Selected reading lists on team policing and evaluation are also included. The 

final report will be available through GPO, NTIS and NCJRS by May 1974. 

STUDY SAYS POLICE UNIONS HAVE MIXED RESULTS 

Grant Title: The Impact of Police Unions on Law Enforcement. 
Grant number: NI-70-044. 
Grantee: Northwestern University, Evanston, Ill. 
This project examined the impact of police unions on law enforcement through 

a field study conducted in twenty-two cities. Information reccived from question
naires completed earlier by police personnel in approximately 50 cities served as 
the basis for field work. 

The study noted that, where police unionism has become established, demands 
seem to be consistent with those of traditional trade unions regarding wages, 
hours and work conditions. Officers appear to be quite indistinguishable from 
steel and auto workers in their on-the-job concerns as expressed through their 
union. 

Police unions have had an impact on monetary issues such as higher pensions, 
time-and-half overtime payhand increased pay differential,> between the various 
ranks. In some cases, there ave been attacks on police-fire pay parity, since it is 
seen as limiting the ability of the police to secure greater ber..efits for themselves. 

With regard to discipline, police unions have pressed for standardizing pro
cedures, minimizing ad hoc decisionmaking in discipline cases, and eliminating 
certain kinds of punishment such as working-days off and long suspensions with 
no rights for appeal. Union pressure has tended to make hearing procedures more 
legalistic and to insure greater attention to the rights of officers during investiga
tion, hearing and appeal. 

Unions have also made advances in the area of civil rights, but primarily through 
nIl-black associations rather than integrated unions. 

The study concluded that from management's viewpoint, union actions re
garding advanced education, lateral transfer, development of a master patrolman 
classification, and changes in recruitment standards have been essentially nega
tive and counterproductive. 

Unions also have checked the prerogatives of the Chief of Police. Demands for 
paid lunches, court appearances, and comparable issues, have limited manage
ment's ability to allocate mttnpower in new directions. Demands for time-and-a
half for overtime and payment of tt night differential have had a similar effect. 

The study concludes that police unionism has had mixed results. It has inhibited 
management's discretion, fostered the development of management by policy, 
while protecting employees against arbitrary or inconsistent treatment. !n a few 
c!tses, contractual provisionfl negotiated between the union and the city have caused 
serious mall!Lgerinl problems. However, the major impact of police unionism has 
been to focus mnnagement's attention on the needs and desires of policemen and 
to improve departmental practices. 

'1'he results of this research are being published and will be widely disseminated. 
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PORTABLill Pf:NSIONS l"ACILITATF. TRANSFJmS 

Grant Title: Portable Pensions for Law Enforcement. 
Officers: Feasibility Study. 
Grant Number: N-170-072, 
Grantee: The College of Insurance of the Insurance Society of New York, 

New York, N. Y. 
To increase effectiveneRS in national hny enforcement, barriers impeding man

J20wer mobility must be 'reduced. 1'he results of a survey conducted in 1966 by the 
Peace Officer Research Association indicate thnt the vast majority of policemen 
consider loss of pension benefits to be a major obstncle to freedom of movement 
within the law enforcement field. The absence of a nationwide, standardized 
pension phtn may pr.event a police officer from transferring to a job in which his 
12!0spects are greater and his skj1ls and strengths can be more effectively employed. 
The pension ,problem is a further impediment to the growth of police 
professionalism. . . ' 

In this study, plan details and funding information were obtained from 122 
retirement plans of various types throughout the country. The n~ajor features of 
these plqns were studied, compared and found to be widely divergent and to 
inhibit freedom of movement. ' . 

Vesting rights, which are an employee's right to retuin those pension benefits 
he has acc,umulated up to the time of· his termination or transfer, differed widely 
in the 122 plans studied. 

To facilitate $reatermobility within. Rtate~, various steps have been taken to 
provide "reciprocity" of ppnsion righti;. TIl!' gmnt provides un in-depth look at 
the f'tatus of reciprocity throughout the country, snmmarizing proyis:ions in 23 
st.1tes. 

The grantee suggestpd and,l'ltudied ten innoyativp plans designed to encournge 
f~eedom pf· movement by removing lJ4'nSioll-butled obHtacles. Final recommend:t-
tIOns included: , . 

The P~\ssing of legislation requiring the merger of :tIl locnl police retirement 
Rystems into a single fltate-wide law enforcement officer's retirement I'ystem. Costs 
would be sh!tred between the stnff, the indi\'idmtl employee and the local authority 
which employs him. 

The establishment of n. sy~tprn of reciprocity between states. 
The adoption of a nationwide plan or series of statewide plans providing mini

mum retirement benefit" only, lea\'ing each I'tnte or local authority to supplement 
these as it sees fit. This Hnal recommendation is endorsed as un alternative plan 
in the event that the above-mentioned two fail to be enacted. 

The final report, Portable Police Pensions-Improving Interagency Transfers, 
should have 11 nn.tionwide impact on police officers and legislators illterc~ted ill 
improving law enforcement quality by faciJitatinp; munpower lllobility, Copir1l of 
the report; are available through NTH; (PS 207-716, $.!l5 microfiche) and GPO 
(2700-0082, $.45) 

COMPU'l'j·:n. MODBL IMPltO\'l~S DlSPA'rCIf AND PATROL 

Grnnt Title: Computt'l' Simulation Model of Police Dispatching lLnd Patrol 
Functionf'. 

Grant Number: 71-090- G and 73-NI-99-0030-G. 
Grantee: Metropolitan Police Department, Washington, D.C. 
Police administrators and command perHonnel continually try to improve 

existing dispatch and patrol operations. Tn do this, they need u. method to test 
and evaluate alternative tttctics. At present thnt process is limited to the "let's 
try it (Jut." approach, which has proven costly in terms of time, manpower, money 
:;1nd possibly public confidence !lnd police morale. In addition, a metliod to conduct 
controlled tests within the patrol activity doeR not now exist. 

This grnnt will continue u, project to develop, test and impl('ment [L computer 
simUlation model of police diRpatch u.nd pntrol functiollll. The limited hutsliccesl';ful 
computer modd of Richard Larson at MIT !1cr\'('d as the framework for this 
pr().h~ct. 

Basically, the modt'l ill developed by computerizing the characteristics of a 
geographical area and then programming datIL on police dispatch and patrol 
p(~ttern!)-i.e., the ratl' of flcrvicH calls, tnwel time n.nd the numbl'r of available 
plLtrol carR. Thi~ creates :t computer model of nIl t'xillting city or district and pro
vides fL vehicle for devt'loping and testing a wide range of policies and tnctics 
without actual program implementation. 
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The'design anddeveloplilent of thl:\ model were completed in the initial phase 
of the project. The model was inude sufficientlygeneral to insure its adaptability to 
other police depltrtments mi.d Inw enforcement r'lsearchers. 

In the fl;nal phase, the grantee\vill test and evaluate the model in progressively 
larger geographical areas within the District of Columbia and will systematically 
tran~fer operational control to Metropolitan Police Department personnel. The 
grantee believes any model development should be grounded in an operational 
environment, and the Washington District Police Department is eager to par-
ticipate in the project. " 

The program model wilt be tested and calibrated using actnal data collected 
from Washington, D.C. and then installed in the Metropolitan Police Depa,rt
ment's computer. Trained personnel will use the model to evaluate innovative 
dispatch and patrol tactics, initiltlly for one diRtrict and eventually for the entire 
city. The model will then be ll'l.odified to reflect user snggestions. Finally, the 
grantee will issue a technical rcpor~ documenting all project activities and pro
viding an operi\.ting manual for other police departments. 

The computer simulation model will provide police administrators and planners 
with a consistent framework for estimating the value of new technologies and new 
approaches to the patrol function. It will serve as a training tool to increase the 
poJicymalmrs' awareness of interactions within the system and the consequences 
of dttily police decisions. It should al~o serve to suggest new oriteria for monitoring 
and evaluating acting operating sY8tems. 

MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTBM USgS COMPUTER 

Grant Title: Development of Management Information System for the Overall 
Management of the Urban Police Departl'llent. 

Grant Number: NI-70-09G (Phase One) j 73-NI-99-0010-G (Phase Two). 
Grantee: University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania (Phase One); 

City of Buffalo Police Department, Buffalo, N. Y. (Phase Two). 
The need for a management informu,tion system to aid in police administration 

has long been recognized. The purposc of this two-phased project is to develop a 
system which will provide decision-ll1f~kers with information to assess their needs 
and facilitate immediu,te and long-range planning. The system is planned to be 
flexible enough to accommodate the particular needs of different police 
departments. 

During Phase One, now completed, data was gathered through personal contact, 
work-sampling studies, and group and individual interview sessions. Results from 
the police departments of Clevelenad, Buffalo, Harrisburg and Columbus were 
compiled, and an executive management information systen1 was successfully 
designed. 

The design and implementation of (L working model will be done in Buffalo 
under Phase Two of thc project. However, the entire system must first be refined, 
and ttll informu,tion requirements and computcr systems integmted with the police 
department before the model is actually implemented. 

Implementation is plu,nned in Pittsburg and Kansas City at the completion of 
the second phase. Through wide dissemination and the existence of three operating 
models the project is expected to have a significant impact on policc management 
throughout the country. 

MAJOR STUDY OI!' CRIMINAL INvr,;STIGATION ~mTIIoDS 

Grant Title: An Analysis of thc Criminal Investigative Process. 
Gmnt Number: 73-NI-0037-G. 
Grantee: The Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, Calif. 
Although the criminal investigative unit plays a crucial role in the apprehension 

and conviction of criminal offenders, there is a notable scarcity of analytical in
formation on such units. In the absence of research and written materials, criminal 
investigative units tend to maintain traditional approachcf; toward training, de
ployment of personnel, and the use of information sources. 

This two-year project involver; a comprehensive analysi;; of criminal investi
gative procedures and the usc of resources involved in ope-rations of this sort. 
Investigative units of police departments will be examined to asseSR the utility 
of prCflcnt activities, the deployment of personnel and the utilization of information 
sources. H,esource allocations, organiz[ttionl1i pattems and the use of evidence 
technician units also will be exltmined. Recommendations aimed at improving 
efficiency and effectiveness will be made. 
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The Rand Oorporlltion will review existing literature and examine the criminal 
investigative units of police departments throughout the country. Methods of 
investigating effectiveness will be dnveloped and an adaptable reporting system 
devised. Researchers also will evaluate decision-making methods. the quality and 
value of various information sources, and performanace of evidence technician 
units. Organizational and procedural impediments to effectiveness will be 
identified. 

The products expected from this study are: 
A descriptive model analyzing the investigative process and focusing on major 

decision points, investigative variables, and.succes~ful measures. 
A comparative analysis of ten police department investigative units in the areas 

of effectiveness, policies, resources, special programs and supplemental activities. 
Three of these units will undergo intensive study. 

An analysis of the comparative effects of informants, witnesses, physical evi
dence, and anonymous complaints as contributors to c::ime solution. 

A study of crime scenes, concentrating on the collectIon of physical evidence 
and its transfer to the crime laboratory. 

Guidelines for training, organization, resource allocation, the collection of 
evidence and the use of information sources. 

A report summarizing the total program. 
The findings are expected to have a significant impact on police investigation 

units. For the first time criminal justice officials will have a centralized informntion 
reservoir to use in organizing and improving such units. 

Mr. CONYERS. Am I correct to assume that you deal with, not only 
research, but evaluation of other programs going on in LEAA? 

Mr. CAPLAN. Yes, particularly since the 1973 Crime Control Act. 
In a sense, all research is a kind of evaluation, and if it works, it should 
give us some results of the program or the concept. 

The Institute's Office of Evaluation, however, is a very focused 
effort to look at specific types of projects. 

Mr. CONYERS. That is what confuses me about the breakdown. 
Who is researching and who is evaluating? 

Mr. CAPLAN. In the Institute? 
Mr. CONYERS. No, in LE.A..A.'? 
Mr. CAPLAN. I have been delineating things that apply to the 

National Institute. Other parts of LEAA make available block grants 
funds that would go to action programs. 

The Institute, for example, funds no action programs. If a better 
wa.y of doing something came our way, we would suggest that the 
applicant go to his own State to see if it qualifies for funding in terms 
of the State's priorities. Or, the applicant could request discretionary 
funds from other parts of LEAA.. But the Institute would only be 
interested in research. 

Mr. CONYERS. Let's take the Police Division for discussion pur
poses. 'fhere are no police action programs, so you research questions 
that are in issue currently in law enforcement circles or the criminal 
justice process. For instance, what is the best way to proceed? What 
plans are working more effectively than others? 

Mr. CAPLAN. Yes, that would be the large part. of it. On occasion 
we would recommend that action funds from the State block grant 
funds or from other parts of LEAA. be made available to conduct an 
experiment that the Institute with its research dollars would evaluate. 

Mr. CONYERS. Is it a little misleading to say you do not have any 
action programs? 

Mr. CAPLAN. Yes, it may be misleading in this sense: we would be 
involved with action pl'o~rams, but our emphasis would be on the 
reRcl,1.l'ch part of them. It IS accurate in this sense: we would not fund 
an action program unleils the centml interest WIlS in finding out in a 
detailed scientific way the results. 'fhis approach contrasts with the 



569 

State block grant approach that would simply fund a program for 
prosecutor training or court delay on the basis of theil' best judgment 
that it was a good idea. We would never stop at that point. That 
would be, in a sense, the beginning point for us. We would want to see 
if it really works, and we would want to carefully evaluate it for 2 or 
3 years. 

Mr. CONYERS. So you are broken down into four divisions. One 
handles research programs, which itself has six subdivisions in it. 
That same division also handles an office of research programs, and 
the national evaluation program. Does that cover the full research 
operations of LEAA or the criminal justice system itself? 

Mr. CAPLAN. Yes. 
Mr. CONYERS. If this subcommittee were to go over to visit you, 

would we be able to find the substance of your work product located 
somewhere in some kind of orderly fashion so that we could learn 
more about it? 

Mr. CAPLAN. Yes. Our primary products are the research rep')rts 
that range from very difficult technical ones to more simple manuals 
that would be made available to, say, patrolmen throughout the 
country. These are cataloged in a reading room. 

Moreover, we sponsor a national criminal justice reference service, 
which, I think, is a model for making available this enormous amount 
of material that is coming out, organizing, synthesizing, and describing 
its merits to various type of recipients. 

Mr. CONYERS. Is there some way that you can summarize for me 
the results of your llu.tional evaluation program because, after all, 
that is what this subcommittee is doing too. We are in QUI' limited 
way oversighting and evaluating and trying to determine what the 
law ought to be as it relates to LEAA for 1 or 2 more years? 

Mr. CAPLAN. If I could, I would like to make available to the 
committee a summary of some of these findings. 

[The material was submitted to the subcommittee for its files at a 
later date.] 

Mr. CAPLAN. I would say that evaluation has proved more difficult 
than we originally anticipated. 'l'he data available to make judgments 
has been found with less frequency than we had hoped, Evaluation has, 
in some quarters, turned out to be less a program and more a passion. 
'l'hat is, people expect too much of it. 

To a real extent, the more important the question, the more clifficult 
it is to answer. Evaluation methodology is the product itself of an 
emerging social science that is making progress, but it has a long way 
to go. 

'1'0 take a specific example, if you want to know whether a given 
project reduces court delay, I think we could design a study that 
would give you that answer in a relatively short order with a good 
deal of confidence. 

Now, if you want to know whether a court dell1Y is likely to reduce 
crime in a metropolitan iLl'ea, that is pretty tough. I am not sure 
whether we could do that. If we could do it, it would be expensive, 
time-consuming and someone would have to make some difficult 
ju<1gments. 

For example, the evn1uu,tion of the impact cities highlights the 
limitations and the strengths of evalulttion. We have learned that 
much. 
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As I have indicated in my testimony, some evaluations-for 
example, on the Ui:le of detectives, the u~e of patrol, on sentencing 
practicei:l-have significantly expanded our knowledge. Now, we 
can talk about the criminal justice system in ways L,tat were im
possible 10 years ago. Today no one can deny that sentencing is 
uneven. 'rhe data is right there, and that forces Us to look for ways to 
make sen.tences more uniform. This was not a problem that the 
Orime OOlllnission acknowledged in 1967. 

lvIr. CONYERS. Everyone knew that. in 1967. 
Mr. CA.PLAN. With all respect j the CommIssion did not sinr.;le it 

out as a problem. I suspect the documentation simply was not avaIlable 
to respond to a j nelge who might ,my: "That is not true. In my court, 
we sentence very fllirly." So much of research does, I think, u.s yoU!' 
question suggests j document what insiders might know but what is 
not widely admitted by the profession itself. 

~:rr. CONYERS. Let me quote to you the President's Oommission 
on Law Enforcement t1nd the Adrninistrn,tion of Justice. 

In 196'"1, it noted that l<'1'here is probably no subject of comparable 
concern to which the 1\ o,tioll is devoting so ml1ny resources n,nd so 
much effort with HO little knowledge of what it i:;; doing." 

Do you think tlUtt Wl1'i a fait' statement'? 
Mr. CAPLAN. Yes, I do. 
Mr. CO~YERS. And, it;; a re~lllt, the Institute CtUne into being. 
Mr. CAPLAN. Yes, sit·. 
:Mr. OONYERS. Now, the Office of Technology Transfer is broken 

down into: Mouel Program Development Diyi:,:;ion, 'rraining n,nu 
Demonstration Division, Reference :lnd Dissemination Division 
What is that all about'? 

l\1r. OAPLAN. The Ivlodel Pl'ognllll Development Division would 
look at results from other Institute divisions. Let us suy, for example, 
that team policing wn,;; evaluuted and fonnd to be it pretty good idea 
in one or two cities where it had been tl'i('d. 

The question, then, is how do we get that information to other 
cities that might want to benefit front tht1t experience? The Tech
nology Transfer Division would try to develop a program-a menu, 
if yon will-of the elements of an ideal team policing program, or 
ideal methadone maintenance program, what to do, what to avoid 
doing. They would pa(~kage that, and make it available through the 
kind of regional workHhops that Congressman 'NfcUlory talked about, 
or through other techniques to interested communities. 

At the' end of 3 or 4 years, you could say we tried team policing in 
cities A, TI, and O. It seellled to work there. Now 25 cities are doing 
it. Pre:mmably, at that time we wou1d go back to tho~e 25 cities to 
find out if it really works, and pe1'llap~ do another round in 10 or 15 
yeur:,.;. I t i~ that kind of process, 

Mr. CONYERS. 'l'ho::o who charge that LEAA has 100,000 grants or 
pl'ojeet.s, and do llOt know whn,L is happ('uing with them, may be in 
error thClL BeCltUsc, under this pl'occdll1'e that you outlined, there 
would be some way of evaluating, and studying, l.l.lld encouraging 
replication of sLlccessful projects ltnd a diseontinual1cc of the unsuc
ces~ful ones. 

Mr. CAPLAN. Yes, but, it is a very small effort. 
The tedmology tl'l1n~fer progmm looks for things that seem like 

winners, that someone has proclaimed as a roally good progrl1m. We 
then take a hard look at it and if it pt'ovos out, we begin to soc that 



5.71 

it is replicated. This. would be just a small part of the overall LEAA. 
effort. Much of what LEA.A. funds l.mder the State block gmnt pro':' 
grams are noncontroversial, worthwhile programs such as pl~osecutor 
trainilig that one does not need to stringently evaluate. One can say 
with .assmance that it is better to have prosecutors that have some 
training rather than fellows like myself who tried their first cases 
without any training. It is not going to solve the crime problem, but 
it makes a difference, and it is a good pro~ram. I think thu,t is a typical 
expenditure of the LEA.A. dollar at the block grant level. 

Mr. CONYERS. But that does not come under your Institute. 
IvIr. CAPLAN. No. Nor would it be the kind of thing, for example, 

we would be interested in evaluating. There may be 35 prosecutors' 
training courses in the State, but we would say that would probably 
not be a large or significant enough effort. We would look for soine
thing more innovative, something more controversial, like the cessa
tion of plea bargaining in San Francisco. That would be something 
exciting to observe. 

Is it a good idea? Does it work out? What kind of costs does it 
involve? We would not examine a progl'am that, on its face, seems 
to be pretty good, although it may be administered well or H may be 
administered not so well. 

Mr.OONYERS. Do yon not sometimes get the feeling that this 
emphasis on progmms misses the point of the Institute, it really 
should be dealing with some of the larger questions that involve the 
failure of the criminal justice process, which I presume you may not 
agree with me that it is a failure. . 

Mr. CAPLAN, Well, I think some of our programs really do get to 
the jugular. When you release, as we did, a study that says detectives 
can either be reduced by half or diverted to other uses, that is a high 
impact, revolutionary way of examining detectives. That is going to 
foster a debate and responses from various parts of the police com
munity that can only benefit the country as a whole. That is not 
something marginal. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, what about crime causation? All you are 
talking about is what you do after some prospective defendent enters 
the system. 

That is all after the fact, whether you can get more police on the 
beat, whether the prosecutor should be educated so that they can 
proceed in some more constitutional manner. 

These are all after the fact. The bigger question ought to be, or 
might well be, why is the crime rate increasing? Why is it that 2 
percent of the population are the bulk of the defendants, and those 
that end up in the penitentiaries, and recommit crimes? 

Who, in the criminal justice system, considers that matter? 
Mr. CAPLAN. Well, we have grants that focus on these issues. The 

Institute awarded a large grant to study the habitual offender over a 
5-year period that will attempt to illuminate the career-criminal 
problem with as much data as can be mlls~ered-psychological, 
family, social, school, upbringing. By bringing it all together in one 
place, we hope .to see if we .can get at a better way of handling the 
serious, habitual offender. 

Trying to identify predelinquents 01' crime-prone people is a verv 
hazardous venture, but it may be that we can do more in intervention 
strategies that get at offep.ders when they are young, rather than wor
rying about rehabilitating them when they are older. 

60-581-10-pt. 1-81 
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Our research on rehabilitation has shown that these programs tend 
not to affect recidivism. They have paved the way, I think, for 
reforms that emphasize flat sentences, fixed sentences, rather than 
indeterminate sentences. That is a byproduct of Institute research and 
tends to overturn 30 or 40 or 50 years of emphasis upon rehabilitation. 
So it is a very significant development. 

Mr. CONYERS. Before I go to my last question, what about crime 
causation, sir? The big question is, do we have any handle on the 
cause of crime? The Deputy Attorney General tells us that back in the 
eighth. century some Italian criminologists started examining .what 
caused crime. 

Now, in the 20th centmy, that we know much more than when we 
started out. What do we know? 

Mr. OAPL,tN. I think it is the most difficult area. In part the problems 
ascribe not from difficulties in identifying causn1 factors or correlates 
of crime, but in knowing what to do aboH I; it. The correlates are weU 
known that crime relates to poverty, poor eclucation, discrimination. 

Mr. OONYERS. I want to tell you right now that if you think they 
are well known, yon ought to sit through n, session of Oongress where 
these would be discussed and yon would fmd out how unknown they 
are. Y Oll ought to go to a police association convention, and thell 
you will find out how unknown they are. You ought to attend a meet
ing 01 the proseeuting attorneys or even the U.s, attorneys, and yon 
will find that what YOll and I are taking for something to be weU 
known, is not well kno'Wl1 at all. 

:Mr. :MCCLORY. Will the chairman yield? 
~1:r, OOXYERS, If you want to answer the question, of course, 
Mr. 1{CCLORY. I just wl1nt to point ant one sentence in the formal 

statement that 111'. Caplan gave us. He said, why crime goes up, or 
equally important, why it goes down, fiS it did IU'olmd the country 
in 1972, is poorly understood. I think that it is poorly understood by 
the witnesses that come 11el'e, by the geneml public, and by the 
committco after the hearings, but tho,t is no reitsOn why we should 
not pursue th(~ problem and pursue the remedies to the problem, even 
il the problem is l10t completely understood. 

:r·dr. Co:nEus. I thank the gentleman lor his contribution. 
Do you have anything to add to t1utt question that I posed to you 

abou t causl1tion '? 
Mr. CAPLAN. I think more research could be done there. I would 

agree it is very difficnl t. For example, (a'ime appeanl to correlate with 
the single parent family. The youngsters of the single parent fl1mily 
tend to' be more cl'ime-lH'one tli.l1n others, but what the implication is 
I1nd what government can do about it are very difficult to discover. 

Orime 1ms a eOl'relation with unemployment. 1'0 develop wogram;; 
I1long that scale is an enOl'mOlU'i challenge. I think the Institute has 
taken a Ilfl,lrOwel' view 01 its role, to focus more upon the institutions 
of criminn,l jnstiee . 

. Mr. CON'nms. Your Iw-;titute hns been criticized by the General 
Accounting Oillee. Are yon aW.'1.re of that? 

Mr. CAPLAN. I do not recall the particulur criticism. 
MI'. OONYERS. The most re(lent report was 011, Janul1ry 20, 1976, 

01.1titled "Tho Pl'ogl'U111 '1'0 Develop Improved Law Enforcement 
Equipmellt NeeclsTo Be Better Managed." 'rhey proceed to talk, 
n.bQllt' theeq1.lipment systems improvement progL'l1ll1'cl1l'ried Ol~t by 

, ' .... 
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the N atioIl.al Institute, citing management find administrative weak
nesses that should be corrected to make the program' efficient and 
effective. It goes on for some many pages. 

Are :you familiar .with it? 
Mr. CAPLAN. Yes, I am familiar with it although it has been severa]; 

months since I looked at that. 'Vc have a detailed response to it which r 
. as I recall, indicates that we have acted on those suggestions tlm& 
were useful and should be adopted. 

Mr. CONYERS. Could you make that response available to' the 
,subcommittee? 

Mr. CAPLAN. Yes, sir. 
[The material referred to follows:] 

DEPART>\IENT OF JUSTICE, 
L.nv ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, D.C., February 9, 19'76: 
Subject: Institute response to GAO report entitled, "The Program to Develop' 

Improved Law Enforcement Equipment Needs to be Better Managed." 
To: James Devine, Inspector General, Office of Inspector Gl?neral. 
From: Geoffrey M. Alprinl.-..Direetorl".~Office of Research Programs. 
Thru: Gerald M. Caplan, Director, l~ILECJ. 

This- memorandum addresses sequentially the subjects pertaining to the 
Institute contained in the GAO report concerning thc law enforcement eq,l1ipment. 
program. Specific responses are provided to each of the eight recommendations: 
contained in the report. 

1. "The analysis group should hlwe had effectively functioning field siteS' 
for It long enough period to identify major problems before the Institute selectedl 
research projects." (Page 3 of the Report and nccmnpanying discussion.) 

The report questions the fact that both the analysis. and development groups 
were started simultaneously in fiscal 1973, and that given the budget constraints 
applicahle to the equipment program beginning in fiscal IG74, there was little 
possibility that the products of the analysis group would be incorporated in 
development starts in ensuing years. The point is well taken and, in fact, is the 
primary reason why the analysis function was drastically curtailed and shifted 
to areas other than problem identification in fiscal 1974, but there are factors 
which bear on the original decision that warrant emphasiR. 

For example, the Institute's budget request for fiscal 197;j (made in fiscal 1973) " 
and the equipment program's proportionate share of thnt budget request, wus 
substantially in excess of the budget available in fiscal 1973, and sinee the Insti
tute's overall budget had been increasing at a relatively rapid rate since its incep
tion, there was a reasonable likelihood that all or part of the increase would be 
forthcoming. The decision to commence both the analysis and developmenll. 
functions simultaneously was bnsed on the assumption, Inter proved to be in
correct, that the budget of the equipment program in subsequent years would be 
SUbstantially larger than what was available ill the first year. If that increase 
had come to pass, there obviously would have been funds available iu ensuing 
years to absorb some new starts recommended by the analysis group. 

But for a variety of reasons, the Institute's and the equipment programs budget 
picture changed beginning in fiscal 1974. One factor of importnnoe was the 
emergence of new management within the Institute which made n j:udgment in. 
the fall of 1973 that tho equipment budget ought not to become so inflated' 
that it would dominate the social science resenrch fUllCtioLS of the Institute. Thus, 
when it beettme clettr that the Institute's overall effective budget would be held 
nt approximately $35 million, Institute management decided to hold the line 
on the equipment budget. . 

It was at that point that the futility of the coexistence of the analysis anell 
development functions became clear. Assuming a continuing monetary abilit)r 
of the development group to nbsorb the products of the analysis group, there is ill 
rnniOJ;utle for tho original organizational structure of the equipment prograill~ 
But wh~n, tbat monetary ability disappeared, as it did in the faU of 1973~ the struc
ture no longer made sense because, as pointed out in the'report, there would be no> 
irrimediate or near ftlture ability of the progrnm to usc the analysis group's 

, iprbduots:r When the )'}udget decifjipns made thjs fact clear, the Institute's manage
ment quickly terminated the analysis group's problem mentifieation funetions~ 
The memorandum recommending thnt nction, quoted in the report on page 5 .. 
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wns writtcll in Novelllbet, 1973, harely a few months aftcI' the Institute's new 
management had come s.board. 'J:he decision "'}"LS implemented in the next month. 

Thus, wNle the GAO report on this issue is correct as far as it goes, the budget 
situation existing at the time the decision was made is not sufficiently discussed 
in the report. The fact is that the situation was recognized, and corrl'lcted, by new 
Institute management !}lmost immediately upon their coming .aboard, as the 
Report impliedly acknowledges by the quotation from ,an internal Institute 
memorandllm on page 5, and directly acknowledges on page 7 of the Report. 

The Report makes no recommendations in connection with this discussion, as 
the problem identified was rectified in mte 1973. 

2. It • •• the Institute should try to apply ESIP funds to achieve the quickest 
pOf'sible results." (Page 6 of the Report.) 

Implicit in this recommendation, with which we agree, is the view that more 
immediate impact of the equipment program's development projects has not 
been realized because the program's management has not "estimate[d] comple
tion dates of the various projects under different funding levels" (page 5). It 
should bc pointed out that, while the various estimations may not be reflected 
in formal documentation, both for fiscal 1975 and 1976 extensive discussions 
have taken place involving estimated completion dates for all development proj
ects under different proposed funding levels. This process has accompanied tlie 
preparation of the development group's annual operating plan in each of those 
fiscal yeurs. The completed plan has, .O{ course, reflected only that fUnding level 
eventuully decided upon, but tho estimation process recommended in the Report 
hns occurred. In order to permit easier SUbstantiation in the future on this issue, 
the Institute will formally document the estimation process for all future fiscal 
yPf.U·S. 
. A related pOint made in the Report is that program officials shOUld consider 
the possibility of curtailing the funding of certain ongoing programs, where 
appropriate, in order to expedite the completion of others, given overall budget 
constraints (page 6). The recommendation is well-taken, and in fact such a deci
sion WilS made at the semi-annual program review (where estimated fiscal 1976 
funding levels were discussed) in March 1975. At that review, the decision was 
mtlde to defer additionol funding in any amount for fiscal 1976 for the p;unshot 
residue program and to use the funds tentlLtively programmed for that effort for 
accelerated development of the low-cost burglar alarm system. The decision was 
made on the representation of the contractor that with the additional funding 
thus made avaihLble, the system could be completed, barring the occurrence of 
unforeseen problems, by the end of the fiscal year. 

The recommendations made on page 7 of the Report are, thus, being followed 
at the present time within the Institute, and in the future the estimation process 
as related to funding level and completion date of individual projects will be 
formally documented to permit easier verification, as represented to GAO officinls 
during the November 11, 1975 meeting and referred to in the Report on pages 
7 and 8. 

3. "Information developed under ESIP should be disseminated as soon as 
possible." (Page 9 of the Report and accompanying text.) 

We agree that information developed under the equipment program should be 
disReminated as quickly as possible, and that in the past our review procedures 
and personnel problems have hindered this objective. Since September 1974, we 
have taken the following steps to rectify thig situation: 

(1) A symposium on the progress of the body armor program was held at the 
September, 1974 and 1975, annual meeting of the International Association of 
Chiefs of Police. The symposium was widely attended and provoked substantial 
interel'lt, not only among law enforcement officials but also among the private 
manufactUl'ing sector. 

(2) A September, 1975, grant to the IntCl1laticlllul Associntion of Chiefs of 
Police for, among other things, a National Law .Enforcement Equipmcnt infor
mation Center, which will focus specificully on the speedy dissemination of infor
mation on law enforcement equipment, including the Institute's equipment 
prO~Fl1m projects. 

(3) Personnel resources at Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory have been 
reallocated to speed the technical editing process in the Standards Program. 

(4) An ed,itor-writer was. hired on March 1, 1975, in the Advanced Technology 
Division (formerly called ESIP) to manuge the report review process, and the 
report backlog hus been substantially reduced since that time. 

(Ii) In the past year, the professional complomont of the Advanced Teohnology 
Division hAS been doubled, from three to six profssionals, five of whom hold 
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permanent positions. This iilcrease has occurred at a time when the o¥ernU' 
personnel complement of the Institute lias been significantly reduced. 

(6) As indioated on page 10 of the Report, in June 1975, the Institute decided 
that, rather than allow reports to accumulate unreviewed within the Institute 
and unavailable outside, they would be fOl'wal'ded to the National Criminal 
Justice Reference Service, with appropriate disclaimers, where they will be listed 
by the Service and be available to potential users. Publication decisions will still 
be made in such situations, but the- delay inherent in the publication review 
process will be substantially minimized. 

4. "The Institute should have used a method to circulate body armor in~ 
formation that would have reached potential users muoh sooner [than the use of a 
guideline]." (Page 11 of the Report and· accompanying text.) 

This observation is bused on the perC'eption that, since many police depnrt~ 
ments are ourrently considering the purchase of body armor, they should have 
access to information on the Institute's test methods and results. On this point, it 
should be pointed out that we have responded'to all requests for such information, 
and it is available to any who request it. ,Ye have also insured that the test results 
and methods have been included in the documents which have been prepared and 
published, and are- involved with industry associations concerned with insuring 
the production of quality material. Also, because of our concern with the fact that 
many police depl1l'tments are considering the purchase of commercially available 
armor which may not have been adequately tested both for penetration and blunt 
trauml1 effects, we have initiated I1n interagency agreement with the Department 
of the Army, the end result of which will be a model or method by which individual 
depattinents can eMily and quickly test the penetration, resistance and blunt 
trauma performance of any commercial armor. 

As indicated, actions have been taken to improve the finding dissemitlation 
process and to comply substantially with the recommendations made on page 12 
of the Report. The Report acknowledges this improvement on page 12, by the 
observation that: At the time of our review, the Institute was not adequately 
disseminating the results of its ESIP activities to potential users. However, it 
has since taken some actions that should cause its program to reach potential 
users faster. 

5. Modification of interagency agreement to include unrelated tasks. (Page 13 
of the Report.) 

Presumably the points raised in connection with tIllS criticism are to be re
sponded to by the Contracts Office. In connection with the forensic laboratory 
project, however, it should be noted that the original decision was to seek a con
tractor by competition, but a determination was made that the Institute did not 
have at that time sufficient capability to manage the effort. Thus, it was decided 
to transfer the management of the project to the Mitre Corporation since the area 
was closely aligned to then exiRting analysis group activities. Subsequently, open 
competition to private contractors to produce the bulk of the contract effort waS 
accomplished. The program was later transferred to the Advanced Technology 
Division (which administers the ESIP program) in order to centralize control of 
the overall contract activity. 

With respect to the modification to provide administrative, technical and 
logistical support for supplemental training of criminal justice personnel, it should 
be pointed out that this modification reflected (1) a response to time constraints 
and (2) special qUalifications of the analysis group's parent organization, the two 
conditions cited by GAO as justifications for foregoing competitive procurement. 
Because comprehensive support for regional training seminars had to be provided 
within an extremely short time frume, the use of a contractor familiar with the 
seminar content and requirements was mandatory. The analysis group's parent 
organization had provided. such support two months enrlier. The Institute's 
position was th/tt this organization was the only appropriate contractor, given the 
demands of time, and was supported by the LEAA OfficIJ of Planning and Manage
ment and Executive Secretariat, which, in recommending approval, stated that 
"Even if thiR matter were a sole source procurement it would be justified." The 
proposcd use of Analysis Group personnel as Ll1w Enforcement Science Advisors 
was'an attempt to use the analytic capabilities of anttly~is group field agents In a 
broader framework, expanding their focus to all elements of the criminal justice 
system rather than simply the police function. . 

It should also be noted that, so fnr as unyone in the lnstitute knows, neither 
thc land vehicle locator und tracking system nor the drug intercept pro gran). is an 
Institute 01' LEAA program. WlJ have no connection with either of those programs. 

6. "Proper procedure should call for (1) the assignment of .all new .tasks to be in 
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'writing and (2) all new tasks within the scope of the contract to be processed 
through the project monitor." (Page 16 of the Report.) 

We agree with the recommendation, and will insure that such procedure is 
followed. 

7. "Because of the time delays being experien'ced at LEAA in approving some 
subcontracts negotiated by the development group, LEAA should consider hav
ing a representative (contract officer or ESIP monitor) present at negotiation of 
major subcontracts." (Page 17 of the Report.) 

The points made in the report concerning the delays encountered in approving 
subcontracts within LEAA are appropriate, and the Institute will review its pro
{)edures with the view towards accelerating the process as much as possible con
si.,tent with its responsibilitiE's, and we will instruct our contractors to do the samc. 
Also, we will seriously consider the suggestion that LEAA be represented, where 
nppropriate, at negotiations involving major subcontracts. 

12. "Although the Institute's funds are no-year appropriations, we believe funds 
LEAA allocates for the standards group should be based on the estimated needs 
for a fiscal year." (Page 18 of the Report.) 

'Ve agree that fiscal needs should be expressed directly in terms of those monies 
that cnn be realistically obligated within a fiscal year. It should of course be kept 
in mind that most programs in the standards program require more than a year to 
complete, and that beca'UHe of unexpected but justifiable slippages in one project 
area funds may be carried over into the next fiscal year, but at the present time 
standards group projects arc funded only on a single fiscal year basis, in accordance 
with the recommendation in the Report. 

All recommendations contained on page 18 of the Report are presently being 
followed. 

Mr. CONYERS. How many progrums do you monitor that are per
formed by contru('tors, doing research and evaluation for you? Whftt 
is the dollar amount? 

::\II'. OAPLAN. Somewhat over $30 million. 
~fr. CONYERS. How much more over $30 million? 
?\lr. OAPLAN. I do not know what figures you have there. Our 

annual budget is obout $32.4 million. If you include carryover funds, 
it could be substantially higher. 

:rvIr. CONYERS. I have a staff memorundum that says that the top 
10 contractors for LEAA run up $34 million by themselves. 

:1\11'. CAPLAN. I see. I am only referring to the Institute's budget. I 
'am not fnmilial" with tho~e figures. Those would apply to the entire 
LEAA progmm of $880 million. 

:1\11'. OONYERR. Well, we arc talking about 10 contractors. Do you 
review their activities? 

~Ir. CAPLAN". No, I do not think so. If I have in mind the list that 
YOH have in front of you, it lis~s major contmctors for LEAA as a 
whole. Several of them arc InstItute contractors, but most are not. 
For example, if Boeing is on the list, that would not be an Institute 
.cont.mct. 

IVIr. CONYERS. Well, what about Aerospace? 
Mr. CAPLAN. Aerospace is and Westinghouse is. Those &,,13 also 

cumulative figures on the list, I believe. For example, the Westing
hOllse contract from the Institute is about $1 million a year. It is 
probably listed there as much higher because the figure shows all 
the money Westinghouse has received since LEAA came into 
existence. 

1.fr. CONYERS. I do not know whn,t you are talking about, but you 
are not talking about the report that I am referring to. 

Mr. CAPLAN. But I do not have your report in front of me. I cannot 
be more helpful. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Will the chairman yield? 
Mr. CONYElRS. Well, just a minute. I will yield to you. 
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Mr. MCCLORY. I think it would be fair to the witness to let the 
witness know what report YOll are referring to so that he would be 
able to frame his answers in response to a document. Either he ought 
to have a chance to look at it or he ought to identify it. 

Mr. CAPLAN. I am familial', MI'. Chairman, with the Aerospace 
account. rEhat would be a cumulative awards Of $14 million over, I 
think, a 4-year period. That is for equipment development in approxi
mately 15 areas ranging from fingerprint analysis to new ways of 
identifying bloodstains, semen, a cheaper burglar alarm system, the 
body armor that has been celebrated so much in the newspapers. 
These are the programs funded uncleI' a contract with Aerospace Oorp. 
They subcontruct about 50 percent of their efforts to other local 
concerns. 

Mr. CONYERS. What brunch do they operate out of under the In
stitute? 

:Mr~ CAPLAN. They are monitored by our Advi1llced Technology 
Division. They are one of three major contractors monitored by that 
six-man unit. 

Mr. CONYERS. Are you satisfied with their work product over the 
years that you have been in charge? 

1lr. CAPLAN. On the whole, very much so. 
Mr. OONYERS. What about Westinghouse? Police technical 

assistance? 
~iIr. CAPLAN. 'Ehe police technical assistance is an award of another 

element ill LEAA. The Westinghouse contract is all Illstitute award. 
It was one of the first tha,t I signed when I came to LEAA. It was a 
result of a prolonged competition. 'rhe program uses some of the ideas 
developed in our research project on defensible space and tests them 
in three or foUl' communities around the country. Westinghouse is 
trying to apply those concepts with local funds in Broward County, 
Fla., Portland, Oreg., and Minneapolis, Minn. It is a testing and 
further researching of some ideas that we developed. 

Mr. CONYERS. And the famous Mitre Corp.? 
1.fr. CAPLAN. Their principal effort has been in the evaluation of 

the impact cities program. 
Mr. CONYERS. And you are aware of the recent criticisms about 

the impact cities program? 
Mr. CAPLAN. I read the newspaper accounts, yes, sir. 
11r. CONYERS. How do you feel about Mitre Corp.'s activities? 
.Mr. CAPLAN. On the whole, I think, again, they have proved to 

be a satisfactory contractor, doing high level work. The impact cities 
€vnluation, I think, is an important document. 

:Mr. CONYERS. Well, in what respects did you disagree with criticisms 
that they have stated against impact cities. 

Mr. CAPLAN. Well, aH I reca]l, I think the newspapers focused on 
the rather utopian goals with which the program had been launched, 
that is, the specific recluetions in crime that were the goals of the 
program, 5 percent over 2 years and 20 percent over 5 years. 

Comparing the performance with those goals, the program fell 
enormously short. As I look at the :Mitl'e evaluation, however, we 
fire not interested solely in whether the impact cities program worked 
out or not, but in what we learned from the expprience. I think the 
evaluation shows that, if we were to do it again, we could design a 
much more effective program. 
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So, from a research point of view, it is a very influential document. 
You see, as the research unit, we do not have a stake in whether or not 
the impact cities program was a success or failnre; that would not be 
our interest. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, this is a subj~ct matter that we could spend 
much more time on obviously I but I and other subcommittee members 
would like to visit the Institute to learn mote about the nature and the 
significanc-e of your \vork. 

Ml'; CAPLAN. We would welcome the opportunity to have you 
visit, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CONYERS, Thank you. 
I re"coo-nize the gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. Hughes. 
1\11'. HUGHES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Caplan. 
I sit over here because I am the junior member of thh; subcommittee. 

I started out as a very strong supporter of LEAA, and your report 
distresses me, to say the least. One of your statements says the reason 
we do not do better in curbing r.rime is we do not know how, and then 
in the future you suggest that-what does all this mean for the future, 
and the answer may disappoint you. 

It is more of the same. It not only disappoints me, it outrages me. 
I just cannot understand, you Imow, how the Institute can say whtlt 
we need is more of the same. You apparently were a IJl'OSecutor at one 
time. 

Mr. CAPLAN. I h!Lve been a prosecutor. I was with the local police 
department. I have been in criminal justice research, a law professor. 

Mr. HUGHES. How many years ago has that been? 
]VIr. OAPLAN. I taught law right before coming here. 
When I said more of the same, I meant more frustrations and more 

rewarding successes as well, but I ;want to say that in a sense, I can 
share your sense of outrage. But that is the way it appears. 

Mr. HUGHES. Well, let me just tell you how a country lawyer and 
farmer prosecutor feels about this statement. 

I tried criminnI cases for 10 years before I came to this body. I 
always found it helpful to talk to the people who had the problems, 
and also the people who were administering the system. 

I share my colleague ftom IvIichigan's concern about looking at 
the broader aspect of it. I do not have to see any statistics, really, to 
convince me that there is some connection between unemployment, 
violence, and crime. 

I have not seen any statistics, but I would be very, very surprised 
if there was not a direct relationship between bTOken families and 
crime, and particularly the absence of Ol1e paTent in the home. 

We had a witness last week that I think put his finger right on the 
very problem that we really ought to be concerned about-the 
absence of social pressure in a community. 

What has happened in America? Hasn't there been a drifting away 
from religion as the center of me, the family unit as the center of 
activity, and away from the standards of pride in one's work and 
one's community .. 

The criminal justice system was never intended to be the p.rimary 
means of reducing crime. As the chairman has indicated, that is after 
the fact. 

It seems to me that one of the biggest things that the Institute 
could do for us would be to collect the kind of data that I just assumed 
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the Institute was collecting, which would give us these relationships 
between ~riJ?e a~d u.nemJ?loyme~t ~or instanc~. 

The crIrumal JustICe system IS lmportant In the overall effort to 
try to reduce crime because deterrence is, I think, an important 
aspect. Obviously, as a backup system it is important. 

I want to· tell you quite frankly, in (1.11 of the years that I tried cases, 
may o.f the defendants that I tried did no.t believe that, No.. 1, they 
were going to get caught; and No.2, never believed they Wo.uld go. 
to. jail Qr be punished. A lot of them think they are smarter than the 
rest o.f us. In addition, a lot o.f them have been part of the system 
long enQug;h to believe that all you have to. do. is get a good lawyer 
and yo.U are home free. 

Rehabilitation is a joke in this co.untry. We give a lot of lipservice 
to it. Have yo.U been to any o.f the institutions and talked to some Qf 
the staff psychiatrists and SQciQlQgists? The ratio Qf staff to iJ:J.mates 
is often on the average of 500 to 1. . 

Have any members Qf the Institute ever gone Qut into. the field 
and talked to. some o.f the peQpJe who. are invQlved with this work? 

Mr.OAPLAN. Yes. We are not a group Df eggheads that are remote 
from reality. The head of QUI' Oorrections Division was a former wf),rden 
in a penitentiary in Massachusetts. 

The head of our Police Division has had a lot of police experienc~. 
We combine research and operational experience. I think we are 
sensitive to the problems and are do.ing something for those wo.rking 
in the system. 

Mr. HUGliES. How often do members of the Institute actually get 
out and talk to policemen, talk to the victims, talk to jurors, talk to 
the people in the penal system? . 

Mr. OAPLAN. I would say infrequently, although we may have some 
police o.fficials in from time to time, that would be quite common. 
But, in terms of actually getting out in the field, it would be maybe 
Qnce a month, once every 6 weeks. 

Mr. HUGliES. I think that is healthy because you cannot judge 
things by wha,t happens in Wasbington. 

Mr.OAPLAN. I a~ree. 
Mr. HUGliES. It IS important to get back out into the districts and 

find out what is happening in the countryside. Yo.U made a statement 
that juries can be cut in half. Well, there may be areas where that is the 
case, but that is no.t the problem-not the jurors. Many do not wan.t 
to. serve because it is an inconvenience. Others do not want to serve 
because they are bounced around from courtroom to courtroom. Their 
time is wasted because a judge or whoever fl,"3signs the cases has not 
done an effective job and the ones that you do get that are public
spirited citizens, who are by and lal'ge the majority, get outraged 
over the way that they are treat.ed. They are paid $5 in my State to 
attend all day. Many of them are docked when they have to leave 
work. Many of the judges, because they have not done a good job in 
impaneling, refuse to.'excuse jurors when they are sick 01' when their 
mother is a.t home and needs their care, or they are the sole support of 
four other emplo.yees, and without them they cannot assign the work. 

MI'. MCCLORY. Would you gentleman yield just fo.r a cOl;nroent? 
Mr. HUGHES. I would be happy to. 
Mr. MCOLORY. For one thing, I wO'\.lld just like to comment that 

there has been some difficulty in even establishing an agency which 
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has the 'capability and which has the role of providing the kind of 
research, the kind of information source, that is so vital to us. And, it 
has been a very limited role, but exactly the subject that the gentleman 
is referring to now is the kind of study which the Institute has carried 
on so that we would be better informed and so that tlus information 
would be more readily available. I do not think-actually I ha'le been 
very interested in having Mr. Caplan come here this morning to in
form us, and I do not think we should charge him with the responsi
bility beyond what Ius charge was or what his capability has been 
since he has been able to perform only with limited funds within a 
relatively short period of time. 

As a matter of fact, until we extended the law in 1973, the funding 
was almost nonexistent and there has been opposition to the role that 
you and I want them to assume that they are just beginning to fully 
assume, it seems to me. 

Mr. HUGHES. I appreciate that. I want to tell my colleague from 
Illinois perhaps I have a different conception than my colleagues have 
of the role of the Institute. I understood it was to study the cause and 
effects of crime and, frankly, a lot of the funding I have seen going 
into the State, particularly for equipment, to upgrade law enforce
ment agencies, you know, has, I think, made it more efficient and more 
effective. But that is a very small part of the overall problem as I 
think my colleague from Michigan was trying to get across. 

And yet I have seen very little come out of the Institute which 
is directed to the broader problem. :Maybe I just have not seen a 
representative sample of the Institute's work. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Will the gentleman yield on a jury question? 
Mr. HUGHES. Well, if I may, let me finish my point. 
If we think we are going to reduce crime by putting a policeman 

behind every tree, we are putting our money on the wrong horse, 
because that is not the direction that 'we ought to be taking. 

That is not to say some of the other things you !1,1'e doing are not 
important. It is a inatter, I am sure, of policymaking within your 
agency as to where you direct yOlu' resources. 

But, when you say-that ali we can expect is more of the same-I 
become very concerned. Thiti member is not going to vote for money 
for LEAA, nnletis we begin to attack the broader crime problems
the root cnuses, if you will, on the community. 

When I started out as a young prosecutor, with a lot of vim and 
vigor, I lUUy not have Sf Lid that. But I cnme to realize over the years, 
as I deult with the victims and dependents and wcnt through the 
frustrations of tdals, that our only salvation is to get more people 
involved. 

If we do not do something about the attitude of people, so fnr as 
the crime problem is concerned, and create more citizens, and begin 
to more eHectively relate to the sociocconomic reasons that are the 
direct enutiC' of crime, in many cascs, we are not going to do a thing, 
Insofar us the ,Penal system of my own State, l't gges back to the 
Dark Ages. It IS abRolutely horrendous. We arc cuttmg people loose 
that should not be free because we do not have the space to bring morc 
in; and we arc not working with those that nre in the system and can 
be rehabilitated. And it is just a self-defeating system that we arc 
wi tnessing. 
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I would like to see the Institute get into the broader questions that 
would assist me in making some value judgments. That is not to say 
that we would not have to train our police officers to do a better job, 
a more professional job, and to try to professionalize our prosecutors. 

It also does not mean that we do not have to take a long, hard look 
at the plea bargaining system which I think is just bankrupting the 
criminal process in some areas. 

Obviously, that is not the way we are going to Q,ercome thc-' 
problem. 'rhat is what is happening, at least in some of the areas I 
am familiar -with. 

Mr. CAPLAN. I think the problems that you have identified so fur 
are evident all over the country. 

Mr. HUGI-IEs. Then what we ought to be saying is let's get some 
hard facts about the relationship between unemployment and crime. 
You ask "What can the Government do?" I will tell you what the 
Government can do. 

We had a public works bill up before this Congress not very long 
ago that was vetoed. Okay. We could not override the veto. It was a 
$5 billion public works program. At least it put people back to work. 
That has to be an effective anticrime measure. 

But those are the things perhaps we ought to be looking at. If we 
had some hard data, insofar as how idleness breeds crime and how 
the lack of pride in a home makes it an easy transition from one of 
a lawabicling attitude to one of a nonlawabiding attitude, perhnps 
that kind of information would help those in the clecisionmaking 
process to support the progrnms that will, first of all, not crente the 
climate in which crime breeds. 

We can do a lot of things. It does not seem to me thn.t we h:we been. 
Mr. 1IIcCLORY. Do you wnnt them to lobby for the work bill, the 

Humphrey bill? 
Mr. HUGHES. No, I want them to provide the elata, the data that 

gets to the broader issues. I have not Reen that kind of data. I would 
he abRolutely shocked if there wns not a direct relationship between 
those fttctors and the tremendous increaRe in crime ill connnunitieK. 

Mr. l' f CeLORY. If the gentlemnn will yield, I think that the 
gentleman will have an ol)portunity to offer some amendments to 
augment the role of the Institute and then to increase the funding for 
the Institute, and then they can tnke on the kinds of research ~ and 
intensive investigation into the entire role of Governmcnt and society 
that the gentlcman is indicating we have to get into. 

Mr. HUGI-lEs. And I would be very happy to invite the Institute' 
to come in to one of my counties sometime and we will show them 
some of the problems. 

Mr. MCCLORY. If the gentleman will yield-I think that they 
have done a study on the jury problem. 

Mr. CAPLAN. Yes, I described the jury study in abbreviated form 
only to make the point that you can t),chieve much greater economies 
in the administration of justice than we now have. The full study 
drl1matically makes the !Joints that you hltve made, that the jurors 
are unclerutilized. 'l'hey nre not well treated. 'l'hey nre poorly paid. 
They do not have parking spaces 01' other amenities. ' 

Mr. HUGHES. And it varies from vicinity to vicinity. Some judges do 
not know how to hundle the situation. Some do a better scheduling 
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job and have an excellent relationship. In other areas, the jurors are 
outraged .over jury duty. And more and more people are going off. the 
voter regIStratIOn roles because they do not want to be called for Jury 
duty which is another problem. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Will the gentlemen yield for one more observation? 
Mr. HUGHES. Sure. 
Mr. MCCLORY. I believe that the Institute has done some studies 

with regard to the relationship between crime and unemployment. 
Mr. OAPLAN. Yes, we have. I should have pointed them out. Some 

of the areas that you have touched upon we have not been active in, but 
on unemployment and crime we sponsored two different studies: One 
was a collection of all of the studies that had been done in an attemnt 
to assess the merits, and the other-- < 

:Mr. HUGI-IEs. Why don't you send a copy over to me and send one 
over to the President at the same time. 

~Jr, CONYERS. The Chair thanks the gentleman from New Jersey 
and recognizes staff counsel Freed. 

Ms. FREED. Mr. Caplan, I have two brief questions. 
One is in relation to the comments that the former Administrator 

of LEAA brought before this subcommittee at our laHt hearing. He 
cautioned us, since we had great concern for the need for evaluation 
and monitoring of programs that evaluations can tend to be self
sl'rving. And any evaluations clone within LEAA may praise und, 
therefore refund certain programs, 

Congresswoman Holtzman has proflOsed before this subcommittee 
a bill that would have most of the eva uations donl' in States and local 
units of govl'l'llment and have those evaluations filtered up to the In
stitute for your comment and criticism. 

I belleve the administration hus proposed that the Institute be under 
the direct authority of the Attorney General rather than the Admin
legisistrator of LEAA, to obvit1,te any question in that area. 

Where do you think the Institute should be, in terms of new 
legislation? 

Mr. CAPLAN. I support the administration's proposal which would 
llu.intain the Institute within the LEAA. 

It seems to me that pm't of the genius of that is that it has two 
parts. One is the research part, which would point the way towards 
llew informRtion, new findings; and new approuches. And the other 
~mrt is this continued block grant fuuding, which allows these new 
<approaches to be picked up and adopted by the States. 

Other programs, which have on1\' had a research institute isolated 
from ongoin~ funding l have found' a great deal of trouble in getting 
l'e8(,11rch findmgs put into practice. 

The union of research with the block grant money seems to me a 
singularly attractive featUre of the LEAA program, and I think the 
Institute has been I1b1e to capitalize on that by getting, as I pointed 
ont, such innovations as police-family crisis intervention adopted in 
many cities, 

~Jp. FREED, So you think the caution that was offereel to us about the 
tie-in between research and possibly refunding, on sllccessful pro
grams-j ust to perpetuate them-is unfounded? 

Mr. CAPLAN. I have not s{:.len.IvIl>. Santarelli's testimony so I am not 
sure precisely what he is referring to; because I agree with him on so 
llHtllY things, I am reluctant to take issue here. 
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I would say that evaluation ean be bad or poor, but if it involve~ 
properly structure design, with outside reviewers, you can get and 
objective product. 

I would be troubled about relying on the States to do evaluations 
of more thttn their own efforts. I think that evaluation to the financittlly 
pressed States is going to remain a bit of a luxury. Proper evaluations 
UTe very expensive. They are as expensive 01' more expensive often, 
than the action program. 

For example, to take a look at plea bargaining in Alaska, we are in~ 
vesting $300,000. I think if we did not make that investment becau;,10' 
of the national implications, as :Mr. Hughes has pointed out, of plea. 
bargaining, that many States would not on their own make that kincl 
of investment. . 

Ms. FREED. Let's tlirn to a different subject briefly. 
I. f Judge Shepard from California, or some other enterprising 

individual who is charged with the responsibility of developing u, 
community participation progrnm comes to the Institutetn1d wants 
to know whether there are such in exi~tence now, which aresuccessfnl 
and which have failed, do you have the capability to assist him in 
setting up this program l'iB'ht now?, ' 

IvIr. OAPLAN. Yes, witlnn broad limits, we could make available to 
him a list of projects that have been screened. That would give him 
an idea of what oth6(' jurisdictions have done that they are pleased 
with. We would only have a microscopic view of a few of tho::;e, 
however. 

~/[s. FREED. But you--
Mr. CAPLAN. We re::;poncl to those inquiries all the time. Someone, 

is interested in doing something better in crime preventioll; something 
in policing. Depending on the topic, we may have a whole lot to S[LY, 
or very little. 

So much more is known thnn any single jurisdiction is applying 
thn,t, if you took 50 good iclen,; that are scattered here nnel there and 
I1re working well and try to eoncentl'l1te them in a single jurisdiction, 
you could achieve a good denI. 

Ms. FREED. You do not initiate ::tny lll(Ll'keting of tlldRe ideas 
right now. You are in a response to inquiry stage. Is thatcol'rect? 

:Mr. CAPLAN. In terms of what the entire LEAA area does, we re
spond to inquiries. Through ollr technology transfer division, as I 
indicatecl to the chairman, we tnJte eneil year a handful of what we 
consider to be tho most promhling ideas, and I1ggl'esively marke t 
them and then evaluate them. ' 

Ms. FREED. Would you htwc anything to say about the effectiveness 
of community participation progl'llms't Have you done any studies 
in your research section that show that neighborhood progl'all19 work? 

Mr. CAP'LAN. I do not h[Lve that information. n,t my findertips. 
Some work; som" do not. 

Team policing, for exnmple, is, I think, going to prove to bea better 
W[LY of policing because it involve::; the community; bec[Luse it is 
deeentrnlized policing; beeallse there is mO.re community control. 

On the other hand, civilil1n cotnplnint review boat'd8 seem to have 
hadpool' experiences, so it is hat'd to tn,lk genericn1ly. 

1',118. FUEED. Thank you. . ' 
Mr. CONYERS. Well, we m'e grat;ef\il to you. I wltnt YO'Ll to under

stund that this is fL friendly subconunittec that hilS been intetl"bgo.tin'g' 
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you. We Wfl,nt to visit with you. We want to leal'll more about how 
you operate. And we want to be helpful. 

So, on that note, I want to thank you again for contributing to 
testimony in comlection with this legi::;lation. 

}"fr. CAPLAN. Thank you, lVIr. Chairman. 
:Mr. CONYERS. From California we have Judge Huey Shepard, 

superior court judge, Los Angeles County; formerly presiding judge 
of the Compton district municipal court. 

He joins us in his capacity as chairman of the Criminal Justice 
Coordinating Council for the Compton j udicit11 district of California. 

,Yo welcome YOll, sir. You have some friends with you? 

'TESTIMONY OF JUDGE HUEY P. SHEPARD, CHAIRMAN, CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE COORDINATING COUNCIL, COMPTON JUDICIAL DISTRICT, 
'CALIF., ACCOMPANIED BY MARTIN MAYER, ADMINISTRATOR, 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING COUNCIL, COMPTON JUDI· 
CIAL DISTRICT, CALIF.; JUDGE JAMES N. REESE, MmTICIPAL 
COURT, COMPTON JUDICIAL DISTRICT, COMPTON, CALIF.; MAYOR 
JOHN A. MARBUT, CITY OF CARSON, CALIF . 

• Tudge SHEPARD. Yes, I would like them to come fOl'ward.1VIr.lvIayor, 
who is the administrator of the coordinating council; Judge ,James 
Reese, and :Mayor .Tohn :Marbut from the city of Carson-the largest 
city in our judicial district. 

Mr. CO~YERS. 'Ve welcome you all. I know yon luLvc traveled 
over along way. 

,Tudge SI-IEPARD. Also with our delegation is .Tudge Everett Ricks, 
who had to step out for a moment. He is present presiding judge of 
the municipal court of the Compton judical district. Also with us 
is :Mr. William :Moye1', who is deputy director of the Los Angeles 
County Regional Cl'iminnl.Jw;tiee Planning Board. 

:Mr. CONYERS. vVell, we nppreeiatc your coming. We have the 
trstimonies of YOlll'self, .Tudge Sheptll'd, and that of Administrator 
IVlnyel'. We will put them in the record at this point. 

[The docllments l'efpl'l'ed to follow:] 
MAnCH 20, 1070. 

l'm:l'"\I\lW ~'J'.\.·rEME~T OF .TCDog III;'EY r. SIIEP,\RD 

Chairman Con~'er:-;: Thank yOll for the invitntion to testify he fore the Subcom
mittee on Crime which ill holding hpurings on the reauthori.ution of the Luw 
Enforcement AHRi:-;tanre Administrntion (LEAA). I serve us the Chuirman of a 
'Criminul Justicl' Coordinating Counoil for the Compton Judicial District (CJCC) 
in Lol'o Angeles Count)', California. For approximntely two years wo have been in
volwd in a oriminnl jlH-.ticl' pl:wning effort in this Judicilll District at tIll' special 
.reqllC'f;t of the former Adminh.;trntor of LEAA, Mr. Donald Httntarelli. 

The Judicitll District con~ists of four cities; namely, Compton, Carson, Lynwood 
,nnd Paramount pItUl some unincorporated territory of LOR AngC'i(>H County. The 
']lopulntioll of the District iR approximntely 31)0,000. Tho t:lpecial Assistant to 
Mr. Hantarl'lli, It Mr. Richard Jncobs(>n, was initially in contllCt wit.h us regarding 
'the implemonttttion of a drug r(>ferr(ll progrnm, rl'ferred to us Treatment Alterna
,tivcs to Street Crimes (TASe), which LEAA desired to implement in Los Angeles 
'CO\lnt~T. Thill initial contnct started in parly 1074. At that time I was serving ns 
Presiding .Tudge of tho Compton Municipal Court and wo mnde cOhtnct with 
IJEAA indic!Lting nn interest in attE.'mpting to implement the TASC Program 
iinto our DistrictJ even though two years prior the leadership of Los Angeles County 
\was .not L\blc to successfully develop n TASC Progrnm. 
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We had meetings with the leadership of every agency in Los Angeles County 
and the leadership of the four cities of the Judicial District. As a result of these 
meetings we were successful in receiving unanimous endorsements from all of 
these agencies for the commencement of the TASC Program. That Program is now 
in its second year of funding in Los Angeles County, as a result of the leadership 
of the Judges of the Compton Municipal Court. 

Immediately after this was accomplished, Mr. Jacobsen inquired whether the 
leadership in the Judicial District was interested in long term technical assistance 
in criminal justice planning to combat crime in the Judicial District. We indicated 
our interest and a number of preliminary meetings and discussions were held with 
the four cities and the County and all of the LEAA agencies in the State. This 
culminated in a meeting at the Compton City Hall on March 22, 1974, which was 
addressed by Mr. Charles Work, Deputy Administrator of LEAAi ~Ir. Cornelius 
Cooper, Western Regional Administrator of LEAA and Mr. Paul Haynes, Direc~ 
tor of the Office of National Priority Programs, LEAA. 

Among other things Mr. Work made the following comments: 
liThe notion I want to have you take with you, and the notion I don't want 

anyone to forget, is the notion of partnership. At this table is a truly symbolic 
gathering of those concerned with criminal justice problems nationally, regionally, 
within the State, within the region of the state, and within the City of Compton. 
This kind of partnership is what is going to make this particular idea here in 
Compton a success; without this ldnd of partnership it will not work. . . . We are 
not interested in temporary idens or notions; we nre interested in a lasting commit
ment to improvement{Tand we think it is this partnership notion that is going to 
effectuate that .... l~OW you may ask, why Compton'? There are two reasons: 
One iii that the prohlem here is a very serious problem indeed ... If there 
ar(' to be any improvements, it will take very, very hard work and it will take a 
substantial period of time. We are here to say, quite simply, that we wHnt to 
take part in that process and we waut to be ptlrt of that hard working team that 
is going to tlttack it, and we want to do it on a partnership bnsis. 

The second remlon for Compton is much more important than the firsti that is 
thnt We sense here a, spirit and a commitment to doing something about these 
very serious problems .... Wha,t we are here to say and offer to the City of 
Compton is support for It detailed plnnning effort .... We all want to pull 
together in It planning efl'ort to muster and mnrsha,l the resources and set gonls a,nd 
objectives so that crime can be attacked in this city. What we are here to support 
today is an attack on crime through sophisticated, well thought out planning 
efforts. We will sit down and work out a timetable with respect to other goals and 
objectives so we cnn time each item step by step and work on other arrangements 
which will also involve LEAA funds and attack not only the specific symptoms of 
crime, but also the causes of crime .... 'What Compton is for us is an experiment 
in intergovernmental relatiqns; an experiment with extl'llordinarily difficult crime 
problems, and an attempt to bring severnl agencies to bear in one area. tVe are 
deepl~r committed to making this work." 

As a result of this moeting on March 22, the leadership of the criminal justice 
sytltem in Los Angeles County wmi enthmlinstic about the proposed program. in the 
Compton Judicial District. 1i here was continuing dialogue between local officials 
and LEAA which again resulted in [t meeting on May 6, 1074. At thiH meeting Mr. 
Hichard Jacobsen, Special Assistant to the Administmtor of LEAA, iI!troduced 
to the leadership of the Judicinl District a tenm of consultants which had been 
chosen by LEAA to do a pre-start survey of the problems in the Judicial District. 
The Executive Officer of the Court, Mr. Otto lInll, worked very closely with the 
team to arrnnge appointment::; with many of the top lenqers of agencies in the 
criminal justice system. Mr. Jucobsen again voiced support of this program in tho 
1no.nnor that Mr. Work had done llnd stated in pnrt: 

"In this case here, we nre recognizing two things: onC ill that I"EAA cun pIny a 
1endership role in the community; und two, that the causes of crime do not just 
delll with the Criminal Justice systl'm, but the call~es of crime are social, economic 
conditions as well as Oriminal Justico factors .... 'l'he intent hero then is to 
study the system from a system-wide perspective, taking these otlwr socinl and 
economic factors into consideration. , 

"Tho two-week effort! as I said, is commencing toda:r, will produce the kind of 
grass roots or first sketch, if you will, of What the mnjor problem iIi arens and 
solution aroas are. In the long-term diugnosis, which will bo composed of a team of 
upp.roxillll1t61y'four to six members, will. actually refi!lC the nnalysis suggesti~n 
projects to you thnt cnn be funded by LBAAi [mel With your tlpproVlll, we WIll 
~\ttelllpt, nnd I think that we cnn deliver on this. 
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"From the time that the grant is started to be put down on paper, we will 
insure that that grant is finished and funded and the dollar in your hands within 
60 days. 

It. • • Lastly, what we are calling this is our success partnership model. You 
have demonstrated to us your commitment for improvement. You have agreed to 
eliminate a certain amount of red tape. You have agreed to try to in"titutionlllize 
the projects in the process, and you have given u" your cooperation today. We 
will provide that to you at 100 percent funding, program development; program 
tests on [t 90-10 funding ratio and program evaluation. So in essence, we have the 
Federal funding assistlLllce commitment partnership in planning and pnrtnersltip 
in decision making. That is basicnlly the model that was presented out here np
proxima,tely a month ago by Mr. Work." 

At the end of his pr_esenta,tion Judge Joan Dempsey Klein, then Presiding Judge 
of the Los Angeles Municipal Court, asked Mr. Jacobsen the following question: 
"Has this been tried anywhere'?" JUl'. Jacobsen':> answer WilS, ",Ye are going to 
try it out on Compton .... There have been a lot of attempts by the Federal 
Government a,nd by State and locnl governments, for that matter, to try to do 
something like this .... One of the principal problems with all of the programs 
was that they didn't provide Olle qualified staff to help develop programs, to get 
community participation in the development of those programs in a, way in which 
was meaningful." 

In approximately July of 1974 MI'. Santarelli resigned as Administrator of 
LEAA; Mr. Richnrd Velde succeeded him. Subsequentl)', we were informed that 
our communications with LEAA regarding this project shOUld be with a !Ih. 
Mike Dana, who was the head of tnl'ir Citizens Initiative Progrnm. After con
siderable delay in communications, nnother tenlll of consultnnts came into the 
Judicial District and spent approximately five months to do a further study and 
analysis. The local leadership again made th.emselves avnilable for interviews and 
conferences. We had nlwnys indicated to LEAA that they had not kept their 
commitment of providing a long term technical assistance team which would be 
working here in tho Judicial District on a daily basis. It is my impression that 
they recognized the need for such a progrilm but were reluctant to spend the 
funds. 

We suhc:equentlv had n meeting with Mr. Richard Velde on the Queen Mary 
in Long Bpach, California with Mayor Doris Davis of Compt(lnj then City 
Manager, James Wilson, of Comptonj Mr. Tom Clnrk, Region IX LEAA and 
Mr. l\fike Dnlllt of LEAA Citizens Initiative Office. We personally informed 1\11'. 
Velde of n11 of the efforts of the local leadership llnd he reaffirmed LEAA's support 
of our effort and we continued the work of the Coordinating Council in the 
Judicinl District. ThiH wus difficult to do without an appropriate staff. I am 
informed that l\fr. Velc1e reqlleRted that the Director of the Office of Criminal 
Justice Planning, State of Cnlifornia, then Mr. Anthony Palumbo, provide funds 
for a small planning unit, con~jsting of approximately four persons, 

This Grnnt will end on June 30, 1976, and to date we have not been informed 
why LEAA has chosen not to honor its cOlllmitmC'nts to this Judicial District. 
The representatives of this Coordinttting Council have met at least monthly and 
nt times more frequently during the early development of thil:l Program; pro
posals have been initiated and we have received nothing but delays from LEAA. 

We fcel it is highly inappropriate for n federlll agency, whether or not it is 
LEAA or some other ngency, to eome into a community and make the promises 
of the sor~ which they made, receive the full cooperntion of that locI11 community 
tlnd then wnlk awny without any explanation or uny attempt to fulfill the com
mitmentI') which were mnde. If this kind of brench of the "successful partnership" 
agreement which wns promised by Mr. Charles Work, the Deputy Administrator, 
LEAA, is permitted to happen in the Compton Judicial District, it can happen 
in any other district in the Country. 

The present Administrator of LEAA, I nm informed, has been a participant 
in all the deciFions nffecting this Project, even prior to the time when he received 
the 1'0)(, of administrntor. He renffirmedthnt commitment in support upon aSSUlll
ing that role but for reasons which he has not made known to us, he hns f(tilt~d 
to cnl'l'Y out the promis(1s. 

The Judges of this Judicial District were successful in getting the local ]enrler
ship to support thh:; efTort bused upon the promises lUnde to us by LEAA. Ll1:AA'>1 
credibility with this community is now very poor ILlld (til (1, result they have nut 
t!:" .'flldges (If this Judicial Dh,trict jll n bud light beeuuse of these broken promiAeR. 

'this plnnning effort has the full Rupport of the Regionltl Planning Unit in TJo~ 
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Angeles and the State Office of Crimin.al Jtlstice Planning. We feel thnt T,Ti1AA 
Cflntrnl should ·not and cnnnot be permitted to ignore the commitments which 
wnre made. 

Thank yon Mr. Chairmtlnand Members afthe Committee for this opportunity 
to appear hefore you. 

PREPNRlllD STATE)'lENT OF :MARTIN J. MAYER, ADMINISTRATOR, CRIMINAL JUSTIClll 
COORDINNrING COUNCIL FOR THE COMPTON JUDIClAL DISTRICT 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: It is an honor and privilege 
to appear before the House Judiciary SubcoiUlnittee on Crime. I am grateful to 
Congressman Conyers for the invitation to testify and present information and 
opinion which will hrwe bearing On legislation which might result In the reau
thorization and refunding of the Lll,w Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA). 

I ,currently serve as the Administrator of the Criminal Just.ice Coordinating 
Council for the Compton Judicial District (CJCC) in the County of Los Angeles 
in California. The facts and circumstances surroudnig the creation and develop
ment of this unit is relevant to the issues before this subcommittee since the 
concept waS initil1:ted by LEAA. 

Early in 1974 LEAA Administration in Washington, D.C. a,ppronched the 
people in the Compton .Tudicial Dist.rict (CJD), consisting of the cities of Carson, 
Compton, Lynwood and Paramount).. and proposed that the District become 
involved with their newly formed uffice of National Priority Programs. Its 
purpose was to do COTrlpl'ehensive planning as it relates to crime reduction and 
systems improvement. LEAA became aware of the Dist,rict after learning thnt 
the City of Compton h!ld the highest incidence of major crimes per 100,000 
population in the Country-, llS per FBI reports.LEAA pledged a '(partnership" 
with the communities within the District. During the course of the next two 
years LEAA secured committments from the local officials as well as extensive 
amounts of time and effort on the part of those officials. Long range plans were 
set forth by LEAAj promises of substantial sums of money were made to enable 
a plnnning unit to be established which would develop projects which would 
have long term, lasting effects on the problems of crime and juvenile delinquency 
in the Compton Judicial Districtj promises elf ongoing technicnl assistance and 
support were made-to date, few, if nny, of the prolni8es have been kept. In fact 
it has been almost impossible to secure any information from LEAA regarding 
the status of our proposed program. 

I believe it is important to set forth a chronology of events for the past two 
years-since it has been that long in the making-and thereby reflect the degree 
of involvement on the part of the local communities.rrhere nre several quotes 
indicated in the chronology-they are direct quotes transcribed by court reporters 
present during the meetings referred to in the text. The persons refel'red to are 
the following: Charles Work, Deputy Administrator, LEAAi Richard Jacobsen, 
Special Assistant to the Administrator (Donald Santarelli) of LEAAi Michael 
Danai Director of the Office of Citizen Initiatives, LEAAi and Rick Berman, 
LEAa Regional Office in San Francisco. 

March 22, 1974.-LEAA initiates series of meetings 'and proposes a partnership 
commitment with the local officials. "We nre interested in a lasting commitment 
to improve,. and we think it is this partnership notion that is going to nffectuate 
that.' (Work). 
Apn~ 20, 1974.~'LEAA meets in Washington, D.C. with local, State and Fed

eral officillis to discuss the implementation of the LEAA/Compton Justicial 
District project. 

May 6, 1974.-LEAa organizes meeting in Oompton (involving over 100 
.persons) and commits Federal 'funds for planning partnership. "We are nOw ready 
to implement thatllartnership model." (Richard Jacobsen, SpeCial Assistant to 
'the Administrator, LEAA) During follo\ving two weeks interviews to be conducted 
of lOCal officials tonscertl1in needs. Interview taam cOllsistsof two 1LEAA stnff 
members andeig'ht consultllrits. 

1vI ay 18, 1974.-LEAA reports bnck to group about interviews conducted during 
previous ten d!\ys with Los Angeles Count~ officials. lntervieW schedule wns 
reqtl'estcd by IJ.JEAA and arranged 'by CJD officiuls. LEAA to compile interview 
data anll ~orwn'rd it to 10cMs for'revie'v. . . 

July '15-19, '1974.~LEAA conducts Hde~btiefing" 'sesRions, in 'Compton, on 
intervieW dt1ta compiled ill May. rrhrcc dlLy conference requested and held by 
!LE'A.:A with Smile 'local officials. 

UD-riS7-7(l-.pt. l--ll~ 
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October 1974 to February 19?5.-LEAA afisigns four, full-time persons as [l, 

Nntional Priority Diagnosis Team to again conduct an "on site" review of the 
needs of the CJD. All expenses paid for by LEAA for n five month period. 

November 19, 1974.-LEAA reaffirms its commitment to CJD. "LEAA is here 
to assist this community .... (T)he fact that we are here now in the Judicinl 
District is commitment enough at this stage of the projeet." (Michael Dana, 
LEAA) 

December 17, 1974.-After change in LEAA Administration in Washington, 
LEAA officials still commit involvemcnt with CJD. It • •• (W)e I',re moving in 
the right direction and if we continue to work together we are going to have a 
National Priority Program." (Dana) 

J atmary 1975.-Meeting in Long Beach, Calif. between local officials and Richard 
Velde, new Administrntor of LEAA. Henffirmation of support. 

January 10, 1975.-Meeting of i::lteering Cl'mmittee of National Priority 
Program. "LEAA is still in full support of the National Priority Program." 
(Hick Berman, LEAA Region IX) 

February 1975.-Defipite continuing statements of support for original com
mitments, LEAA not yet willing to provide discretionary funding for National 
Priority Program. California Office of Criminal Justiee Planning provides emer
gPllCY fund relief to establish a Criminal Justiee Coordinating Coun'Cil (CJCC) 
for the CJD. 

May 5, 1975.-Administrator of the CJCC brought on board to develop the 
CJCC and then develop, seeure fundl'l, and imp1cment programs pursuant to the 
plans established b3' LEAA. 

JW16 24, 1975.-CJCC Administrator meets with Velde, 'Work and DanLt of 
LgAA, in '\Vashington, D.C. LEAA directs CJCO Administrator to develop a 
concept paper outlining second und third year plans for CJOO prior to its funding. 

September 1975.-Concept paper forwarded to LEA A for review and comment. 
As of this date we have been unable to secure finy comment from LEA A re

garding the eoncept paper. De::;pite munerolU, telephone cal1s and communication 
by mail no reply hus been received. As n result it was necessary to call upon our 
('lected Oongre~sionnl representatives, Charles ,\Vilson und Glenn Anderson, to 
intervene on onr behalf. As a result of their intervention a mecting was arranged 
tU1d a delegation of local officials travelled to Washington to meet with the inter
ested and involved parties. The outcome of that meeting is still very uncertnin. 

I would like to takc the O\Jportunity to set forth examples of thc types of 
programs proposed by thc Criminal Justicc Coordinating Council-it is our 
'firm belief that theHe programs, if implemented, would have a positve effect 
Oil the communities efforts to reduce the amoUllt of criminal, anti-socinl behavior, 
in the Distriet. 

1. Criminal Justice Coordinating COllllcil.-rrhe primary unit estnb1i~hed 
to plnn, develop and initiate projects within the Compton .Judicial District in 
its effort to coordinate nil relevant governmentnl units in the ICfight ngninst erime." 
The original ooncept of tho National Priority Program, as outlined by LEAA . 
.called for tho estnb:lishment of It • •• a viable pbnning unit for thc CMCD that 
will funotion effectively long after LEAA has left. 

2. Witness-Victim Coordinator Pl'ojecl.-To estnbHsh a unit which will: provide 
.LIRsistance to witnesses in criminal cascs, improve the attitude of witnesses nnd 
their willingncsi'l to participate in the justice system, increase court efficiency by 
l'educing continuenees and CurlO dismh,sals and the numbcr of appearances required 
·of witnesses, deVl'lop an ongoing research cnpabiIity in order to "modify and 
improve witness related uctivities, and involve the community in order to improve 
the public's imagc of thc court:; and the criminal justicc system. 

:3. Youth Sel!~impl'ovemenl Program.-A program which seeks to raise the level 
,of self imago held by young women who htwe \Jecome involved with the criminal 
justice system. It builds a positive self image by offering advice, assistnnce und 
trainHlg in areaS of particulnr conccrn to them. It seeks to achievc a number of 
ohjeetives: to incrensc the individuals belief in her own positive potential, to 
increase her f)kilJl'l in handling interpersonal transactions, to incrense her confi
dence ttnd social skills to enable her to be better prepared to seek employment, 
to ncquire skills and knowledge in the nl'e(t of personal grooming, hcalth care and 
<lther related areas of personal hygienc. 

4. Job Oriontation and Training Unit.-Includes training of "hard core uncm
ployables" primarily those on probation or those who have gone. through the 
<criminal justice system. 'fhc truining will relatc to busics neoessary to hold ilnd 
mnintaiu employment. The program would be geared toward Han thc job training" 
with employees receiving part of their wages through a subsidy provided by this 
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!grnnt.Such a subsidy would be offered as an inducement to prospective employers 
-since it would reduce their investment during therelutively non-productive 
period while the employee was being trained. The program would include pre
.employment training as well as on the job training. Staff would continue to work 
with both the employee and employer for a period of approximately six months. 

5. Alcoholic Recovery Unit.-Development of a detoxification unit for those 
individuls who are "public inebriates" and who, heretofore, were processed 
through the courts and corrections. Local police OffiCitlls have indicated that the 
availability of such facilities would enable them to take such persons to those 
facilities for treo.tment rather thl1ll processing them through the system. Long 
term rehabilitative programs would also be made available for those who desired it. 

G. Crises Intervention Telephone Hol/ine.-Establishment of an emergency tele
phone service for adolescents in crises i to offer short term counselling, to offer 
immediate and anonymous assistance to those calling, to evaluate the needs of the 
-adolescents, to provide referrals to appropriate agencies when such a need is indi
cated and to provide consultation and follow-up as indicated. 

7. Youth and the Administration of J1Istice.-School project designed to increuse 
both student knowledge about, and positive uffect towurd, the justice systcm us 
institutionalized within the United States toduy. Sub-goals are the increasing of 
positive self concept and the building of peer teuching and other personal skills 
among stUdents, us well as the modification of justice personnel attitudes towurds 
youth. 

S. Citizen Dispute Settlement Panel.-Involving selected and curefully trained 
-commuuity persons us medil1tors in "minor," though potentiully "criminul" 
.disputes in a manner that satisfies the purties that justice has occurred und 
prevents the recurrence of future problems by uddressing the basis of the dispute. 
To involve the defendant und the victim in arriving at a fuir and equitable solu
tion which will muke the defendant more aware of the human consequences of his 
-deed and to educate all parties to the difficulties inherent in the criminul justice 
sy"tem. 

It is the hope of nIl those who have dedicuted themselves to this concept thnt 
it will not be nllowed to die. This hus been a classic example of a Federal agency 
going to a locnl community, rnising their expectations, promiSing help and sup
port and then totally withdrawing-leaving those citizens with nothing for their 
efforts but empty, unfulfilled promises. 

I wish to thank the Chairman and the members of the Subcommittee for af
fording me the opportunity to appeur in connection with the reauthorization of 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and I welcome nny questions 
you might have. 

1\J1'. CONYERS. Then you muy begin. 
As you know, when you come this distance we want to talk with 

you. We h:we a written record and we are going to read your testi
'mony. We are interested in how you feel about the progl'Um. 

As my colleague from New Jersr.y pointed out, too frequently what 
is going on in Washington is not really what is happening in the 
·conntry, so we are glad to have y:ou all with us. You may begin. 

Judge SHEPARD. Thank you .. 
We will have :Mr. Mayer give you a brief clu'onology of the Criminal 

,Justice Coordinating Oouncil, and then I will give some further 
comments about where we are. And then perhaps Mayor Marbut ancl 
.Judge Reese will also have some comments in response to Lluestionsi 
-otherwise, 1',111'. Mayer, you may proceed. . 

NIl'. MAYER. Thank you, Judge, members of the subcommIttee. 
It is an honor to be here in front of you. The testimony that I 

submitted contained a chronology of events leading up to our present 
position and so I will not, take up a great deal of time going over that. 

I think it would be relevant, however, to point out u. few major 
facts. 

The Compton Judicial District is located·in the county of Los 
Angeles. It is basically located in the central part. The city of Oompton 
.severu.l years ugo was identified by the FBI as having one of the 
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highest crime rates in the United States. 'rIlls was recognized by 
either Esquire magazine or Time magazine which did a cover story 
article on it. 

LEAA and Oentral in Washington, at that time, came to the com
munity and stated to the community that they wanted to develop 
a spechtl program that they had set up, an Office of National Priodty 
programs, and they felt that the Oompton Judicial District at the 
area involved could benefit from the input of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administmtion. 

They stated, in fact, that they were doing something that was 
unique. They were not responding to reqnests for proposals but were 
rather coming to the community and developing what they referreel 
to as a partnership. 

There were a series of meetings that were held between the beginning 
of 1974 uI? to and including yesterday. These meetings involved a 
host of clill'erent people. They were originally involving the highest 
level administrative people within LEAA. 

The whole concept of Office of National Priority program was 
originally developed by Mr. Santarelli, as he pointed out when he 
spoke to the subcommittee last week. There were meetings that were 
called and held in Wnshington, where local officials from Oalifornia 
traveled to Washington. 

There were diagnm.;tic teams that were sent into the Compton 
Judicial District. There was a period of 2 weeks when three k~\y 
administraton; from LEAA and eight private ('onsultants spent a 
2-week period of time interviewin~ a host of different people, the 
purpose of which was to isolate the Ideas and the problems, and limit 
the scope of the eventual proposals. 

All of the meetings that were requested, all of the time that was 
needed, was put together by the people in tbe local community. 

Tbere was, subsequently, a second group of consultants that was 
Rent out to live onsite. Onsite turned out to be in Los Angeles County, 
but certainly not in the Compton Judicial District. 

They spent anywhere from 5 to 6 months. The amount of money 
that was spent foi' the travel, living arrangements, consultant services, 
putting together two reports, which, -parenthetically, the cities 
Involved and the court have indicnted is fraught with misinformation 
and inaccuracies; and, therefore, the statistical information cannot 
be utilized very well, all of these things cost a great deal of money. 

There was a change in administration. Mr. Santarelli left LEAA. 
Mr. Velde took over. There was a perceptible change in attitude at 
thl1t point, in terms of the commitment of LEAA to the communities 
involved, altllOugh a great deal of effort had, up to that point, been 
put in by the communities and by the local officials. 

There was a meeting in January 1975 where Mr. Velde traveled to 
Oalifol'niai met with the judge; and with Doris Davis, the mayor 
of the city of Compton; and several other key officials. And I urn sure 
the judge will elaborate on that. 

We believe there was, ugain, n, reaffirmation of commitment. 
In June 1975, after I came onboard us the AdministrutoI', I traveled 

back here and met with Mr. Velde, personally, and there was most 
definitely a reuffirmation of commitment at that time to me, as well 
as n direction of what WEl should do in. order to be able to proceed to 
fulfill, agl1in, the progl'Llm that LEAA came to the community to 
implement. 
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. We proceeded and we complied with the requirements as set forth 
by LEAA, which were basically to set forth a concept paper which 
would be to describe some of the ideas that we in the local community 
wanted to implement, and we would then work together to develop 
that concept paper into something that could be translated into a 
proposal, and then carryon with the goals and objectives. 

They talked about dealing on all levels-not just the criminal 
justice level-but dealing with the problems of housing, dealing with 
the problems of education, job training, and so on. 

The city of Compton, alone, has 1,200 boarded-up houses as a result 
of the compliments of HUD, so that there was an overall projection 
that was to be developed. 

There was going to be a planning system established for long-term 
results and long-term commitments. 

Subsequent to the September submission of a concept paper, we 
formally have never heard a word from LEAA up until yesterday. 

Judge Shepard had written to Mr. Velde in February and, in essence, 
asked what was happening, and concluded his letter requesting a 
meeting with :tvIr. Velde for this week. 

The Judge did not get a response until just last week just before he 
flew out with the other members of the delegation. And the response 
was not from Mr. Velde but was rather from J. Robert Grimes, who 
was an a,"sistant administrator. 

I would like to concluele by just referring to some of the points 
in the letter that were raised because I believe it is indicative of the 
attitude LEAA has taken toward our community, and the raising of 
expectations that were done by them and just left alone. 

The only way that we have been able to start the coordinating coun
cil up to this date is because the State of California, through block 
State money, provideela small grant. 

In the letter from :Mr. Grimes, it is referred to that, in addition, it 
is not the intent of LEAA to utilize discretionary grant funds· to 
provide continuation funding for projects initiated with block grant 
funds. 

So, with that definition, we would be excluded from getting dis
cretionar.Y funds. 

However, it was LEAA that imposed upon the State of Oalifornia 
to provide us with the block money to get started because they were 
not yet in a position to come through with the funding for the ad
ministrative unit. 

At a meeting that was held in Congressman Charles Wilson's office 
yesterday, which was attended by Mr. Volde, he finally conceded that 
yes, that was a "Catch 22" and that that would not apply. 

In addition to that there is a statement in the letter regarding the 
attitude of the State of California and as we all know, Governor 
Brown has hacl some problems with the whole concept or the LEAA 
and the way it has been administered. 

One of the problems raised in Mr. Grimes' letter is the way we 
proceeded in terms of trying to get planning money for thisadminis'
trative unit would in essence be contrary to the Governor's position. 
And, what Mr. Grimes either was not aware of or did not recognize 
was the letter that had been sent to Mr. Velde by Douglas Cunningham 
who was the Governor's director of the Oalifornia Office of Criminal 
Planning in which letter he indicates that the State administration 
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is very concerned about the matter involving the Compton judicial' 
l~istrict and very supportive and specifically co,lls upon LEAA to' 
come through and honor the requests or rather the commitments that 
had been made, That was not referred to in the letter that was sent 
by Mr, Grimes, Then, I can only assume that it was an oversight. 

Another point that was raised is that it was stated that I feel it is 
most important that all negotiations concerning c'l'iminal justice plan
uing for the Compton ju(ljciai district must be carried out in coordi
nated effort consisting of representation of the affeetecl eommunity,. 
the Los Angeles Regional Planning Unit, the State Office of Criminal 
,Justice Planning, and LEAA San Francisco Regional Office. At the' 
begimling everyone of those aO'encies were represented on the bOlll'd 
of directors that makes up the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council. 
All of the local communities are represented; they have been involved. 
It is as if nothing tlmt happened in the post is to be considered any
more. They arc nonoperative. We forget ttbout those things. But, 
everything that the agency has asked for from the local communities 
for the past 2 years, has been complied with, provided and followed 
through on. And, basically, at this point, we were left without any 
recourse. We could not get a l'cspom;p and it required our coming to 
Washington, and it required the goocl offices 01 our congressional 
reprcsentatives to put together a meeting that up to that moment was 
denied us. rrhat basically, 111('mbe1's of the subcommittee, is the 
chronological outline of ewnts. And, once again I thank you for 
allowing me to appear before you. 

IvIr. CONYERS. Thank you fo], that background, counselor. 
,Tudge SHEPARD. Thank YOl1, ),'Ir. Chairman. 
I, too, am pleased to have the opportunity to testify before YOll. We 

in the local community were extremely I'nthusiastic u.bout the Pl'ospC'ct. 
of the kind of program that IJEAA offered. It happened because the 
leadership of the judges of this particular comt were u.ble to pull 
together, liternlly, every agency in I ... os Angeles County. We got an 
endorsement of theil' department head to [l, special drug treatment 
JH'ogrum which nrose lIuder the Safe Strcets Act caned treatmcnt 
alternatives to street ('.1'ime which is referred to as TAS. Thev tried 
2 years prior and had eRcrowed some Federal money to get tl1is pro
gl'u.m in L.A. County and the other persons who tried it, could not do 
it. But, ·when the .iudges becmne (letivists, when they got off the bench 
and got into the community and knoeked hC(l(b with the leadership, 
of agencies, we were able to, as I SIlY, get every agency in the county 
to fund the program. It i;:; now in its second yeal' of funding. It WllS 
at this point that. LEAA Hui(l, hey, this is the kind of participation 
by the judges nnd the rest of the criminal :iustice system. that we have 
been looking for. We would like to do this special national priority 
effort and we said we were willing. 

'rhe problem that it puts us in at this point, I think, is an issue we' 
are very concerned about and it is the credibility of the commitments. 
of a Federal agency to a community. Now, obviously even if we hacltt 
written agreement with them in tcrms of a contract, it cannot be· 
enforced. But, if we were dealing with contract law, there is no way 
that we could not enforce our rights as against them.. We rely, YOll 
know, to our detriment, we relied on the promises so that there will 
be a stop to the attempt to claim that they did not make them. 
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We have transcripts, and I will be happy to supply you with a copy 
of those original meetings where the deputy administrator and the 
special assistant to the administrator came and made statements and 
even Mr. Santa:relli himself, visited with us and even Mr. Velde 
himself, has been out to meet with us, and, the team that was put 
into the community for 5 months wus clone when Mr. Velde was the 
administrator. Yesterday he met with us and said there was no 
commitment. I can understand if he told us, well look, because of. 
budgetary cutbacks we do not have the kinds of funds we anticipated 
and we cannot coma through with the grandiose promises that were 
made. But, for a mun to sit there and tell us that there wu·q no com
mitment, I cannot accept that. So, that, I think the other thing is, 
I think LEAA can be effective provided that they change their focus 
and change their direction. I think they have been too, shall I say, 
equipment oriented in terms of police needs, as to cm's, guns, analysis. 
techniques and that sort of thing. I think they are on the right track 
when they set up this special division of nationnl priority programs 
to develop citizen initiative progranls and crime prevention programs 
und special juvenile programs. 

They also had in mind to get the Federtll Regional Council involved, 
realizing there are causes of Cl'imc, as :Mr. Hughes was referring to and 
you were referring to, NIl'. Chairman. We are not going to resolve
the crime problem by just prosecuting and locking up people and 
running them through the criminal justice system. Because, until we 
do something about the social problems out there, they are only going 
to be back again. We in the court know that. The judges of our court 
recognize that very clearly and that is why we were so enthusiastic 
about this. As a matter of fact the Federal Regional Council on the 
west coast designated this area as a special impact area. And we are 
negotiating with them now to set up a special clearinghouse to work 
on programs and projects that affect, you know, all of the social, 
economic, and employment problems in the area. 

At this point we are disappointed, we are frustrated because I1EAA 
has chosen, at least as far as I can understand at this point, not to 
fol1ow through. 

Now the meeting we had with :Mr. Velde yesterday was a rather 
noncommittal kind of thing. He said there was no commitment. 
He agreed that there WIlS a need and that he would explore some 
alternatives. But, we could not pin him down on anything very specific 
at all. So, these kinds of expectations to be raised in a community, 
to have the judiciary get out front and pull together for cities in term~ 
of a cohesive working unit, now we are going to have to go back to 
those city councilmen and cities and say we are sorry, we have been 
lead down a path and there is not anything we can do about it. That is· 
why we are appealing to the congressionalleaclership to intercede and 
see to it that LEAA does keep the kind of commitments that it has 
made. 

That is the extent of my comments except to say that there was 
already some citizen participation planning which we thought was 
going to be meaningful in the community, There was organization of 
block clubs where people look out for one another, if they see unusual 
activity in terms of criminal activity. There were citizens meetings. 
about the crime problem. I think once you get your local level people 
concerned in this fashion, not only will they be looking out, but they 
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another in tertns of the kinds of crime problems. And, I think we can 
begin to make some progress because until you get full citizen partici
pation involved in crime prevention and do something about the 
social problems that are contributing to crime, we in the court ;;;ys
tem, you lmow, we are doing what we have to do but that is not. going 
to stop the defendants from coming before us day after day. The 
docket is going to always be full. 

So, I appreciate this opportunity to make these remarks. I do not 
know if Mayor Marbut or Judge Reese have any comments they would 
like to make. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, I would like to hear from them. 
Mr. Mayor, welcome. What would you add to this. discussion? 
Mayor MARBUT. Mr. Ohairman, thank you for this opportunity 

to speak before this committee. 
I am mayor of the city of Oarson which is adjacent to the city 

of Oompton. We are one of the participating members of the Oompton 
judicial district. We voted unanimously as a city council to par
ticipate in this, what we considered a worthwhile program. Some 
2 years ago, we employed a safety director and instructed him to fully 
cooperate with the Oompton judicial district in the program that we 
considered to be worthwhile. We have done that for the continual 
existence of this program. We initiated, at about that time, a block 
club, citizen participation program in the city of Oarson. We now have 
some 2,700 citizens actively involved in this program. It is still increas
ing. It is still growing within the city of Oarson. 

We en1!'red this program, enthusiastically, because in every 
census that we have taken in. the city of Oarson crime has been the 
one major issue that the citizens are most aware of and are m.ost 
int.erested in. To now come to the point where there is the possibility 
that this program will not continue is indeecl a shock to us. I think 
it is going to 'be a shock t·' the citizens who have participated in this 
progl'l1m, if this program is not carried on, because we see good coming 
out of this program. We see some benefits to the citizens and to the 
cities that are involvecl in the program. So, I think it would be a 
tragedy if the funds were not fbrthcoming, because I am fully con
vinced that if we are going to effectively approach tIns problem I 
we have to get everybody involved in the act, not only the judges from 
their point of view, not only the council from their point of view, 
but the citizens of the city must also be involved in this program. 
So, I can say we are fully behind it. We support the program and we 
are seeking ways in which we could continue the promises that were 
made to us when this program was initiated. And, we can go bod;;: 
to our respective citiE\s and give them the encouragement that this 
program is going to be forthcoming. 

Thank yon very much, Mr. Ohairman. 
1-.1r. CONYERS. We appreciate your remarks. 
I welcome an old friend, Judge James Reese, municipal court 

jUdge. 
Judge REESE. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. It is cerhlinly an honor 

and a plea."lure to appear before your committee and we wish to 
thank you for the opportunity. 

I am a new judge, comparatively speaking. I went out to Compton 
in August of last year. I have found, since August, that this is a 
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people's court we are talking about. It is 0, munrcipal court, and its 
laWyers, et cetera, you know, ai'e under the jlll'isdiction of the 
municipal ,court, the Oompton are'a is about 80-percent blaok, that is 
the city of Oompton. We have tIu'eeother ci,ties over which we have 
jltrisdiction. LYnwood has about 40-pel'cent Me:\.1.can American, about 
30-perceht bhrck, and the balance white. Oatson, I think,is about 
50-50, it is changing. But, the ptoOlem that wefonnd here is this, 
I am sitting in jury trials i each week there ate two or three of what 
we 'call interfering with an officer, not ,that they aTe charged, just 
interfering. And, then, usually when the evideilCe comes in, the 
judge has an 11-08 to dismiss it, because what is being tried is that 
some citizen was bold enough to express what he thought was his 
rights, so he is arrested for interfering. I 'will not go into any details, 
but the analyses of the cases will bear out what I have said. It is frus
trating when the judges of COul't merge witb the leaders of the com
munities which the court is Sel'ving and attempt to fOl'mulate some 
p~1icy and attempt bo forI?- s~me orltanization to h~lp stem the 
crune wave and to be met WIth frustmtlOil after fI'ustratlOn. 

'fhe way the meeting ended yesterday was thisi file your applica
tion and make youi' commitment, simply file your application and 
then we will see what oan be none. But, you might as well know now, 
there is little, if not any, money available. 

I would imagine Oompton is typical (Jfthe inner cities of America. 
As Mr. MayeI' has said to you, thei'e are many hbmtlS boarded up, not 
only homes but apartment buildings, whole tracks of them. And, yet, 
in our community and the Los Angeles al'ea, just a week and a half 
ago, the "L.A. Times" carried an article where juveniles were sleeping 
on floors in juvenile halL 

What we want to do through this projeot is llot spend an inordinate 
amount of time and money filing applications, malting plans, and, 
then, in the final analysis, be rejected or ill the final analysis be given 
money that would be consider'ed safe money. 

In fact, the attitude of LEAA reminds me of the poverty program 
with which I was associated with back in 1965, There was this theory 
of maximum citizens and community participation. It was a theory, 
'but the moment the citizens or the persons who were being served by 
the pilot program actually got into the act, much criticism was made 
by the power structure, the unsophisticated, the dishonest. No help 
was really given for the program that was designed for failure, and it 
is obvious that the LEAA program is designed only to strengthen the 
police departments of .America,and to streamline the process of sellding 
th!ou~~ the legnl factories persons from freedom to jails and especially 
mmon tIes. 

We have some pl'Ojects which we would like to be funded which we 
know will be difficult to have funded. There is no earthly reason why 
many mOl'e blnck and Mexican-American and other minol'ity high 
school seniors would want to be police officers 01' members of the 
sheriff's department, but Los Angeles, and ag!dn I say Compton in 
particular in the country, had a program which would encourage 
minorities to join the fire department, the police department, and so 
'on. And, recently, they had 160 applicants who were accepted for the 
-academy, that is, for the fire department, Of this 160, 102 were 
minorities, black and Mexican-Americans, 
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Upon completion of the training course, 100 failed, 60 passed-3~ 
whites, 30 minorities. I do not think it is that difficult to become a 
police officer or a fireman. We figure that if we can get some funds, 
train the high school applicants who want to be police officers, keep 
the officers who have retired, give them job training, just as we had 
when we finished law school, the crash courses to enable you to pass 
a bar, let's train some of these youths to pass that examination and 
to get through these academies. I mentioned this to :Mr. Mayer, and 
he said, "You know, you will have the police department down on 
your head." He was correct. 

We feel that we have a challenge there in Compton and we want 
to do some meaningful social work there if we are allowed to do so. 
We hope that in any way your committee can aid and assist us, that 
you can do so. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity of speaking before yon. 
Judge SHEPARD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that each 

"of the cities are still currently strongly in support of what we are 
doing 2 years downstream, which I think is significant if you can keep 
that kind of interest with the kind of frustration that we have had, 
because I think they recognize that there has to be the kind of planning 
to really do something about crime, and we are still hopeful, and we 
arc looking to LEAA for assistance. We are willing to coopemte and 
work with them in any way, and we hope that is reciprocated although 
·wc are not so sure exactly what their position is at this time. 

1f1'.IVIAYER. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I have one final comment. I 
think it is extremely important to remember that this is an unusual 
set of circumstances in that it is a situation where a Federal agency 
has COlLle to a conmnmity and initiated a concept. It is a similar type 
of experience that Governor Brown has referred to in the past where 
a bureaucratic organization comes in, raises expectations and then 
withdraws. 'rhe judge referred to transcripts; I have them with me, I 
wonld be happy to leave them for the committee. 

I would like, if I may, to refer to just one part of the transcript on 
~Iarch 22, 1974, almost 2 years ago to the clay. There was a major 
meeting held at Compton City Hall attended by well in excess of 100 
different people throughout the county of Los Angeles, and I have a 
list of the people who attended as well. 

Charles Work at that time was Deputy Administrator of LEAA 
and made a following statement in part: 

I want to talk about the notion that tho Administrator, Don Santarelli, and I 
have boon talking about all across tho country. I will talk a bit about tho relation
~hip in a momont. The notion I want to have you take with you, and the notion 
I do not want anyone to forgot, is the notion that this is central to what we are 
kicking ofY today, that i~, the notion of partnership. 

At this table is a truly symholic gnthering of those concerned with Criminal 
Jw;tice protlems-natioUttlly, regiolllLll.\T, within the State, within the region of 
the State, within the city of Compton.'l'hi~ kind of partnership is what is going to 
make this pnrticular idea J1('re in ComptOtl a success. Without this kind of partner
llhip it will not work. Thi:; partnership is esscnt.iltl and crucial to what we at 
Natiomil Hcadqunrters hope to accomplish. 

Ho, if you remember nothing dRe said b~" me this afternoon, remember that it 
is this notion that interests Ull in this project. 

He went on to talk about lasting commitments, about long-term 
efforts, about very hard work. We have remembered the commit
ment of the ptl,rtnership notion, and we believe that we have complied 



with our half of the partnership. And, we have found' that when we 
called upon the new Administrator of LEAA to honor the commit
ments made by the prior Administrator, that the partnership notion 
no longer existed. 
, Yesterday Mr. Velde stated at this meeting, which was attended by 

several JYIembers of the House, that he did not feel there was any 
commitm~nt by LEAA because nothing had been in writing, and no 
specific dollar amount had been reached. 

Mr. CO~"YERS. Well, whut we want to do is follow, first with interest, 
the situation thut has been raised here so articulutely by you all. 
The problem thut I see lurking in the back of your testimony is how 
muny other Comptons might there be throughout the United States. 
We ina.dvertently came on this situation. But beyond the question 
of how many Comptons are there, how muny citizens groups are there 
in the country that no one did come to,t hat they well could have come 
to in addition to your area and did not, and who cannot, through the 
bureuucratic process, get iuto the partnership business in fighting 
crime in their community. 

It seems to me that this is the critical consideration of the function 
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. rrhat is what 
makes your testimony here very importunt to our proceedings. 

Mr. McClory? 
Mr. MCCLOHY. Thank you, 1Vrr. Chairman. 
vVe are just going to have a few minutes here, I think, because they 

want to get a quorum call very, very shortly, and we will probably 
all have to leave at that time. So, I appreciate your statements, and 
also your oral observations here. 

This is an application for a discretionary grant. 
How much i:-; t.he application for? 
Judge SHEPARD. Well-·-
:Mr. MCCLORY. Or, approximately how much? 
Judge SHEPARD. Well, here is what 1uts happened. We had told 

them orally that we need 2 years of planning money, approximately 
$100,000 or $150,000 a year. So, we are talking about $250,000 or 
$300,000 that we feel will be adequate for the planning unit. But, the 
problem behind that is it docs not clo us any good to do expensive 
plnnning if LEAA is not going to keep any kind of commitment re
garding action funds. And, that is the nub of the problem. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Do you luwe an estimate of the action funcIneed? 
.Judge SHEPARD. Well, I do know we could use very substantial 

amounts of money, but what they were talking about is we were going 
to do the planning first . 
. 1\,11'. MCCLORY. Yes, but are we talking I1bout $10 or $1 million? 

.Judge SHEPARD. Well, I think it would take $3 01' $4 million per 
city, so we are talking about, I think, $10 or $12 million to do the 
kinds of things that we originally talked about. 

1'1'11'. MCCLORY. Pel' year'? 
,Tudge SHEPARD. No, no. We are talking about in terms of the action 

overull, in terms of the action programs. 
MI'. MCCLORY. We have placed the limit on the amount of discre

tionary funds-you know-15 percent for one thing, and then a dollar 
limit as well. So, it is part of our responsibility, and not just theirs. 
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J'ud~e SHEPARD. But he still has discretion to determine what the 
pl'iorit16sare, and that is where our disagreement with it is. 

MI'. MCO:LOIW. Oh, well, yes) he has 50 States and he has a limitation.. 
percentagewise and dollarwise. Now, have you tried this'? 

I had the experience of a project. It is sort of a major project in my 
district where they needed additional funds and we found that the: 
State allocation if it is not used, if it is not all used and some of the: 
applications do not materialize and they do not even call on the funds,. 
then that excess can be distributed by the State. 

Judge SHEPARD. With Federal approval? 
Mr. 1JCOLORY. Yes, r guess with Federal approval, the regional 

director's approval. Now, have you thou~ht about that? 
Judge SH:EJPARD. Yes, we discussed that lD.. detail with him yesterday. 

We asked him for a commitment that if there are some reversionary 
funds, could they be earmarked and put aside, and he said liN 0". 

Mr. MCOLORY. Well, would that have the approval, though, of the· 
State? 

Judge SHEPARD. We have full cooperation and approval of the State· 
office of criminal justice planning. We have been in constant contact 
with them. They have a letter asking that they fund our unit. So they 
are in full support, and if there are any funds that are reversionary 
that Mr. Velde would approve, I am sure the State would be happy 
to earmark them. 

Mr. MCOLORY. In looking over the overull project it seems to me
to be a very important type project. However, one part of it, the last 
part, intrigued me a little bit, and that was some kind of a citizen 
extra-legal tribunal which would interview people and sort of decide
whether are they criminally involved 01' not. 

Has that causeclany community controversy? 
Judge SHEPARD. Well, we have not dealt with 01' developed such a 

project, olthough Mr. Mayer is morc hmilial' with these kind of things 
than I am, so 1 will let him respond to it. 

Mr. MCOIiORY. Well, all I want to know is has that caused 
controversy? 

MI'. MAYER. Mr. McOlory, that is modeled after the Oolumbus
night prosecutor progt'am which was recognized by LEAl\. as one of 
their exemplary projects. 

Basically what it is, is to avoid heady di1;pl1tes between pat'ties 
that would otherwise result in criminal complaints being filed to be 
dealt with by citizens settlement paneh~. We have not had the op
portunity to implement that yet, but that is one of their exemplary 
projects that we would like to try to start. 

Mr. MCOLORY. You know in the juvenile field there are some 
peopJe that feel the juveniles ought to be treated informally and not 
brought into the courtroom. And the other side says they have to be 
brought in and have a counsel and to have a fuU-dress trial. So, I 
just wondered whether there was any controversy. 

Judge SHEPARD. In fact, if I could soy also, A lot of the prosecuting 
attorneys in the city of Los Angeles where you get into family and 
nei~hborhood disputes j people come down and they will file a com
plamt and then they will never testify, So, they have a heuring officer 
pL'Ocess, where they run it through that befOl'e they ever get the whole 
system geul'ed up to be sure that it is something substantive. That is 
the kind of thing we are talking about. 
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Mr. MCOLORY. Your regional agency, it is a recognized regional 
agency by the State? 

Judge SHEPARD. Yes, sir. 
Mr. MCOLORY. You do not have a conflict there? 
trudge SHEPARD. No. 
Mr. MCOLORY. I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. OONYERS. I think this has been very helpful to ltS, as our col

league from Illinois has indicated. We want to follow the ultimate dis
position of this matter. I think that by having come here to testify 
today, you have helped enormously in that respect. 

Thank yOlt very much, gentlemen. The subcommittee stands 
adjoUlTIed. 

[Whereupon, at 12 :09 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject 
to the call of the Ohair.] 
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ApPE:NDIX A 

REMARKS BY MEMBERS OF CONGRESS ON BILLS BEFORE THE Sun
COMMITTEE O:N CRIME 

ApPENDIX A-I 

REMARKS OF HaN. JAMES H. SCHEUER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FHOM: 
THE STATE OF NEW YOHl\', 

L We are all aware of the dismal statistics on the increase in crime, and how 
these figures affect one of our most vulnerable groups of citizens, the elderly. 
A recent Harris Poll indicates that the elderly rank fear of crime as one of their 
most serious problems. In cases of purse snatching, strongarm robbery (muggings) 
and residential burglary, older persons are very often the victims. The rate of 
personal larceny with body contact is higher for persons over 60 than for the 
pop}.JlatiCin at lnrgej women,over 65 are more than si:x: times as likely to be robbed 
than are other persons j more than half of aU robbery victims are women over 55 j, 
and half of the victims of crime who are over age 60 suffered physical injury as a 
result of those crimes. 

The elderly, are especiaJ1y vulnerable to criminal fraud, to practices like medical 
quackery, fraudulent land s/1.1es, phony investment, retirement insurance and 
home repair schemes where they are victimized far out of proportion to their 
populntion numbers. 

The impact of crime goes beyond mere numbers and cannot be judged only by 
the data in crime statistics files. Financially and physically, the older person is 
least able to cope with the loss of injury resulting from a criminal act. 

As Alice Brophy, Commissioner New York City Department for the Aging 
testified before the House Select Committee on Aging in January of this year: 

"Older people tend to have diminished strength and stamina and are thus lefiS 
able to defend themselves or to escape from threatening situations. 

"Older people are more likely to live alone, increasing their vulnerability 10' 
attack, and they are more likely to live in or near high-crime areas and are, thern
fore, in close proximity to thuse most likely tu victimize them. 

"Older people are dependent upon walking or the use of public transportation. 
for mobility, thus increasing their chances of becoming street crime target". 

llTheil habits arc often regular and systematic, thus offering a reliable timetable 
for attack. 

"The date of receipt of their pension, social security and SSI ehecks are well 
known, offering the eriJ:nin(1.1 still more incentive to attack. . 

II And older people are also particulnrly susceptible to certain types of crime 
such as fraud and confidence game::;." 

Not only are older people singled out as objects of criminal intent to a grcater 
degree tlmn Qtber people but the effect of victimization upon them is in general 
far more dcvur>tnting than upon the younger people. Because an older person is 
more likely to have a reduced or low income, the imp[1ct of even a small financial 
loss through crime is relatively greater for him th[1n for a younger person. A 
cash loss for an older person can actually menn his food and shelter money, while 
such a loss for a younger person ll1[1Ylnean only the postponement of a pleaSUre!lble 
purchase. , . . 

See9ndly~1.)e(muse qfthe .grenter physical frugility of au older person, he is 
morc~ql\SiJyhlj\lrod in. tl11 enooun"te,r, his injuries tend.'to be roW'e severe llnd he: 
recovers more slowly-if at aU. "" .. . . . 

The impact of criminal victimization on older people, however; is not confined· 
solely to fintmcial10ss and physical injury, as dreadful as these can be. The social 
and psychological impact of vietimizution on the elderly can be as, if not mC're, 
severe than economic deprivation and physical impojrment. The fear of becoming 
a victim hos a dh3Ui:ltrous and lmndic!tpping effect on the duily life of lln older 
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person. Aware of his vulnemhility, he restricts his freedom of movement in his 
own community, thus affecting his quaiity of life and depriving himself of a basic 
American right. 

This self-imposed isolation und imprisonment is particularly important be
cause first, it affects All older people, I;>oth those who have actu!llly experienced 
victimization and those who see themselves 1]",<; potential victims. And, second, 
the support services, recreation, and the nutrition program, become unattail1llble 
for those who are afraid of becoming victims of crime and thus remain in their 
homes. 

2. Thirty of my colleagucs have joiIled me in introducing a bill that would 
amend the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to require that 
each state pIau forwardecl. to LEAA for funding and approval contain provisions. 
for attention to the special problems of prevention, treatment and other aspects 
of crimes against the elderly. 

Programs to help reduce the incidence of crimes against the elderly, to educl1te 
elderly nitizens about realistic ways to avoid victimization, to reduce criminal 
opportunities, to alert the clderly to rel11 dangers l1ud at the same time dispel 
imagined fears, do exist. They have been tried under different auspices, in different 
parts of the country. Some can be duplicated; some need to be modified according 
to the particular fJituation in each state. Many do not require large outlays of 
fund. What is required is a mandate to the states to focus their attention on this 
problem. Then both tried and new techniques can be tested. . 

It is not necessary to yield tD feelings of despair, to complain that nothing can 
be done to protect our el<;lerly. Several of our national senior citizens associations, 
notably the American Association of RctiI:ed Persons and the National Retired 
Ten.chers Association have developed program guides and material specifically 
geared to this issue wbicb certainly can be useful to the state. Here are some 
ideas whicb they have developed which might be included in a State plan: 

Educational programs are sorC'ly needed to give elderly persons the fe'lling that 
in some measure they can cont.rol what happens to them, in relation to 1l'equently 
committed crimes, such as street crime, burglary o.nd fraud. For each of these 
categories, the AARPjNHTA has devi;;ed educational programs using speo.kers, 
booklets, films and other techniques, giving concrete programs and directions for 
individuals and groups. These include: Crime checks and neighborhood watch 
groups; property identification and inventory measures; witness preparation and 
directions for behavior on the stand; and home security measures and ho.rdware 
which is available. 

Among the elderly there are groups needing even more particular kinds of 
attention and education. These include the deaf, the handicapped, the non
English speaking. Again there are techniques availahle for working with these 
groupR; Statcs nced to focus their efforts on these people in their LEAA programs. 

3. There are more general arens relating to crimes against the elderly which 
need to be explored. Data collection on victimization of elderly people is incom
plete. Few police dcpartments keep information @n the age of victims; mJre need 
to be encouruged to do so. 

There is a need to train law enforcement personnel on the special problems of 
the elderly as potential victim, as victim, !LS witness, and as ()rime prevent or. 
Police need to view the elderly as partners with them in such efforts as com
munity patrols, telephone contacts, neighborhood "eycs and ears," eto. 

In New York City, the Office of the Aging in its Bronx affiliate has cooperated 
with the Bronx Foundation for Senior Citizens and police officers from the local 
precincts in a continuing crime education and service program for the elderly 
which well might serve as a model for other parts of. the Gountry. Police from the 
precinct come regularly to the office to advise ltnd counsel the elderly, singly or 
in groups ill ·ways to avoid being robbed, or swindled, and who.t to t;lo when crimi
nally approached. A brochure has been published and distributed which offers 
common-sense advice on strect behlwoir, when entering apartments or elevators, 
when being approached about purchasing an item, or signing a contract for some 
service or goods. . 

The elderly themselves can be trained to do mllny of these tasks, to function in 
an educational CapaCity. l'he possibilities arc boundless. What is needed iathe 
will, the federal mandate to involve the states with the problem. This amendment 
provides th!).t mandate. 
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ApPENDIX A-2 

STA'l'I"~n:NT BY HON. SPARK lVI. r,L\.TSUNAGA, iYIEMBlm 01' OONGRESS FROM 
HAW.HI 

:\fr. Ohairman and members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate this opportunity 
to offer testimony on the alarming problem of crimes committed against our 
nation's senior citizens. 

As members of this Subcommittee may know, I serve as chairman of one of the 
i::lubcommittees of the House Select Oommittee on Aging. Over the past several 
months my Subcommittee and one other have held a number of hearings on crimi
nal victimization of the elderly. Testimony has been received from Witnesses, 
both expcrts [tnd elderly people, and it is evident that crime against the elderly is 
a complex matter that l'equirrs a great deal more attention than it is now receiving 
[tt the federal level. 

A recent Harris poll shows that elderly peoplc in the United States view crime 
as their single most serious problcm. Although persons of all ages !Ire affected by 
increasing crime, the elderly, becmlse of their vulnerability, are pnrtieularly 
victimized. According to the most recent N [ttional Orime Panel Survey Report 
issued for the yenr 1973, the victimization rate for crimes against persons aged 
65 and over is 31.G per thousand for the country as [t whole. rrhis means that out 
of 22.'.l: million senior citizens in the United States, almost 700 000 are victimized 
each year. Alice Brophy, Commissioner of New York Oity's Department for the 
Aging, testified before my Subcommittee on Federal, State and Oommunity 
Services that in her city alone, 41 per cent of all elderly have been, at some time, 
victimH of a crime. It is important to remember tlul:t these data are compiled using 
only reported crimeI'. According to criminal victimizatioIl surveys in our nation's 
five largest cities, approximately 50 per cent of an crimes against the aged go 
unreported, because of the senior citizen's fear and/or inability to contact the 
proper authorities. 

The majority of crimes committed against older perSOIlS can be considered 
crimes of "opportunity." Elderly people are usually viewed by criminals as easy 
targets, because of their relative inability to resist most forcible attacks. They 
often live alone, in relatively high crime arens, and as a result are exposed to 
extensive criminal victimization. Their poor eyeSight, coupled with fear, also 
makes the elderly relatively unreliable witnesses in court, giving the oriminal yet 
another advantage. 

Data compiled by the Federal Bureau of Investigat;ion in its Uniform Orime 
Report show tlmt daytime residential burglaries increased 337 percent between 
1960 and 1970. These types of robberies particularly affect older persons, because 
of their relative inability to deter a burglar even if they are at home. Since the 
elderly often have little money, they cannot afford decent security devices for 
their homes such as deadbolt locks and secure window fastenings. rfo make mut
ters worse, honsing in high crime areas has not been constructed with elderly 
people's problems in mind. Apartment bulldings wUh single entrances nre often 
not properly guarded, thereby allowing would~be cl'iminals to harass elderly 
occupnnts. It is very easy for ttn inexperienced burglar to force his or her way into 
one of these residencei'l, steal what he or she can, and leave, without much fearoE 
l'csistance or eventual apprehension. . .. 

Aside from muggings and robberies, the aged are also victims of a much ignored 
crime, the confidence game. My Subcommittee held hearings on this subject in 
New York City in January. We learned from the head of the Pickpocket and 
Oonfidence Squad of the New York Oity Police Department that in 1974 $5.5 
million was reported stolen in can gmnes in the Oity. Because elderly people are 
often lonely and have nobody to advise them, they' are easy prey for skillful con 
nrtisti3. One recent case involved two men who h[td swindled $400,000 from rich 
elderly widows in n single six month period. One woman alone had surrendered 
ttbout $300,000 in monoy, jewels and stocks. Although these men were caught, we 
learned thnt arrests result in only one in five reported can games in New York 
Oity. 

Exccssive crime against the elderly has serious implications. Beoause nn older 
person is more likely to have tt reduced income, h'" 01' sho is more affected by a loss 
of financial resources. Of ton tllls loss includes money necessary for survival. 
Second, because the aged are more physically vulnerable, they tend to suffer more 
severe injurics when attacked. The result is a se11se of fenr felt by almost every 
older person in this country. The .elderly are more susceptible to crime, and le~s 
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able to do anything abo,lt it, so they retreat into self-imposed isolation. Not only 
does this imprisonment deprive older Americans of u, fundamental right of citizen
ship, but it removes them from any type of community r.ctivity or service. In 
effect, fear of criminal victimization turns the older person into a second class 
citizen. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, most of the crimes against 
the elderly that I have been describing are not federal crimes. It is state and local 
criminal statutes that m'e being violated. But I believe the Fcderal Government 
has a positive duty to help insure a higher degree of safety for the elderly. Thc Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration has granted discretionary funds for this 
pltrpose to 15 statcs and the District of Columbia. l\fost of these efforts have been 
quite successful, but fairly limited in scope. Until we are willing to address our
selves to the nationwide problem of crime against the elderly, substantial progreQ!'j 
will not be made. 

Thcreforc, I h:1Ve introduced lcgislation, H.R. 12366, which would have LEAA 
require state planping agencies to include in their annualreqllests for block grant 
funds, provisions for the prevention of crime against the elderly. Already, ~evell 
states-Itldiana, Maryland, :rvlissouri, New Jersey, New York, Ohio and Ore[on
have done this voluntarily. They have encouutered yer}' few problems, I under
stand, in distributing the LEAA funds, and have ShO\\'11 that crime aga.inst the 
elderly can be combatted on a planned, statewidc basis. If we;can translate this 
into a nationwide effort, we will as~ure the elderly greater protection against 
crime. 

I urge the inclusion of H.R. 12366 in whatcver m,,"tensions of LEAA's ~mthoriza
tion are eventually approved by this distinguished Subcommittee. 

Thank YOll very much. 

ApPENDIX A-3 

S'l'ATEMENT OF HaN. J .. ums ABDN·OR, 01" i::lOUTH nAKO'l'.~ 

'l'Rl~ NEED FOR J~AW ImFonCl,MENT ASSIs'rANCB ADMINI6TRNI.'ION 

]1,11'. Chairman, members of the JudiCiary Subcommittee on Crime, I welcome 
the opportunity to submit teRtimony concerning the effect L.E.A.A. has had on 
rural America. 

I am cognizant of the rapid rise in crime across the nation, and sympathize 
with elected officials and law enforcement perdonnel concerned with high density 
crime on the local level. 

However, my district and the state of South Dakota al'e no longer isolated 
from this frightcninl'!; dilemma .. Ruml areas arc experiencing mpid increases in 
crime; areas which not long ago mcrely heard about crime in the media. 

The public dten expresses its sentiment for better law cnforcement. However, 
the public often fails to see the underlying causes for inefficicnt or ineffective law 
enforcement. 

In spite of the best efforts with very limited resources, law enforcement in South 
Dakota, especially in rural areas, must be tcrmed woefully inadequate. The need 
for improving law enforcement in South Dakota has been brought to the forefront 
by the high crime ratc that has perplexed this country and which has now reached 
my state. Many of the local officials and law enforcement agencies in rural com
numities were caught ill-prepared for such a mpid increase in crime. 

Lnw enforcement agencies, like any other institution, must adapt to our changing 
society, and constantly st,rive to update their equipmcnt and techniques or bccome 
outdated and ineffective. 

The public, for a long time, ignored Jaw cnforcement agencies' needs in terms 
of inereascd personnel, training and functional components to make a more 
efficient and effcctive criminal justice systcm. 

Now, the criminal justice systcm is, and has bcen, in the process of nttaining 
these needs. Perhaps this will be a never cnding cycle. Howcver, un cffcctive and 
progressive system must bc continued in order to maintain a strong, vitlble, 11l1d 
healthy society. 

This conception, along with the Omnibus Crimc Control and Safe Strects Act 
of 1908 wus the primary impetus for the initial funding of L.E.A,A. 

IJ.E.A.A. is a rather new program, and like anything in its infunCj', hus made 
its mistakes. However, L.B.A.A. hus had a beneficiHI effect all Sotlth Dakota's 
criminal justice system. 
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The ext.ent or degree that states and the nation as a whole have benefited from 
thiEl infusion of funds has been a center of controversy for quite some time. It 
would be difficult to assess the impact L.E.A.A. has had on deterring crime or
other intangible factors related to the criminal justice system. 

However, L.E.A.A. has been a very effective mechanism in my rural Congres
sional distlict in bringing many small county and locallsw enforcement agencies 
together, and allowing these bodies the opportunity to plan and coordinate their 
efforts. While it lnay be difficult to sec tangible benefits from this fusion of local 
governments at present, I believe progress has been made, and more importantly, 
the groundwork for future development is being firmly laid. 

Hopefully, this will result not only in better communications among govern
ments and local law enforcement agencies, but an awareness of each other's 
problems, thereby allowing for more effecbive tmd cooperative methods and 
procedures to be developed. This then provides It more effective and efficient crimi
nal justice system. 

L.E.A.A. has also given many small communities the opportunity to acquire 
basic police equipment which they otherwise would not have been able to obtain. 
vYhile I agree that police. equipment in itself is not the answer to fighting crime, it 
is imperative that these needs are met. One thing inherently dangerous in funding 
in the equipment area, is the possibility of purchasing equipment either not 
needed or little utilized. 

However, the quality of criminal justice planners, and criminal justice com
missions along with their increased experience gained by their association with 
L.E.A.A., has provided a good mechanism whereby euch grant application is 
carefully screened and is justified on its merits. 

This is as it should be, a,nd' demonstrates the capability of local units of govern
ment to determine their needs best. 

One can also see the emphasis changing to better training for personnel and other 
programs related to quality improvement within the criminal justice system itself, 
rather than the quantitative items purchased at its outset. While it was necessary 
to acquire a certain amount of equipment in order to improve the system func
tionally, the healthy change in trend towards maximizing the potential of per
sonnel, and updated programs is very significant and noteworthy. 

L.E.A.A. has also been the impetus in starting new programs that the com
munity was unable to initiate due to financial reasons 01' a previous lack of atten
tion. Examples of this are youth center activities and efforts concerning abused 
children and their difficulties. Often the start-up money was the biggest factor 
delaying a project from originating. However, once a project was funded, and its 
usefulness and effectiveness brought to the public's attention, the program or 
project wus able to stand by itself through either state or local funding. 

Combined county-wide law enforcement is a very good example of this situation. 
A sparsely~populated county would be able to "pool its resources" with the initial 
help of L.E.A.A. funding, and thereby achieve a more efficient system within 
that particular county. One such county in my district has already initiated tIns 
innovative project and several others are exploring this concept. Several other 
counties within South Dakota have also utilized this concept. 

L.E.A.A. is one organization in South Dakota that is not only aware of existing 
problems in the criminal justice system, but is in a position to act constructively. 
This is true whether it be with the courts, police departments, or corrections. 

I do believe, however, that there must be a greatcr emphasis placed on the 
evaluation and monitoring of programs. These evaluations will be instrumental 
into gaini~g a greater perspective of what programs are useful and what programs. 
are not. 

This information must then be disseminated in such a manner, thereby allowing 
other parts of the sbate as well as nation, an idea of successful programs and what 
programs are not worldng. This information will allow responsible individuals the 
opportunity to incorporate those standards into the planning of future projects. 

Mr. Rosenbaum, Michigan State Senator, noted in earlier testimony the need 
for greater input into L.E.A.A. by state legislatures on a state level. I think this 
perliaps is a, wise observation. On various oocasions the stttte will continue fund~ 
ing a project in which L.E.A.A. funds hfwe expired. 

Therefore, H would bo quite beneficial if the state legislattu'es were made much 
more aware of these projects and their intentions at the outset. This would allow 
state legislatures to better determi;ne the continual justification of such a project 
If they had originally been informed of that project's intention, rather than being 
asked. to carry the financial burden several years down tho road after the program 
had already becn initiated. 
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The_'factors attributable to crime are numerous and complex. Law enforcement 
agencies alone will not be capable of resolving this dilemma. Economic conditions, 
social values, and especially the breakdown of the family has created a condition 
which government alone will not be able to remedy. 

-Therefore, I believe the states and local communities should continue to have 
the flexibility now afforded them through the block grants approach. Crime is a' 
local problem, and local officials hlt ve the greatest opportunity to gain insight into 
their needs and thus establish priorities in appropriating expenditures. 

In conclusion, I have no final and clear cut answers for the crime dilemma, or 
even the best approach to take. I can only state that terminating L.E.A.A. will 
do nothing to help solve the dilemma. 

While I do not believe that money alone is the only way t remedy a situation, 
I feel L.E.A.A, is pursuing a propel' avenue. It simply must be tuned to a more 
effective degree, and I think this will result in light of earlier testimony brought 
before this judiciary subcommittee. We perhaps have lost a few skirmishes, but a 
united and continued effort on the part of this nation will eventually result in a 
winning effort in the war against crime. 

Thank you. 

ApPENDIX A-4 

STATI1MENT OF RON. CHARLgS B. RANGl<)L (D-NY) 

Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportunity you have given me to appear 
before your suucommittce so that I might 1\ubmit my views regarding the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration's (LEAA) civil rights compliance activi
ties. I commend the subcommittee for taking the time out of its busy schedule to 
conduct hearings iuto the civil rights enforcement effort of LEAA, for there 
appears to be an urgent need to aSEeSH what in fact that agency is doing to carry 
out its statutory mandate in light of the recently published advel'::<e reports and 
the American Civil Liberties Union's pending litigation against LEAA. ]'01' 
reasons stated hereinaftrr, I urge the subcommittec to impose restrictions on 
LEAA's existin~ authorit)T and make clarifications with respect to those powers. 

Tn 1973, the Crimp Control Act of 1968, under which LEAA was created, ,vas 
amended (Section 518(c)) largely through tIw efforts of our colleague, Con
gTesswoman Barbara .Jordan, to clarify LEAA's enforcement power regarding 
civil- rights compliance. That section requires mandatory !'ather than discre
tionary fund termination when LEAA finds that an LEAA recipient is in non
compliance with Title VI of the 196'1 Civil Rights Act or the civil rights provisions 
of the Crinle Control Act. Thus the Congress has imposed upon LEAA: the most 
stringent statutory civil rights mandtttc among the federal enforcement agencies 
for ensuring nondiscrimination in its federal as"h,tance programs. 

However, this attempt by CongTCss to mnke clear to LEAA that i~ is to utilize 
and give prefcrence to its administrativc enforcement powers rather than ib~ 
traditional reliunce on judicial rcmedies has b('en blatantly disregarded. Even 
though the .Tordan amendment has been law for more than two years, LEAA has 
not i8sued regulations which reflect a, change in its existing policy preference for 
litigation over fund termination. A clear example of LEAA's unlawful resistance 
to its statutory mandate is exhibited in its response to my letter sent to that 
a.gency in JanUllry of lust year regarding the dvil rights activities of LEAA. One 
or- my inquiries concerned LEAA'r> resolution of t.he complnints which it had 
investigated where there had been a finding for the complainant. J.JEAA provided 
me with a summary of the actions that; w('re taken where a finding for the com
plainant was mnde. Out of the ten cases listed, half of those ten referred to the 
Department of Justice for litigation while the remaining live were resolved 
through voluntary compliance or not l'rsolved at aU. LEAA's record in implement
ing the m:;llldatory fund termination provisions of the .Tordan amendment is far 
from good. 

LEAA's unlawful regulatory preforence l'emains in effect today. LEAA recently 
proposed regulations indicating n. change in that policy after the ACLU initiated 
its suit. Those proposed regulations have not yet been adopted. Meanwhile, 
LI~AA's rcfmml to utilize its enforcement powen; it'! in effect making the fedeml 
government tt pnrty to the discrimination which pervades our criminal justice 
system. Our taxpayers' dollars cannot be funneled in this discriminatory manner, 
and I appen.i to the Hllbcommittee to initinte at the close of these hearings positive 
steps to address the unlawful activity of LEAA. 
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I recommend that Congresswoman Jordan's proposed amendment to the 1968 
Crime Control Act be given immediate and favorable consideration. Her amend
I:\lent addresses One of the primary issues which LEAA has taken advantage of 
a$ an excuse for delaying its enforcement powers. LEAA has refused to take 
action against discriminatory agencies if a suit is pending against such agencies. 
The Jordan amendment would in effect direct LEAA to initiate proceedings 
against any agency found in noncompliancc, notwIthstanding any litigation 
~imultaneously pending against it. Moreover, t.he amendment requires the dis
criminatory agency to submit poRt-review reports stipulating the progress that 
has been made toward correcting its noncompliance activity. Currently, LEAA 
has no mandatory post-review mechanism of the type proposed in the Jordan 
amendment. I have only addressed two of the solutions proposed in Congress
woman Jordan's amendment for the sake ()f brevity, but I wish to communicate 
my strong SUPl20rt for the amendment in its entirety. 

In regard to LEAA's noncompliance with Title VI and the civil rights provisions 
of the Crime Control Act in general, several areas are lacking the requisite super
vision and direction. Of primary concern is LEAA's major focus on the compliance 
activities of large recipients. While it is commendable that LEAA is attempting 
to utilize its resources in the most economical manner, LEAA must also concen
trate its energies toward "smaller" recipients. It is often in the latter ela.'is of 
recipients, made up of smaller cities and rural areas, where discrimination is 
widespread, and if allowed to go tmehecked, this hilS an effect just as malig11ant 
and oppressive as the discrimination practiced by the larger jurisdictions. rrhus, 
it·is not effective civil rights cOIr'!lliance for LEAA to concentrate its resources on 
the more visible recipients of its funds to the detriment of those who suffer equally 
from the discriminatory pattel'lls of those agencies receiving a lesser ttlnount of 
federal assistance. ' 

LEAA's complaints of insufficient civil rights compliance staff is indeed a 
problem that many federall~T funded programs share. However, LEAA has not 
utilized the abundunt resources available. LEAA has cont .. ucted with outside 
specialists to assist the State Planning Agencies (SPAs) in its development of 
technical assistance for civil rights training of persollllel. Certainly, LEAA's 
workload could be drastically reduced if it were to require that the SPA's them
selves conduct pre-award and post-award compliallce reviews in addition to 
complaint investigations. There is evidence that some of the SPAs have taken it 
upon theml'ielves to aSllllle this function. However, LEAA does not demand that 
the SPAs do so, nor docs LEAA give full faith and credit to those SPA findings. 
Rather, LEA A causes delay in the implementation of compliance activity· by 
requiring its approval before 8P As can undertake enforcement action. If LEAA 
were to issue standards by which the capabilities of the SPAs might be assessed, 
duplication and delay could be !woidcd. Currently, no such standards have 
been employed. 

LEAA.: is deficient in a gren.t many other arens of its civil rights compliance 
activities. As a result of its inaction to correct those problems, it is clettr that 
further legislative action is required to reemphasize our determination in the 
Congress tlutt jihe Law Enforcement Assistance Administration implement an 
effective compliance program to prevent discrimination in federally-funded· 
criminal justice-related activity. The new ,Tordan amendment should be con 
sidered and acted upon by this subcommittee to provide this congressional 
response. 

ApPENDIX A-5 

S~'ATEMEN'J' BY CONGRESSMAN JAMES V. STANTON, D-OHlO 

"'II'. Chairman, three years ago, when legislation to e:KtencI the law enforcement 
assIstance program for state anc110cul government was last conilidered, I appeared 
before this Subcommittee to express my deep concern OV('l' the manner in which 
the dollars intended for crime-fighting purposes \vere being 11anclle(1 by the massive 
federal-fll:ate-substnte governmental uppuratuf1 that WIlS established pursuant 
to tile Safe Streets Act of 1968. Althongh tho Ac:r Hought to avoid creating Federal 
hUl'('aucl'tley and red tape hy placing the main responsibility for distributing 
funds to local governments upon the states, I found that the states had responded 
by creating their own bureaucracies and (~xtremely complicated proC'edures, thus 
delaying the flow of funds to local !loliC'e <1epartments, courts, anrI corrections 
systems. In addition, in many cases, those m.'eas with the most severe crime 
problemr; were not receiving tl fail' share of the funds. 
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In an effort to remedy these problems, I joined with my colleague from Akron, 
Congressman John Seiberling, in introducing a. bill to amend the law enforcement 
assistance program, the proposed Emergency Crime Control Act of 1973. This 
bill would have sped the flow of funds to the large cities by doing away with state 
control over their crime-fighting eff01'ts, and entitling them to a sum certain 
to spend as they saw fit, with the only condition being that the city and county 
leaders join together to decide how the funds were to be spent. 

I regret that this Subcommittee chose not to incorporate this approach in the 
bill to extend the Safe Streets Act it approved that year. vVhile the bill enacted 
in 1973 included some improvements in the law enforcement assistance program, 
the aspects of the program which I considered to be its most serious deficiencies 
went unchanged. 

I believe the performance of LEAA over the past several years affirms the 
criticisms of the program that Congressman Seiberling and I made in 1973, and 
the need to amend the program in line with the concepts embodied in the Emer
gency Crime Control Act. In fact, I believe the major concept of that bill-that 
local officials, who are in the front lines of the war against crime, should have 
maximum control over the aid provided by this program-should be expanded to 
include officials of local governments in smaller cities and rural are:LS, and not 
alone those in the large cities. 

The serious shortcomings of the present system for distributing LEAA funds 
have been well described by other witnesses appearing before this pfl,nel. For 
example, the representative of the U.S. Conference of Mayors-National League 
of Cities explained, "When federal funds arrive at the state, they are immediately 
divided into functional categories, program descriptions, subgrant contracts, 
sub-functional and sub-program designations, etc. With the exception of a few 
states, SPAs do not allow localities to apply for funds on an annual block grant 
basis. Even when a city or a county has had its plan approved by the state, it 
must still apply for funds to implement the plan on a piecemelLl, time consuming 
project-by-project, category-by-category, program-by-program basis." 

The National Association of Counties stated that as a result of tilis process, 
most local agencies must now wait 12 to 18 months to receive funding on grant 
applications, and it estimated that if grant applications could be approved locally 
4 to 6 months' time could be saved. And tlS the Advisory Commission on Intergov
ernmental Relations explained, delay in spending the funds is not the only prob
lem: "Officials of large counties and cities have contended that at the local level 
planning frequently takes place in a vaCU1lm, because the amount of funds available 
for new projects is difficult to determine and that too much time must be spent 
developing and defending individual applications. To these observers, the costs 
associated with obtaining Safe Streets funds may outweigh the benefits derived 
from such aid. In the Commission's view, steps should be taken to remove the 
procedural bottlenecks in the program and reduce admillistrative costs." 

To these comments, I would add, Mr. Chairman, that just as the 1968 Act 
recognized that all Wisdom on how to reduce crime does not reside on the banks 
of the Potomac, so we should now recognize that it does not reside in the 50 state 
capitals. While no one can state with any certainty what the causes are, and how 
crime should be dealt with once it occurs the fact is that the credentials of both 
the federal government and the state governments in this area are extremely 
limited, for neither has experience in, nor the major responsibility for, fighting 
crime on the streets. It is the local governments, the cities and the counties, 
which have this responsibility, and I contend that the purpose of the lawenforce
ment assistance program should be to encourage the diverse elements of the mim
inal justice system-po1ice, courts, and oOl'rections-to work together as a unit, 
and to provide them with the funds they need to undertake progTams which they, 
drawing on their unique experience and first-hand knowledge, believe will be 
effective in stemming crime. 

The 1973 Act included a first step toward granting local governments the author
ity over LEAAfunds that they deserve in the so-called Kennedy amendment. 
This amendment provides that states shall permit local governments in urban 
areas-those of 250,000 population or more--to submit a single plan which would 
be funded with one block grant, rather than requiring them to apply for funds 
on a piecemeal basis. However, in addition to the limited applicability of the 
Kennedy amendment to only the largest cities, the Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations has pointed out the problem that the amendment 
does not specify that once a plan is submitted and approved, no further state 
level review and action on individual applications is required. Thus if a state 
chooses, it can make block funding for the cities into a sham by requiring the 
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project-by-project review which the amendment was intended to avoid. For these 
reasons, the League of Cities-Conference of Mayors found in its 1975 study that 
71 percent of the local officials surveyed indicated that the Kennedy amendment 
had produced no change in local administration of the Safe Streets funds. 

Thus Mr. Chairman, again, I urge in the strongest possible terms that the law 
enforcement assistance program be amended so that the decisions on how to 
spend these funds will be made by local officials. Specifically, I propose that each 
county, urban as well as rural, be made eligible to receive a block grant of funds 
from the st:1te, and that this grant be made to each county upon the satisfaction 
of only t",·o requirem\"nts: the law euforcement and criminal justice officials of the 
county, and the cities and towns within that county must come together to form 
a unit which will decide how the funds will be spent; and this unit must submit 
to the state a plan for the use of these funds. With regard to the second require
ment, I would make clear that the mere submission of a plan satisfies the require
ment; no state review OJ: approval of the plan would be necessary. Thus the time 
consuming process in which state officials decide what is best for each local area 
would be eliminated, as would that portion of the state planning bureaucracy 
which. now makes these decisions. 

I recommend that the amount of money each county would be entitled to be 
determined by a formula. In tIllS way, the local officials would know about how 
much money they will be receiving, and they will be able to plan accordingly. 
I believe a formula which aUocatesthe funds on the basis of the population and 
the crime ro.te within the county, with the crime factor being weighed twice as 
heavily as population, would be an appropriate one for this program. 

I stress the involvement of small towns in this program, because although most 
crimes are committed in the large citics, the suburban and rural areas are now 
suffering a spiraling increase in crime. In 1974, for example, crime in the large 
cities went up 12 percent, but in suburban and rural areas, it went up 20 percent. 
Some rural counties nllght find it more efficient to combine their law enforcement 
efforts for the purpose of this program, and as an in('<lntive for combining in this 
manner, those who do combine should be given an allocation in addition to their 
formula allocution. 

Thus, Mr. Chairman, these are my views on how the laW enforcement assist
ance program can be streamlincd, and reformed, so that it can better achieve 
its purpose. 

I realize that questions may be raised concerning. accountability for the spending 
of Federal funds under the concept I have advocated. To these questions I reply 
that the local officials will be accountable under tllls program to the citizens of the 
community, and the people will judge them, not on how well they follow any set 
of regulations or guidelines on how funds should be spent, but on results. Knowing 
that significant amounts of their Fcderal tax money has come to the community 
to help light crime, they will look to see whether the crime situation has improved, 
and if it has not, they will ask, why not? Having been an official of a city govern
ment for over ten years, I can tell you that the people usually hold local officials 
to far stricter standards than any bureaucrat, federal or state, ever did. 

ApPENDIX A-6 

STATEMJi:NT BY CONGRESSMAN lVIAItTIN Russo 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you and the other members of the Sub
committee for the opportunity to appear before you today. I have been following 
with interest your extensive hearings on the reauthorization of the Law Enf(}rce
ment Assistance Administrl1tion. (LEAA) Today I would like to comment on 
the need for a permanent witness assistance office within LEAA. I believe that 
witness assistance programs are an essential tool in our fight to reduce crime in 
this country. Only with the active participation of our citizcns can the criminal 
justice system bring this tremendous problem under control. 

As the Subcommittee is undoubtedly aware, the job of baUling street crime 
cannot be accomplished by state governments alone. Unfortunately, in this time 
of fiscal difficulty, many states arc reducing appropriations for new programs to 
aid law enforcemcnt officials. This underscores the need for an infusion of federal 
funds to support innovative programs designed to reduce criminal activity. The 
main purpose in creating LEAA eight years ago was to provide sttttes with ·the 
necessary money to modernize their law enforeement and judicial programs. 
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Many important steps have been taken toward this gOM and I believe that the 
establishment of witness assistance centers will be !tnother giant step in that 
direcbion. 

My particular interest in witness assistance programs stems from my tenure 
us un Assistant State's Attorney in Cook County, Illinois. In this capacity, I 
participated in one of thl> bl1siest crhninul court systems in this country. . . and 
had the opportunity to view firsthand the overwhelming cascload of an urban 
prosecutor. A prosecutor who is \ulable to inform 11 witness of courtroom pro
cedure, describe in detail what will be required of the 'witness, or even to tell him 
any of the details surrounding the pending case. Regrettably, as 11 result, Some 
witnesses never learn of the particular disposition of the case in which he was 
involved-even when he or she was the victim. The system needs to "coddlE'l" 
the witness-not the suspect-with kindness and service. 

In most instances, the urbnn nrea prosecutor's office is dreadfully ovorworked 
Imd does not have the l'esourres to keep witnesses as informed as is needed. This 
is especially true in the area of trial delays. But, these Citizens, who arc supportive 
of the judicial system and American values, l1eed this vital information. Often 
they miss days of work, must find someone to care for their children and overcome 
difficulties in merely finding transportation to and from the cOlil'thouse only to 
learn from the District Attorney that the case hus been rescheduled or that the 
defendant has entered a guilty plea and the witness' services will not be necessary. 
Such situations are unconscionable. 

Recent reports from law enforcement agencies indicate that witnesses of crimes 
are increasingly hostile to court appeaxauces for the government. Studies show 
that witnesses intentionally give policemen false names and addresses, fuil to 
identify suspects whom they h:we previously identified and, also, fail to appear in 
court on the date scheduled for trial of the case. All of these factors point to a 
distrust of the system by the average citizen. The basis of their distrust comes 
from hearing thut many criminals receive inadequate jail sentences after convic~ 
tion. 'We must reverse the trend now 01' the distrust will continue to grow. Pailure 
to reverse the citizen's waning f!tith in the criminal jUiltice system wlll eventually 
brIng the system crashing down. 

Appalling as this sounds, the studies also indioate that some of the fault resides 
withIn the system itself. rfhe recently published INSLA W study reports that 
many times policemen on the scene of the crime incorrectly record n witness' 
name or address. Or, the officer may a~k the information within earshot of the 
suspect. KnOWing the liberal bail bovd laws of this country, the witness thus feel:> 
intimidated and may either refuse to give his name altogether or state a false one. 
Changes in these teohniques would be inoluded as part of the witness assistance 
program to insure that witnesses would not "disappear" before trial. 

As 11 starting point for the correction of these vurious problems, I suggest that n 
permanent office within LEAA be created to inithtte, evaluate nnd help states 
implement witness assistance progrnms. The states would 110t have to implement 
stu,tewide witness ut-lsistance offices but only establish them in those districts 
where a heavy judicial caseload indicates. I have introduced this suggcstion as 
part of a lurger legislative package which would include a victims of crime progrn.m 
and funding for witness fees in stnte c~'hnilllll trin.ls. At this time the Criminal 
Justice Subcommittee is in mnrknp on victims of crime legislation and I firmly 
believe that these two ideas will go hnnd·in-hnnd toward brin,Jing these disaffected 
people bnck into the system. 

Witness assistance centers ::;hould have the solc responsibility fol' keeping 
witnesses abrcUflt of changes in court date:>, providing inform:1tion on courtroom 
procedure, etc. Small services such as arranging transportation or parking facilities 
for witnesses; babysitters; n.lld comfortable wn:itil1g aren.s separate from defense 
witnesses and defendants will give the witnesses a felling the system "wants" 
them. These centers will provide n great benefit to the criminnl justice system at fl 
minimal cost to the taxpayer. 

In closing, I would like to commend the LEAA for initinting tIllS series of pro
grn.ms to aid witnesses, nnd indirectly, the courts. LEANs work in citizen partici
pation arens may well prove to be the most f1'ltitful of any program it has funded 
in its short history. But, the time has come for Congress to realize tho vall,lc of 
these programs and to insure that they are given adequate funding to grow and to 
be strengthened through the legislative proceSs. 
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ApPENDIX B 

REPORTS OF THE U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE ON THE 
ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT OF THE LAW EN
FORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

ApPENDIX B-1 

DIFFICULTIES OF ASSESSING RESULTS OF LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE 
ADMINISTRATION PROJECTS, MARCH 19, 1974 

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

Difficulties Of Assessing Results 
Of Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration Projects 
To Reduce Crime B-171019 

Department of Justice 

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES 
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COMI'TROI.LI!:R GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 
WASHINQTON., D.C. I:OM8 

To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

This is our report on the difficulties of assessing 
results of Law Enforcement Assistance Administration proj
ects to reduce crime. 

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Account
ing Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Audit
ing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). 

Copies of this report are being sent to the Director, 
Office of Management and Budget; the Attorney General; and 
the Administrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Administra
tion. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

Between fiscal years 1969 and 1973 
,the Federal Government, through the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration (LEAA), awarded about 
$1.5 billion to finance over 30,000 
projects of State and local govern
ments designed to prevent or reduce 
crime. 

LEAA funds for these projects are 
distributed as block or discre
tionary grants. State planning 
agencies generally determine further 
disbursement of these funds to spe
cific programs in the criminal jus
tice system--police, courts, or cor
rections. 

LEAA was one of the first agencies 
the Congress established to operate 
a block grant program. 

GAO wanted to know if management had 
taken appropriate steps to find out, 
if possible, whether the projects 
had helped to prevent or reduce 
crime. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Common difficulties were involved in 
trying to assess results of the four 
types of LEAA projects GAO reviewed. 

LEAA and the States have established 
no standards or criteria by which 
some indication of success or failure 
of similar projects can be determined. 

1 

'DIFFICULTIES OF ASSESSING RESULTS OF 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE 
ADMINISTRATION PROJECTS 
TO REDUCE CRIME 
Departm~nt of Justice B-171019 

To develop such criteria, comparable 
data on the operation and results of 
similar projects is needed. 

Although LEAA encouraged'States to 
evaluate their projects, LEAA did 
not take steps to make sure compa
rable data was collected. Thus, in
formation for similar projects was 
not adequate or comparable. 

The following examples from the four 
types of projects reviewed--alcohol 
detoxification centers, youth serv
ice bureaus, group homes for juve
niles, and drug-counseling centers-
illustrate the difficulty of trying 
to assess the effectiveness of LEAA 
projects. 

AZcohoZ detoxification centers 

An expectation of the centers GAO 
reviewed was that their short-term 
treatment approach might have some 
positive impact on the "revolving
door'! pattern of the chronic public 
drunk. 

About 70 percent of the patients be
ing treated at the three centers 
previously had been patients. The 
readmission rates were about the 
same despite significant differences 
in costs 'and services provided. 

However, without criteria as to what 
acceptable readmission rates might 
be, neither GAO, the States, nor 
LEAA can state whether the projects 
were effective. (See ch. 3.) 



Youth servioe bureaus 

These are to provide services to 
keep youths who have a high potential 
to commit crimes from dOing so. One 
basic way to find out if the proj
ects are dOing this is to gather be
havior data on the youths. 

Only one of the three LEAA projects 
reported such data. It showed that 
only 15 percent of the young people 
served during a l-year period who 
had court records got into trouble 
after contact with the project. 
Data developed by GAO for another 
project, however, showed that 43 
percent of the youths who had court 
records were referred to juvenile 
court after contact with the proj
ect. 

The first project appears to have 
been more successful, but, without 
standard ranges of expected success 
l'ates, neither GAO, the States, nor 
LEAA can determine the SUccess of 
the youth service bureaus. 

Group homes for juveniZes 

These homes are to provide a family 
environment in a residential setting 
where a youth's problems can be 
treated and corrected. Data GAO de
veloped showed that 45 percent of 
youths were released from these 
homes for poor, behavior; 65 percent 
had problems which resulted in re
ferral to juvenile court onpe they 
left ,the homes; and 36 percent were 
sent to penal or mental institutions 
after release. 

Are such percentages acceptable? 
Until LEAA and the States establish 
criteria there is no adequate basis 
for detennining success or failure. 
(See ch. 6.) 
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Drug-oounseZing centers 

These centers sought to rehabili
tate youthful drug abusers and pre
vent youths from taki ng drugs. One. 
center kept no data on former use of 
drugs by participants or the extent 
of their change in drug use after 
participating in the counseling cen~ 
ters because participants feared 
this information would be provided 
to law enforcement officials. 
Another drug-counseling project de
veloped data on the drug use habits' 
for about 45 percent of its partici
pants but based its conclusions en
tirely on participants' oral state
melts and the staff's opi nion on 
their progress. (See ch. 4.) 

EvaZuation reports inconsistent 

Because adequate evaluation criteria 
did not exist, evaluation reports on 
the projects were inconsistent and 
generally did not provide sufficient 
data to allow management to make ob
jective decisions regarding project 
success. 

Evaluation reports on the three de
toxification centers focused on dif
ferent aspects of the centers' op
erations and used different tech
niqUes. 

One report described in detail the 
operations of the center and tried 
to compare its operations to the op
erations of another project even 
though the two projects' treatment 
philosophies differed significantly 
regarding the extent of medical serv
ices to be provided. 

A report for another project as
sessed primarily the adequacy of the 
project's facilities and staff and 
sought patients' and police 



department views of the project's 
usefu.l ness and success. 

The evaluation of the third center 
developed quarterly statistics con
cerning patients and what happened 
to them. But the information in the 
quar'terly reports was inconsistent, 
which reduced the value of the re
ports as indicators of the project's 
results. (See ch. 3.) 

Evaluations of the youth service bu
reaus also varied. Studies of one 
project developed information pri
marily concerning the extent of com
munity support for .the project. A 
study of another project consisted 
primarily of interviews of project 
staff and certain participants, ran
domly selected, to determine whether 
they thought the project influenced 
them to stay out of trouble. No ob
jecti ve data was reported on the 
project's effect on participants. 

The evaluation report of the third 
project, however, contained subjec
tive and objective data indicating 
the project's impact. (See ch. 5.) 

Similarly, the evaluation on only 
one of the juvenile group homes pre
sented data adequate to indicate the 
project's effect. Evaluation of 
another project presented data show
ing where the participants went af
ter leaving the home but did not 
disclose whether they subsequently 
got into trouble and were referred 
to juvenile court. The evaluators 
of the t~ird project solicited 
views of participants and staff 
through questionnaires. (See 
ch. 6.) 

Reaent LEAA aations 

In the fall of 1973 LEAA began to 
plan programs to improve its ability 
to evaluate LEAA-funded projects. 

. : 
" 
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A separate 'evaluation unit was 
established in LEAA's National In
stitute of Law Enforcement and Crim
inal Justice to develop evaluation 
strategies. 

The National Institute also started 
new projects to provide States with 
information on how they may want to 
operate and evaluate certain types 
of projects. However, LEAA has not 
mandated any requirements tfiat the 
States standardize the type of data 
they collect for similar projects. 

One issue involved in LEAA-financed 
programs is determining the type of 
leadership the responsible Federal 
agency should provide to insure pro
gram accountability for Federal 
funds spent by the States. The ac
tions LEAA has taken are not ade
quate to establish systems necessary 
to provide the Congress with such 
accountabi 1 i ty. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Attorney General should direct 
that LEAA, in cooperation with the 
States, designate several projects 
from each type of LEAA-funded pro
gram as demonstration projects and 
determine·information that should be 
gathered and the type of evaluations 
that should be done in order to es
tablish, for similar projects, the 
followi ng. 

--Guidelines· relating to general 
goals, the type of staff that 
could be employed, the range of 
services that could be provided, 
and expected range of costs that 
might be incurred. 

--Uniform information. 

--Standard reporting systems. 
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--A standard range of expected 
accomplishments that can be used 
to determine effectiveness. 

--Standardized evaluation methodolo
gies that should be used so com
parable results can be developed 
on the impact. 

In developing the standards, LEAA 
should coordinate its efforts with 
those ol Federal agenci es fundi ng 
similar projects. 

On the basis of the standards devel
oped from the demonstration proj
ects, the Attorney General should 
direct LEAA to: 

--Establish an impact information 
system which LEAA-funded projects 
must use to report to their States 
on the effectiveness of their 
projects. 

--Require States, once such a system 
is established, to develop, as 
part of their State plans, a sys
tem for approving individual proj
ect evaluations only when it can 
be determined that such efforts 
will not duplicate information 
already available from the impact 
information system. 

--Publish annually for the major 
project areas results obtained 
from the impact information sys
tem so the Congress and the pub
lic can assess LEAA program ef
fectiveness. 

GAO also suggested certain informa
tion that could be gathered to indi
cate the impact of the types of 
projects it reviewed. (See pp. 56 
and 57.) 

In developing information on the im
pact of projects, LEAA must arrange 
the data so the confidentiality of 
the individual is protected. 

4 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The Department of Justice generally 
agreed wi th the concl usi ons and rec
ommendations regarding the need for 
greater standardization of goals, 
cos ts, types of servi ces, and i n
formation to be collected on similar 
projects so better evaluations can 
be made. 

However, the Department did not 
agree with the recommendations that 
the way to implement the needed im
provements was to have LEAA ulti
mately establish general criteria re
garding each item. (See app. I.) 

The Department believes it is incon
sistent with the philosophy of the 
"New Federalism," as defined by the 
Administration, for LEAA to require 
the States to adopt such guidelines. 
LEAA plans to continue to encourage 
the States to evaluate their pro
grams and to disseminate to them in
formation on projects' operations 
and results as written up in various 
LEAA publications. 

However, the information in such 
publications is generally not com
prehensive enough to provide an ade
quate basis for developing compa
rable data to develop standards and 
criteria. . 

GAO does not bel i eve the Depart- . 
ment's proposed methods for carryi ng 
out the recommendations will insure 
that the same general gUidelines and 
criteria are applied to similar 
projects so effective evaluations 
and adequate national accountability 
can be achieved. 

GAO believes that its recommendations 
for LEAA to establish general cri
teria for the grant projects and to 
require States to adopt such crite
ria are consistent with the concern 
of the Congress that LEAA provide 
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more leadership so information on 
the program's success would be 
available. (See pp. 60 to 62.) 

The States reviewed agreed with 
GAO's conclusions and recommenda
tions and noted that theY would be 
helpful in improving their evaluation 
efforts. 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION 
BY THE CONGRESS 

Altho,ugh the Crime Control Act of 

5 

1973 requires the Administration t9 
proviqe more leadership and report 
to the Congress on LEAA activities, 
the Department of Justice's re
sponses to GAO's recommendations in
dicate that LEAA's action will not 
be consistent with the intent of the 
Congress. 

Therefore, GAO recommends that the 
cognizant legislative committees 
further discuss this matter with of
ficials of the Department. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Between fiscal years 1969 and 1973 the Federal 
Government, through the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration CLEAA), awarded about $1.5 billion to help State 
and local governments fund over 30,OOO'projects to prevent or 
reduce crime. Have the projects been effective? In many 
cases it is too early to know because they have been operat
ing for only a few years. However, to answer the question, 
certain steps, such as defining project goals~ have to be 
taken. 

To determine whether the steps have been taken to make 
such assessments, we reviewed 11 projects--alcohol detoxifica
tion centers, youth service bureaus, group homes' for j~ve
niles, and drug-counseling centers--in Kansas, Missouri, Oregon, 
and Washington. lI"e asked: -

--Whether standards and goals had been established to 
determine if the projects were successful. 

--Whether evaluations of the projects were useful. 

--What LEAA has done to help State and local govern
ments determine project impact. 

We also determined, to a certain extent, whether the 
projects had helped the participants. 

Establishing a sound basis for assessing the effective
ness of social programs is necessary but frequently diffi
cult. The problem is compounded in· LEAA's program because' 
of the number of projects funded. Yet, most of the projects 
(1) have the same goal--to prevent or reduce crime, (2) in
volve one or more elements of the criminal justice system-
police, courts, or corrections, and (3) deal with partici
pants who either have been involved with the criminal justice 
system or are likely to become involved with it if they are 
not helped. Accordingly, certain criteria could be applied 
to most LEAA-funded projects to assess their impact. By 
examining closely a few projects, we (1) identified specific, 
difficulties in trying to assess impact which we believe 
are inherent in most LEAA-funded yrojects and (2) developed 
a basis for recommending ways to improve program operations. 

7 
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PROJECT FUNDING 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 3701), LEAA's authorizing legislation, encouraged 
the funding of projects that involved new methods to prevent 
or reduce crime or that strengthened law enforcement activi
ties at the community level. The Crime Control Act of 1973, 
which amended the 1968 act, extended LEAA's existence until 
1976 and reemphasized that legislative intent. 

The legislation provides for State planning agencies 
(SPAs), established by the Governors, to manage the Federal 
funds provided by LEAA. SPAs must develop State plans to 
indicate how they will try to prevent or reduce crime. This 
plan, when approved by the LEAA Regional Administrator, is 
the basis for Federal grants to the State'. LEAA therefore 
must establish regulations and guidelines necessary to 
carry out-the purposes of the act; SPAs must determine what 
projects will be funded and ~re to seek advice from local 
or regional planning units in developing their plans. 

LEAA project funds are awarded as either block or dis
cretionary grants. Block grants are awarded in total to 
SPAs who determine the further distribution of the funds to 
programs and subgrantees. Discretionary grants are made 
according to criteria, terms, and conditions determined by 
LEAA; can be awarded to specific groups on the basis of LEAA
approved applications; and are to 

--advance national priorities, 

--draw attention to programs not emphasized in State 
plans, and 

--afford special impetus for reform and experimentation. 

SPAs carry out their plans primarily by awarding funds 
to subgrantees, usually other State agencies, local govern
)llents, or nonprofit organizations, to implement specific 
projects. All subgrantees must adhere to LEAA and SPA 
regulations and guidelines in carrying out their projects. 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

The projects reviewed were selected because they had 
been operating for several years and appeared similar in 

8 
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operations and funding levels to other projects in the 
selected States. 

To assess the projects' operation and determine the 
problems of determining their effectiveness, we (1) used 
statistical data on'the impact to the project if it had 
been gathe-red in evaluation studies of the projects, (2) 
used data recorded by project operating staff if it was 
relevant to assessing impact, and (3) gathered additional 
data, primarily from court records. 

We also determined the extent to which goals were uniform 
and quantified for .similar projects and, to the extent 
possible, compared the results of similar projects, to deter
mine impact. To assess LEAA1s role, we reviewed LEAA's head
quarters operations and the work of LEAA regional staff in 
Kansas City, Kansas, and Seattle, Washington. We did our 
fieldwork between October 1972 and May 1973. 

9 
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CHAPTER 2 

LACK OF STANDARDS: THE BASIC PROBLEM 

In 1967 the Task Force on Juvenile Delinquency of the 
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration 
of Justice stated that hundreds of different types of juve
nile delinquency prevention projects were not only plausible 
but were being tried out. The task force stated that the 
overwhelming need was to find out how well the projects 
worked, to stop funding those that did not work, and to 
give greater support to those that did. It noted that 
evaluations done to date were not adequate to draw conclu
sions as to the merits of similar projects. The task force 
stated: 

"Evaluation is presently done program by program. 
Each evaluation starts from its own premises, con
siders its own class of effects, develops its own 
indicators of success, follows up for its admin
istratively feasible length of time. It is an 
almost impossible task to compare results. * * * 
If we are to find answers to policy questions of 
national scope, ways will have to be found to 
focus attention on common central issues. * * * 
The relevant Federal group can identify key ques
tions regarding prevention programs, specify the 
types of indicators that would mark success, and 
perhaps indicate the time interval over which ef
fects should be observed. The local evaluators, 
project-based or in universities or research 
centers, would be free to pursue whatever other 
outcomes they were interested in. But,. somewhere 
in the research scheme, ·they would collect data 
on the identified issues. The data would be 
comparable across projects, and out of 20 or 30 
or 100 projects, cvnclusions would emerge of 
major import." 

The above quote is still appropriate when reviewing 
steps LEAA and SPAs took to develop information on projects' 
impact. The difficulties of evaluating LEAA-funded projects 
stem largely from LEAA's failure to provide adequate leader
ship in developing the systems necessary to produce impact 
data so project results can be compared. LEAA has encouraged 

10 
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evaluations but has not established or suggested criteria 
to measure results. Neither has LEAA identified the type 
of data that should be collected so results could be compared . 

. A standard range of acceptable accomplishment rates is 
necessary to evaluate project success. Quantifiable goals 
for specific projects indicate the project planner's inten
tions but cannot be used to compare the.project's success 
to similar projects unless the goals for all are similar and 
similar data is collected for each project. 

LEAA guidelines for 1972 Comprehensive State Plans 
stated that: 

"Program and project evaluation is necessary as 
a basis for updating and revising future plans, 
and to gauge success of implementation. Too 
Ii tUe is known about the degree to \~hich current 
projects and programs have been effective * * *." 

The guid"lines defined "evaluation" as answering whether 

--the grantee accomplisheli what it said it would, 

--the project contributed to the SPA's goals and objec
tives, and 

--the project had side effects. 

The guidelines then required that States consider and 
select one of the following alternatives for evaluating 
projects the SPAs funded: 

--Evaluate 15 percent of the total number of sub grants 
awarded in fiscal year 1972. 

--Evaluate 15 percent of the total dollar value of 
subgrants awarded in fiscal year 1972. 

--Eva1uate all the sub grants awarded in one program 
area-. 

The guidelines, however, did not suggest any standards 
or criteria to insure that comparable data would be obtained 
so the results of the evaluation studies could be compared. 

11 



625 

For exanlple, should LEAA or SPAs consider detoxifica
tion centers effective if they prevented 40 percent'of their 
patients from being arrested for drunkenness for 60 days 
after release from the center? Should the percent be 60 or 
the number of days be 30? Without obtaining comparable data' 
from similar projects, LEAA cannot develop the baseline in
formation necessary to establish success standards. 

Merely requiring evaluations is insufficient. LEAA 
must consider how the evaluations can be standardized so 
SPAs and LEAA can objectively develop strategies for allocat
ing their resources. 

RECENT LEAA AND SPA ACTIONS 
TO IMpROVE EVALUATIONS 

In the fall of 1973 LEAA began to plan efforts to im
prove its ability to evaluate the results of LEAA-funded 
projects. 

In response to the congressional mandate in the Crime 
Control Act of 1973 that LEAA strengthen its evaluation 
capability, LEAA plans to: 

--Strengthen SPAs' capabilities to design and implement 
project evaluations by providing more technical assist
ance to them. 

--Improve the SPA evaluation coordination to permit 
evaluators to comprehensively report on the overall 
results by expanding the NatjQnal Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice activities. 

--Develop a nationwide system for collecting and analyz
ing operating data generated in implementing LEAA
funded projects. 

To implement these plans over the next fews years, 
LEAA has made several organizational changes. LEAA estab
lished 

--a separate evaluation division in October 1973 in 
the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice to evaluate LEAA's programs and 

12 
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--an office of planning and management in October 1973 
to oversee the development and implementation of com
prehensive LEAA and SPA evaluations. 

Other actions which LEAA has taken or has proposed to 
take are noted in the Department of Justice comments on this 
report. (See app. I.) 

Two SPAs reviewed have also tried to improve their 
evaluation capability by developing standards for certain 
types of projects. Missouri has established standards for 
planning, organizing, and administering group homes and re
quires that certain information be collected.on each partici
pant's activities. Washington is developing a standard in
formation system for group homes. Washington also has re
cently approved· guidelines for youth service bureaus that 
set forth basic functions that youth services should offer, 
organizational models, and minimum statistical data that 
each youth service bureau must develop. 

These actions are in the right direction, but without 
LEAA leadership and guidance there is no guarantee that 
the Missouri and Washington systems will be compatible either 
with each other or with systems other SPAs may be develop
ing. LEAA guidance and direction are essential if nation
wide data is to be gathered on project effectiveness. 

13 . 
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CHAPTER 3 

ALCOHOLIC DETOXIFICATION CENTERS 

Detoxification centers are an alternative to placing 
drunks in jail (drunk tank). Are centers successful? To' 
find out, it is necessary to compare the results of the oper
ations of similar centers against success standards. 

When LEAA started funding detoxification centers, it had 
the opportunity to establish an information system that could 
have been the basis for developing treatment standards and 
criteria for projects it funded. Such standards could have 
been established while still providing sufficient flexibility 
so the centers could respond to particular local conditions. 

LEAA, however, has not gathered adequate data from LEAA
funded projects and has issued no guidelines on the range of 
services LEAA-funded detoxification centers should offer, the 
average per patient costs that should be incurred, or the 
long-term benefits that alcoholics should realize from going 
to such centers. 

NEED FOR CENTERS 

In 1971 a consultant task force for the National Insti
tute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism reported th.at about 
9 million people in the United States have serious alcoholic 
problems: 5 million are chronic addictive alcoholics and 
4 million drink so much that their jobs are affected or their 
health is impaired. 

The skid row alcoholic, the most visible victim of alco
holism, constitutes an estimated 3 to 5 percent of the 
chronic addictive alcoholics. Alcoholics account for about 
one-third of all arrests reported annually nationwide. In 
1971 the Federal Bureau of Investigation estimated that 
1.4 million arrests were for public drunkenness. Many of 
these actions involve the repeated arrest of the same per
sons, reflecting the familiar pattern of the revolving-door 
a1coholic--intoxication, arrest, conviction, sentence, 
imprisonment, release, intoxication, and rearrest. 

In 1967 the Task Force on Drunkenness of the Presiqent1s 
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice 
recommended that communities establish detoxification units 

14 
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as part of their comprenensive treatment programs. The task 
force believed the establishment of detoxification centers 
was the best alternative to traditional methnds (suca as 
drunk tanks) of handling intoxicated offenders and a pre~ 
requisite to revising existing laws so that being drunk in 
public could be considered an illness ratner than a crime. 
The task force believed the centers shOUld provide not only 
a "dry out" period but shOUld also provide such tn.erapeutic 
and aftercare programs as 

--physical examinations; 

--emergency units for treating acutely intoxicated per
sons; 

--transportation to hospitals if advanced medical care 
was necessary; and 

--supplementa"l aftercare community actiVities, such as 
those provided by Alcoholics Anonymous, local mis
Sions, and housing and employment counseling centers. 

LEAA funds have helped establish or maintain alcoholic 
detoxification centers so police departnlents will not have 
to care for drunks and police officers can deal with more 
serious law enforcement matters. 

PROJECTS REVIEWED 

We reviewed three detoxification centers: Alcoholic 
Recovery Center, Portland, Oregon: the Kansas City Sober 
House, Kansas City, Missouri; and the Seattle Treatment Cen
ter, Seattle, Washington. The Portland and Kansas City cen
~ers were in skid row; the Seattle center was 2 miles from 
skid row. All three centers, however, treated primarily the 
skid row alcoholic. .This is to be expected since skid row 
is the major location where persons are picked up for public 
drunkenness. 

Each project has received the following funds for its 
operations: 

15 
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LEAA furid's Months 
Total Percent of 
grant of opera-

budget AlTiount total tion Grant Eeriod 

Kansas 
City $253,664 $170,000 67 24 5-71 to 5-73 

Portland 688,677 407,301 59 21 10-71 to 6-73 
Seattle 962,322 385,090 40 18 7,-71 to 12-72 

The goals of these projects were to reduce the number of 
public drunks arrested and jailed and to help the patients 
cope with their alcoholic problems so they could eventually 
become rehabilitated and not be a burden to themselves or 
society. The police officer brought the drunk to the center 
without arresting him. If the center refused to admit the 
drunk because of his belligerence or the lack of room or if 
he refused to remain at the center, he was usually arrested 
and jailed. 

Other admissions could be made by the alcoholic himself, 
outreach workers, or other treatment agencies. Centers 
retained the chronic alcoholics for 3 to 5 days and offered 
various therapeutic techniques. The alcoholic's participa
tion was essentially voluntary even if the police brought 
him to the center. The purpose of the procedure is to dry 
out the alcoholic, build him up physically, begin social 
rehabilitation, and return him to the community under circum
stances favorable to his efforts toward increased sobriety. 
The centers hoped that a short-term treatment might have some 
positive impact on the revolving-door pattern of the chroni'c 
public drunk. 

How serious can the revolving-door problem be? The fol
lowing case histories of five patients treated by the Seattle 
center illustrate the problem. 

16 
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Patient Time Eeriod Number of admissions 

1 March and April 1972 City jail, 6 
Seattle project, 3 

2 March and April 1972 Ci ty jail, 3 
Seattle project, 4 

3 March and April 1972 City jail, 5 
Seattle project, 2 

4 March and April 1972 City jail, 5 
Seattle project, 4 

5 March 1972 City jail, 4 
Seattle project, 2 

The three centers had signi£icantly different costs. 
Seattle costs were $43 a day per patient, Portland costs were 
$25, and Kansas City costs were $23. The length of stay at 
the centers ranged from an average of 2.6 days to 4.1 days, 
and the cost per patient stay varied from an average of 
$6(1 in Kansas City to $146 at Seattle. 

The major difference in cost was attributed to the dif~ 
ference in the medical services provided, the number of sup~ 
porting personnel employed, and the cost of providing the 
facility. Seattle had a large medical staff--6 part-time 
doctors, 1 full-time doctor, and 14 registered full-time 
nurses. Portland had doctors as part-time consultants and 
6 registered full-time nurses. Kansas City had one consult~ 
ing physician and one registered full-time nurse. Each 
patient entering the Seattle center was given a complete 
medical examination. Registered nurses in Kansas City and 
Portland evaluated patients' medical problems upon admission 
but did not ask doctors to examine patients unless they 
appeared ill. 

Rental costs and total staffing at the centers were 
as follows. 

Average 
monthly rent Paid staff 
for faciE ti: Beds Paid staff Eel' bed 

Kansas City $1,335 55 14 0.25 
Portland 600 50 34 .68 
Seattle 86,433 59 82 1.4 
8 

Rent ranged from $5,000 to $1(\,300. 
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LEAA has no guidelines regarding the amount of medical 
services to be provided at a detoxification facility, the 
type or number of staff to be employed per patient, or the 
amount of rehabilitative services to be provided by detoxifi
cation centers funded with LEAA funds. 

18 
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PROJECT EVALUATION 

Given the lack of guidelines as to what constitutes 
detoxification centers and as to what evaluations should 
consist of, "hat type of evaluations were made of the three 
projects? We had to assess the adequacy of the evaluations 
before attempting to comment on the impact of the projects. 
A detoxification center can best measure its effectiveness 
by establishing quantifiable goals, gathering statistics in 
like measurable units, and comparing outputs with goals. 

None of the three centers had outlined measurable quan
tified goals that related to the problems ~hey were attempt
ing to diminish. Each project, however, did quantify service 
delivery goals. Kansas City planned to treat 3,600 annually; 
Portland, 2,500 during its first year of ope~ation; and 
Seattle, 8,700 annually. 

The three subgrantees did not identify quantified goals, 
such as (1) the percentage or number of patients who should 
be rehabilitated, (2) the percentage or number of patients 
who should be referred to follow-on treatment facilities, 
and (3) the number of patients who stop drinking or maintain 
periods of sobriety. 

Grant applications for LEAA funds should include a sec
tion that contains the grantee's criteria and project evalua
tion plans. The evaluation component in the nine applica
tions l for the three alcohol centers reviewed did not describe 
the criteria or evaluation plan. 

LEAA's 1971 SPA guide stated in relation to grant ap
plication evaluation components or plans: 

1 

"Evaluation is simplified if the sub grantee appli
cation contains clear and quantifiable statements 
of the expected results of the project. These 
statements should include both input measures 
(e.g., numbers of addicts treated) and output meas
ures (e. g., numbers of addicts rehabilitated)." 

Project applications usually request funding for 1 year or 
less. Since each of the three projects had been funded for 
more than 1 year, each proj ect had submitted at leas t two 
applications. 
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Neither LEAA nor the SPAs assisted the three projects in 
.developing methods to insure acceptable evaluations. 

The first two grant applications of the Kansas City 
project did not specify grant goals ,. statistics to be kept, 
or an evaluation plan. The last two grant applications con
tained goals to be evaluated, such as the police.time reduced 
in processing public drunkenness cases, the number of cases 
to be handled by the municipal court, and the numb er of per
sons sentenced to the city's correctional institution. How
ever, no criteri~ were given stating how many patients were 
to be rehabilitated or referred to aftercare facilities. 

The evaluation plan of the two Portland grants stated 
only that Portland State University would evaluate the 
grants. Because a contract award condition was placed on 
the sub grantee to revise the evaluation component and get 
SPA approval, the university pr.ovided a general outline to 
be used for the project's evaluation. The SPA had also rec
ommended that the SPA evaluation specialist be involved in 
the proj ect but did not solicit his advice or present ·the 
evaluation procedure for his approval. 

The evaluation plan of the three Seattle grants essen
tially consisted of one paragraph. It stated that an evalua
tion would be done by the Seattle-King County Alcoholism 
Commission. Neither input nor output measures were stated. 

Inadequate evaluations 

Independent evaluators evaluated the three detoxifica
tion centers. The Seattle-King County Commission on Alco- . 
holism evaluated the Seattle project; Portland State Univer
sity ,the Portland project; and representatives from another 
detoxification center, the Kansas City project •. Two Seattle 
project evaluators monitored and worked weekly, whereas the 
other two projects' evaluators made one annual evaluation. 
Evaluation results showed that each of the three centers 
neede4 improvements. However, the three evaluations examined 
different aspeetsof .the centers' operations and used dif
ferentevaluat.ion techniques. None of the evaluations devel
oped followup data on patients so LEAA could determine the 
centers' impact or compare the projects' effectiveness. 
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Kansas City 

The Kansas City evaluation report described in detail 
the operati9ns of the nonmedical project but compared the 
methods of the Kansas City project to those of a St. Louis 
medical detoxification project, rather than concentrating on 
determining whether the Kansas City project was achieving 
its objectives. For example, the evaluation report criti
cized the project because it di.d not have comprehensive 
medical services, but the report did not demonstrate that 
patients in the Kansas City project received less than needed 
care. The report also recommended improving the staff and 
services offered patients. 

Project officials objected to the report, noting that 
it ignored one project purpose--to show that~a1coho1ics do 
not need attending medical staff during the sobering-up 
period. Because of controversy over the report's useful
ness, no fo110wup was made on patients. 

Portland 

The Portland center evaluation, completed in September 
1972, covered the first year of the project's operation and 
included 

--assessing the project's goals and objectives, facili
ties, personnel, and evaluation procedures; 

--determining police department and follow-on treatment 
center views of the usefulness and success of the 
project; and 

--comparing the Portland center's administrative prac
tices with those of three other detoxification centers 
in the country to determine if such things as goals, 
admission procedures, and staff arrangements were 
similar. 

The evaluation primarily described the center's activi
ties and presented limited statistical data on the impact of 
center services on patients treated. SPA officials said the 
evaluation report was too general, had limited statistical 
data to support its conclusions, and made no recommendations 
to correct deficiencies it noted. 
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For exampl~, the rfilport noted that the center, because 
of inadequate funding, had not developed followup informa
tion to indicate whether such services as outreach or coun
seling had an impact. The report, however, stated that 
followup ,~as not done during the evaluation because of the 
cost and mobility of the population group and did not sug
gest ways that the 'center might develop such data. 

Although quarterly and subsequently monthly progress 
reports were submitted to the SPA on project activities, the 
reports mainly desczribed what the project was doing and how 
many patients it was treating. The reports did not say how 
much the center helped patients. 

Ser,lttle --.--. 
The Seattle-King County Commission on Alcoholism did "a 

continuous evaluation using methods the commission and the 
project staff developed. SPA officials did not participate 
in the evaluation planning. 

The evaluation team gathered quarterly statistical re
ports concerning the number of patients admitted each month, 
the number of alcoholics brought in by the police, the oc
cupancy rate of the beds, the number of patients referred to 
follow-on treatment facilities, and the'number of patients 
released with approval of the project's medical staff or 
transferred to a hospital for additional medical treatment. 

The team did not gather followup data on released pa
tients to determine if they had changed their drinking 
habits. The quarterly reports, however, varied in both the 
information cited and the manner presented. The lack of 
consistency reduced the value of the reports. 

PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS 

We attempted to determine the extent to which the proj
ects ,~ere achieving their goals so we could provide some in
dication of the success achieved and the type of standards 
that could be developed to evaluate a project. To the extent 
possible, we used the findings of independent evaluators 
or the information collected by the projects. Often, how
ever, we had to develop our own data to determine the proj
ect's impact. Two' of the three projects achieved certain 
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goals, but all three projects had little success in reducing 
the revolving-door problem. 

Data from Kansas City and Seattle indicated that the 
projects had varying degrees of success in achieving the 
goal of reducing the number of arrests for public drunken
ness. In Kansas City, the number of police arrests for 
drunk-in-public offenses decreased 39 percent between calen
dar years 1970 and 1971 and an additional 14 percent between 
1971 and 1972. However, the number of similar arrests in 
Seattle between 1970 and 1971 decreased by 1 percent but 
increased by 9 percent between 1971 and 1972. 

We could not obtain comparable data for the Portland 
project because Oregon law stated that after July 1, 1972, 
public drunkenness and drinking in public were no longer 
criminal offenses. However, in the 9 months preceding 
July 1, 1972, police arrests in Portland for these offenses 
decreased 31 percent when compared with similar arrests in 
the same 9 months a year earlier. 

Another means of determining the impact of the detoxi
fication center is to determine the rate and frequency of 
readmission for drunkenness. Detoxification centers should 
try to develop programs to help break the revolving-door 
cycle. 

A generally accepted definition of "readmission" is 
that the patient has been admitted previously to the center. 
No time limit is usually considered in determining readmis
sion rates. The longer the project has been operating; the 
more people have been admitted; thus, there is a greater 
potential for readmitting previous patients. 

The three projects had been operating between 1 and 
2 years I"hen we gathered the following comparable readmis
s'ion data in January 1973. 

Centers 

Kansas City 
Portland 
Seattle 

Rea'dmission rates 
January 1973 

23 

69% 
7J 
13 
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Are these 'rates acceptable? LEAA has not issued any 
standards noting a range of acceptable rEiadmission rates. 
Therefore, 11e cannot state whether the 'readmission rates 
are excessive.' 

Anothe,r measurement of detoxification centers' impact 
is the extent to which centers got patients enrolled in 
follow-on treatment programs oI).ce they leave. Without such 
treatment, it would be very difficult to break the revol ving
door cycle. 

Host patients were referred to private homes, hotels, 
missions, or other nontreatment facilities. Available rec
ords of the three projects listed the number of patients 
referred to follow-on treatment facilities as follows: 

Kansas City 
Portland 
Seattle 

Months 
cove'red 

22 
15 
10 

Patients 

6,669 
4,940 
4,589 

Patients referred 
to follow-on 

treatment fatilities 
Number Percent 

1,750 
408 

1,025 

26 
8 

22 

The centers did not compile statistics on the number of 
patients who actually enrolled in follow-on treatment pro
grams after being referred to them. 

Although the detoxification centers may not need infor
mation on a patient's progress once he leaves, SPAs should 
work with the centers to develop such data to determine 
which, if any, follow-on facilities are having a positive 
impact and are breaking the revolving-door cycle. 

Conclusion 

Were the thtee centers effective enoug;'\ to bEl considered 
successful? It is difficult to say because no standards have 
been established. Although the three centers varied widely 
in costs and services provided, generally their achievements 
varied little. The data developed on the impact of the 
three centers r.annot be compared with data on the operation 
of similar centers to determine relative effectiveness be
cause neither LEAA nor SPAs have collected such information. 
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However, the information doe's indicate that the centers have 
a significant ~roblem in trying to eliminate the revolving
door pattern, even though they have reduced ~olice involve
ment. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DRUG~COUNSELING PROJECTS 

Drug~counseling projects are established in local 
communities to assist drug abusers who request help. LEAA 
has established no criteria on what services should be pro
vided by such projects, what type of staff should be used, 
or what results should be expected from drug-counseling proj
ects. No reporting format exists to obtain adequate and 
comparable data from similar projects. 

Significant variations in the activities of drug~ 
counseling projects reviewed and the lack of data on their 
impact illustrate the prohlems in trying to assess their 
effectiveness. 

WHY DRUG-COUNSELING PROJECTS ARE NEEDED 

The National Commission on Marihuana and Drug Abuse 
stated in its second report to the President and the Con
gress! that, for most of the past decade, the need to solve 
the drug problem has been a recurrent concern of the public 
and that drug use may be related in part to the apparent in
crease in crime and other antisocial behavior. It stated 
further that the drug problem has resulted in serious inquiry 
into the causes for drug use, in a massive investment of 
social efforts to contain it, and in a mobilization of med
ical and paramedical resources to treat its victims. 

LEAA has participated in attempts to reduce drug prob
, lems by providing funds to State and local governments for 

increased investigation and apprehension capabilities, drug 
. research, and drug abuse prevention and rehabilitation pro

grams. LEAA estimates that it spent about $189 million 
between fiscal years 1969 and 1973 on such programs. Some 
of the LEAA funds have been used for locally planned and 
operated drug rehabilitation and education projects. 

Until 1973 LEAA did not restrict the type of drug proj~ 
ects it would support with either discretionary or block 

IIlDrug use in America: Problem in Perspective," U.S. Govern
ment Printing Office, March 1973. 
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grants. In June 1973 LEAA issued guidelines discontinuing 
the use of its discretionary funds for drug treatment and 
rehabilitation projects which served persons other than 
those in penal institutions. LEAA adopted this policy 
primarily because the Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 
1972 designated other agencies, such as the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare CHEW), as having primary 
responsibility for funding projects to educate the public 
about drug abuse and to develop programs to prevent it. 

LEAA did not change its policy of allowing SPAs to deter
mine the type of projects they fund with block funds. SPAs 
therefore are still funding drug treatment projects to 
prevent, decrease, or stop drug abuse through educa.ion and 
counseling. These projects generally are not geared to 
cope with the "hard drug" user that requires medical assist
ance. 

PROJECTS REVIEWED 

We reviewed drug-counseling projects only in Kansas and 
Missouri; Oregon and Washington SPAs did not fund drug
counseling projects when we began our work unless they served 
persons in the correctional system. These States adopted 
this practice primarily because other organizations, such as 
HEW, were funding such projects. Hany other SPAs, however, 
continue to fund drug-counseling proj ects similar to the 
ones we reviewed in Kansas and Missouri. 

We reviewed the Narcotics Service Council juvenile 
treatment project, called NASCO West, in St. Louis County, 
Missouri, which received its first LEAA grant in Febru-
ary 1971, and the Drug Intervention Group project in Johnson 
County, Kansas, which received its first LEAA grant in 
June 1971. The St. Lo~is project was still receiving LEAA 
funds at the time of our reviel~, but the Kansas SPA stopped 
funding the Johnson County project on December 31, 1972, 
because the project was poorly managed and the community 
did not support it. The St. Louis project had received 
about $177,000 in LEAA funds as of April 197'3, and the 
Johnson County project, about $171,000 as of December 1972, 
when it was terminated. 

The basic objectives of both projects were to rehabil
itate youthful drug abusers and p.revent youths from taking 
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drugs. Both projects dealt primarily with youths who used 
depressants, stimulants, or hallucinogenic drugs. Project 
participation was voluntary. 

The projects brought youths together in groups to dis
cuss problemsi share experiences, and offer alternatives to 
drug use. Group therapy was used to help participants cope 
with problems that had turned them to drugs. The projects 
also provided group counseling to parents and other adults 
to help them understand the youths' drug problems and to 
foster communication and understanding between users and 
nonusers. 

The St. Louis County project was directed by a clinical 
psychologist, assisted by three full-time counselors with 
degrees in psychology, two ex~drug users, and a research 
assistant. Seventeen paracounselors (prior particip!1nts) 
also assisted during group therapy sessions. Group sessions 
,,,ere scheduled for different age groups, were run by profes
sional counselors, and were conducted at the facility hous
ing,the project. In addition, the project offered individual 
counseling,as needed. 

The Johnson County project was directed by'a profes
sional psychologist, assisted by a coordinator, an adminis
trator, a registere,d nurse (,,,ho supervised the 24-hour tele
phone crisis service), volunteer-crisis team members, 12 
part-time nonprofessional group leaders, and six part-time 
community liaison workers. 

Groups were established for drug users and for adults 
interested in learning how to effectively communicate with 
drug users. Group sessions, run by persons of the same age 
as the rest of the group, met at many different locations. 
The groups selected their leaders who received some train
ing in how to run such groups by professional staff members 
or consultants employed by the projeet. Groups could accept 
or reject applicant requests to join the groups submi.tted 
to them by the project!s directors. Individual counseling 
was not offered to participants and little, if any, central
ized management or direction was gi'ven to them. 
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PROJECT EVALUATION 

Neither LEAA nor SPAs had established criteria for 
evaluating drug-counseling projects. In addition, neither 
LEAA nor SPAs had helped the· projects establish an adequate 
information system or evaluation approach. 

Consultants from St. Louis University evaluated the 
St. Louis County project to determine the reaction to the 
project by the community and participants and to identify 
what the community and participants believed to be the 
project's strengths alld weaknesses. Host empirical data 
was gathered through interviews; the consultants made no 
other attempt to assess project impact on the participants. 

The study concluded that the community and participants 
generally believed the project worthwhile. The St. Louis 
County project had no other evaluation. 

A doctoral candidate at Kansas University obtained in
formation on the Johnson County project for his dissertation, 
which concerned the project's approach to rehabilitating 
young drug users. Over a 3-month period he compiled data 
for 36 persons who participated in the project during.a 
7-month period. Of the 36, 16 dropped out of the project 
after a short period. His findings regarding the 20 remain
ing participants indicated that some decreased their drug 
use regardless of how active they were in the project and 
that most believed the project helped them understand their 
problems. 

The project's first grant stated that a consulting 
firm would evaluate the project's activities. Officials 
of the SPA and the proj ect, ho\~ever, disagreed over the con
sulting firm that would do the evaluation because the proj
ect director wanted to use a firm in l~hich he and his wife 
were officers. As a result no evaluation was performed. 

The evaluations of the two drug-counseling projects 
did not develop sUfficient information to measure their im
pact. Information that should be developed to measure a 
drug-counseling project's effectiveness includes: changes in 
drug use or participants' changes in their social outlook 
and the degree of participat~on. 
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PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS 

We attempted to determine the extent to which the two 
projects were helping participants. This was done to provide 
some indication of the success rate and the type of standards 
that can be used to meas,ure the accomplishments of drug
counseling projects. 

The staff of the St. Louis project had accumulated some 
useful data for analyzing project success. We obtained some 
incomplete information from the staff of the Johnson County 
project, but it was of little value in indicating the proj
ect's impact on participants. 

St. Louis 

Initially the St. Louis project obtained data on the 
extent of participants' drug use before they entered the 
project but kept only limited data on changes in their drug 
use while they were in the project or after they left. In 
A6gust 1972, about 18 months after the first grant period 
started, the project staff began keeping more complete data, 
including followup on participants, and began analyzing the 
data to determine changes in drug use. 

Our fieldwork for this project, completed in Decem-
ber 1972, showed that data on changes in drug use was avail
able for 169 of the 372 youths who entered the project 
through October 31, 1972. The data is summarized below. 

Type of 
user when Chanse in drug use 
treatment Off Reduced 
ll!!.!.!E. Partici2ants ~ !!!! 

Heavy usoU (note 0) 38 13 9 
Hodorate userll (note b) 61 Z6 Z4 
Slight Users (note c) 53 30 
Former usars who oeca .. 

slonl111y used drugs 
(note d) .!l ..:. ..:. 

Total ill. ~ II 
I1A heavy UseT takes drugs one or 1lI0ro tillle. each day. 

bA moderate user takes drugs l to S times II WOC'1k. 

/10 
change 

16 
15 
Zl 

.!.!!. 
§l 

fncroased 
!!2 

! 

1 

cA s11aht USer takes drugs at parties or When he is with. £r1ends, lie tIlkes 
druls 1 or 2 times a weok. . 

dThose participants wera considered as nonusers or1a:inBUy ~Ut had historhs 
of occasional drug nnd marihuRna USe lIhen tho)' entered the project. 

30 

60-567 0 - 76 - pt.l - 42 
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The data was based on the participants' oral statements 
regarding their progress and on the staff's opinion. 

The staff· also rated the social adjustment progress for 
160 of the 372 participants because the staff believed that 
social adjustment problems ,,,ere the underlying causes for 
drug use and must be treated also. The staff's ratings showed 
that 28 participants ,,,ere much improved, 42 were moderately 
improved, 45 were slightly improved, and 45 had not improved. 
The data, although subjective, indicates that the staff 
believed most participants were being helped by the project. 

Adequate records available on the school status of 123 
participants sho,,,ed that only 10 of the 103 who ,,,ere attend
ing school ,,,hen they entered the project subsequently dropped 
out of school, whereas 9 of the 20 who did not attend school 
had returned after they entered the project. Employment data 
for 63 participants showed that 33 were employed when they 
entered the project and 32 were still employed ,"hen data was 
collected. When 22 others entered, they ,,,ere out of school 
and not working, but 6 later started work. The remaining 
eight were in school when they entered the project but later 
dropped out and five went to work. 

Continued participation in the project by a youth is 
another indication of the interest generated by a project. 
Staff members believed a youth must attend at least three 
group therapy sessions before a participant-counselor trust 
can be established, after which the youth generally feels 
comfortable and begins to discuss his problems. Ahout 71 per
cent of the youths who entered the project had attended more 
than three sessions, according to records maintained by the 
staff. 

Johnson County 

The project staff did not record any data on the number 
of participants, their former drug use, or the extent of their 
change in drug use. According to the staff, the lack of 
records on drug use stemmed from the participants' fear that 
their names would be given to law enforcement officials be
cause the county attorney had once requested the names of 
all drug users participating in the project. Consequently, 
there ,,,as no ,base upon which to assess project impact. 
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A guarantee of the confidentiality of information de~ 
veloped on participants in drug~counseling programs is 
needed but followup data should be available. Without such 
data, there is no good basis for deciding whether to continue 
funding such projects. Anonymity can still be guaranteed 
while impact data is provided. 

Conclusion 

Were the two projects successful? We cannot say because 
no criteria exist regarding the impact such projects should 
achieve in terms of (1) changes in drug use by participants, 
(2) degree of social adjustment changes, or (3) the average
number of sessions attended by participants. However, the 
St. Louis project appeared to help a significant number of 
youths to stop or reduce drug use. The Johnson County projeCt 
did not even collect basic data needed to assess effective~ 
ness. 
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CHAPTER 5 

r:~'IJTH SERVICE BUREAUS 

Youth service bureaus attempt to:' 

--Keep youths who have committed crimes from getting 
involved further with the justice system. 

--Prevent youths who have not committed crimes from 
doing so. 

They.attempt to do this by coordinating community services 
available to youths and by providing needed services not 
available in the community. Moreover, they work with law 
enforcement agencies to encourage them to' refer youths to 
the bureaus rather than to the juv0 nile court for prosecution. 

Many difficulties existed in trying to assess the proj
ects' impact. Neither LEAA nor the SPAs reviewed had issued 
guidelines on (1) how bureaus should be organized, (2) what 
services should be provided and how they should be delivered, 
and (3) what information such projects should maintain. More
over, there are no common criteria to judge the success of 
youth service bureaus. 

The lack of guidelines resulted in significant varia
tions in the projects' operations and data collected on the 
projects' impact. These problems made it difficult to com
pare the effectiveness of the three projects. 

NEED FOR YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 

In 1967 the President's Commission on Law Enfoicement 
and Administration of Justice recommended that youth service 
bureaus be established in comprehensive neiehborhood community 
centers to assist juveniles, both delinquent and nondelinquent, 
referred by the police, the juvenile court, parents, schools, 
and other sources. The growth o:f youth service bureaus has 
been widespread partly as result of the availability of Fed
eral funds. In 1969 the National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency identified fewer than 12 youth service bureaus. 
A 1972 nationwide study :financed by HEW reported that 155 
bureaus had received Federal funds and that LEAA was the 
most significant funding source for the bureaus, having pro
vided funds for 135 or about 87 percent. 
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PROJECTS REVIEWED 

We revielved the operations of three projects--Youth 
Eastside Services, Bellevue, Washington; Youth Services 
Bureau, Portland, Oregon; and Project Youth Opportunity, 
St. Louis, Missouri. 

Details on project funding are shown below. 

LEAA funds 
Total Percent 
grant of Months of 

budget Amount total oEeration Grant Eeriod 

Bellevue $286,922 $174,196 60.7 36 7-70 to 6-73 
Portland 187,670 98,840 52.7 24 7-71 to 6-73 
St. Louis 230,856 154,866 67.0 25 11-71 to 12-73 

The projects' directors stated that the primary goal of 
their projects'was to influence youths to change their behav
ior in order to keep or divert them from the juvenile justice 
system. However, only the St. Louis project had qu~ntified 
its diversion objectives. Its goal was to reduce by 3.5 to 
7,.5 percent the' number of youths referred to the court who 
have had previous court contact and reduce by 7.5 to 10 per
cent the number of youths referred to the court for the first 
time. 

Project records did not fully document the number of 
participants but indicated that the Portland and St. Louis 
projects each served about 2,500 a year compared with about 
4,500 a year at Bellevue. The Portland staff made about 
5,000 contacts with these people, whereas the St. Louis and 
Bellevue staff, made an estimated 14,000 and 28,000 contacts, 
respectively. The organization and facilities for the three 
projects varied considerably and accounted, in part, for the 
differences in the number of people involved and total con
tacts made. 

--Bellevue had 10 staff members and about 150 active 
volunteers. The facilities used were an old house 
and several small buildings. 

--Portland had 10 permanent staff members who were 
usually supported by three Neighborhood Youths Corps 
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,~orkers and four uni-versi ty students,~orking for 
college credit. The project had no active volunteer 
program. The facility ,~as a storefront office. 

--St. Louis had six staff members and used volunteers for 
specific events. The facility was an office in a 
~uburban business district. In addition, school facil
ities were used for some·activities. 

The Bellevue project, with 150 active volunteers, of
fered more services than the other two projects. 

Bellevue 

The project's original purpose was to provide a drop-in 
counseling center for adolescents to combat drug problems. 
Later the project expanded to provide a broader base from 
which to combat delinquency. The services offered included: 
a 24-hour crisis 'phone; a "flying squad" for providing on
the-scene assistance to drug abusers or other juveniles 
with serious problems: an employment center; a licensed foster 
care program: parent education programs; individual, group, and 
family counseling: and a drop-in center. Besides providing 
an informal place for young people tv go, the drop-in center 
offers lectures, films, and group discussion and has an arts 
and crafts ,~orkshop. 

The project provided free services. Project participa
tion was voluntary. The project director did not have 
statistics sho,.ing the youths t involvement with juvenile 
court but estimated that about 20 perce~t of young persons 
counseled had committed serious crimes. Counseling was pri
marily carried out by volunteers (i.e., psychiatrists, psy
chologists, and social workers). 

Portland 

Project services included job placement; individual, 
marriage, and family counseling; legal services; health 
counseling; runaway counseling; and drug counseling. In ad
dition, the staff worked toward getting youths and adults 
involved in the community and ge.tting additional needed 
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services. Project staff worked with police and juvenile 
Court officials to insure that appropriate youths were re
ferred to the project. 

The project offered free services and participation was 
voluntary. Court records showed that about 38 percent of the 
youths counseled and 2S percent of those seeking employment 
had had some official contact with juvenile court. 

St. Louis 

This project provided counseling and job referrals to 
the youths within the target area and sponsored recreation 
and community meetings to help the community solve its prob
lems. The project staff'was to contact youths through 
schools; street interviel1s; referrals from police, juvenile 
court, anc Qtliers; and I~alk-ins to the project offices. 

The project provided free services to youths and partic
ipation was voluntary. According to juvenile court records, 
about 13 percent of the youths contacted had been referred 
to juvenile court for delinquency. 

PROJECT EVALUATION 

Neither LEAA nor the SPAs which funded the projects re
viewed had established evaluation methods for youth service 
bureaus. None of the funding applications the projects'sub
mitted to SPAs described how objective information would be 

'gathered to evaluate impact on delinquency. 

BelleVue 

Though the project had been evaluated twice, evaluation 
methods were not described in the grant application. Neither 
evaluation developed objective evidence showing the impact on 
the project. Graduate students from the University of Wash
ington made the first evaluation, which was funded by the 
project. University of Washington students working for 
credits made the second study, \~hich was not financed by the 
project. 

The first study developed information concerning 

"-administrative problems as determined by interviews 
with staff, volunteers, and participants and 
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--community support. determined through interviews with 
area residents. 

It recommended ways to improve project management. 

The second study consisted of questioning juveniles and 
adults who resided in the community to determine their knowl
edge and support. of the project's activities. This study 
neither developed objective data on the youths served by the 
project nor contained recommendations. 

Portland 

The applications submitted fOT this project for its 
first two LEM grants indicated that the project would be 
evaluated duriug each grant period and noted the general 
areas to be evaluated. However, the applications did not 
define the evaluation methods to be used. Only the evalua
tion for the first grant period was completed at the time 
of our review. 

The SPA evaluation 'specialist met with the independent 
evaluator to agree on methods for the first year's evaluation. 
The evaluator developed information on the project by 

--analyzing project records to determine the number of 
target area youths that had been served by the proj
ect's counseling and employment programs, 

--checking juvenile court records for all target area 
youths served to determine if they had contact with 
juvenile court before or after their contact with 
the project, 

--interviewing juvenile court officials to obtain their 
vie,'/s on project impact, and 

--obtaining information on the number of juvenile court 
dispositions in 1970 and in 1971 for the target area 
and the county as a whole to determine whether the 
trend for the target area in 1971 differed from that 
of the entire county. 

The results of this evaluation are discussed on pages 41 
and 42. 
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The SPA evaluation specialist had received a copy of the 
evaluation report and considered it adequate . 

St. Louis 

The applications submitted for this project (1) indicated 
that evaluations would be made, (2) identified areas to be re
viewed, and (3) shOlved general evaluation approaches. 'I.'here 
was no indication that the SPA helped the project to develop 
evaluation methods. 

Staff members of the Young Men's Christian Association, 
sponsors of the project, made the first evaluation about 
4 months after the project began. It consisted mainly of 
interviews with school officials and local businessmen to 
find out if they knew of the project and what impact they 
thought it had. ' 

A consultant associated with Southern Illinois University 
made the second study. She 

--contacted 125 randomly selected youths who hail "on
tact with the project to determine the extent or their 
participation and to determine whether they believed 
the project had influenced them to stay out of trouble, 

--sent questionnaires to participa~ing agencies to de~er
mine their project involvement, and 

--interviewed project staff and some of the volunteers 
to obtain their views on the project's impact. 

Both evaluations primarily concerned assessing attitudes 
about the project, rather than gathering quantitative data on 
the impact of the project on participants. Both types oi 
information are needed to fully evaluate the project's effec
tiveness. On the basis of a review of the project's studies, 
SPA officials concluded that the proj ect' s impact had not 
been objectively evaluated. The project director agreed with 
the SPA's .:onclusion but said funds budgeted for evaluation 
were inadequate for an in-depth evaluation. 

The evaluation of the Portland project \.as most adequate 
for assessing project impact. It _ombined objective 
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information from project and court records with subjective 
evidence for judging the impact. This approach could be used 
to assess the impact of most youth service bureaus. 
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PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS 

We tried ,to determine proj ect e£fectiveness to provide 
some indication of the success achieved and the type of 
standards that can be developed to measure a proj ect' s accom-. 
plishments. Assessment of youth service bureaus' impact 
requires, as a minimum, that data be collected on the number 
of offenses committed by youths before and during project 
participation and the number of youths referred to and dealt 
with by the juvenile courts before and during participation. 
Followup information on youths' activities once they leave 
the project is also desirable. 

To the extent possible to assess effectiveness, we used 
the results of the project evaluations and data the project 
staff gathered. Often, however, we had to develop our own 
data to try to determine the project's impact. The following 
information shows that data was adequate to provide a basis 
for judging the impact of the Portland project but points up 
the difficulties in trying to assess the other projects' 
impact. 

Bellevue 

According to the director of the Bellevue project, the 
proj ect makes an agreement \'1i th each youth counseled that 
restricts access to' records kept on the youth to his assigned 
counselor and the paid project staff. He said these agree
ments, unless waived by the youth, prevented any outside 
evaluation team from doing followup to determine the rate of 
referrals to the courts on the youths before and after proj
ect contact. As a result, we could not determine the proj
ect's impact. 

Our analysis of statistical data on juvenile and adult 
arrests in Bellevue, however, indicated that the project may 
h~\ve had a positive impact. Between 1965 and 1969, juvenile 
arrests as a percent of total a'rrests averaged about 34 per
cen.t and ranged bet\oJeen 30 and 37 percent. The Bellevue 
project received its first grant in 197n. Between 1970 and 
1972 juvenile arr.ests·averaged about 27 percent of all 
arrests and ranged from 24 to 30 percent. The drop in the 
percent of juvenile arrests relative to all ~rrests is even 
more significant since, from 1965 to 1972, the juvenile popu· 
lation between 12 and 17 years of age steadily increased 
relatiVe to the adult population (over 18 years of age). 
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The Bellevue Police Chief told us that he believed the 
youth service bureau project had reduced, to some extent, 
juvenile arrests relative to all arrests. He said, however, 
that other factors, such as increased conc~rn for juvenile 
rights and increased emphasis on referring juveniles to their 
parents or other social service agencies if they get into 
trouble, also contributed to the decrease. 

Portland 

The evaluation team systematically analyzed the bureau's 
target area cases between March 6, 1971, and April IS, 1972. 
It determined that either the employment program or the coun
seling program had served 623 target area individuals. The 
team checked each of the above individuals against the juve
nile court records to see if each had contact with the court 
before and after project participation. 

Significant results of this analysis and the evaluation 
team's conclusions follow. 

--Of the participants, 179 had had some contact with the 
court although only 26 (15 percent) had .gotten into 
trouble after contact with the project. These 
26 represented only 4 percent of the total youths 
served by the project during the period. 

--Youths were diverted from the juvenile court system to 
the project in 20 cases as a result of an informal 
arrangement between the project and the court. 

--For most cases it was difficult to determine whether 
the project directly helped keep the youths out of the 
juvenile court system. HO''Iever, since only 26 of the 
620 youngsters were referred to the court once they 
began participating, the project may well be having a 
positive impact although it is difficult ,to specify 
the impact. I 

The evaluation team believ-ed other data supported their 
conclusions and reported that individuals closely associated 
with juvenile court believed the project was having a posi
tive impact. According to the team, between 1970 and 1971 
juvenile court dispositions from the project's target area 
decreased while juvenile court dispositions for all of 
Multnomah County, where the project was located, went up, as 
shown below. 
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fourt Dispositions 
1970 and 1971 

1970 

5315 
701 

1971 

5956 
647 

Change 

+641 
-54 

Percent 
of change 

+12 
-8 

Although the reduction may have been attributed to peri
odic variations in such statistics, the evaluation team 
believed the data might indicate the project's positive 
impact. 

St. Louis 

The project staff did not develop objective data to show 
the project's impact on youths contacted. To assess the 
project's impact in terms of reducing the number of first
time juvenile offenders and the numb er of repeaters, we 
examined juvenile court records. They showed that 218 youths 
(13 percent of our sample of 1,674 youths contacted by the 
project) had been referred to the courts for delinquent 
behavior. Detailed data for 191 of these youths showed that 
52 (27 percent) were-referred to the court after project con
tact; 30 (16 percent) were referred to the court before and 
after contact; 109 (57 percent) had been referred to the 
court only before contact. The 82 youths referred to the 
court after contact with the project represent 43 percent of 
the youths with detailed court records but only about 5 per
cent of the youths in our sample. 

Some additional indication of the project's impact is 
provided by two sour,es. A consultant analyzed data on 
125 youths selected at random from the approximate 1,800 
youths in the project. She determined that 36 of the 125 
believed the project had influenced them to stay out of trou
ble; 40 said they did not know whether the project helped 
them; 15 said the project had not helped them; 20 said they 
had not been involved in the project; and 14 did not answer. 

The consultant also gathered data indicating the before
and-after legal status of participants to determine recidi
vism rates. However, she did not use this data in her final 
report. But the Missouri SPA staff did analyze her data and 
concluded that partj,cipants with court referral histories 
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experienced a decrease in recidivism while court referrals 
from the locations increased. For example, the data showed 
that 38 offenders had committed crimes in the In months imme
diately before the project began and 16 of the 38 had com
mitted crimes during the 10 months after it began. 

Although the data indicates that the project helped some 
offenders, the consultant's data also indicated that many had 
only minimal project contact. Thus, it is difficult to 
develop a direct causal relationship betw'een the proj ect and 
the fact that some offenders did not commit more crimes 
because of project services. 

National survey 

A further indication of the problems of assessing the 
impact of youth service bureaus is provided by a national 
study of youth service bureaus completed in November 1972.1 
One study obj ective was to try to determine l~hether the 
bureaus had diverted youth from the juvenile justice system. 

The study team visited 58 youth service bureaus i~ 
31 States and analyzed responses to qUestionnaires from 
170 youth service bureaus. The study concluded that informa
tion on the impact of bureaus ,>'as so limited and individual
istic that any national answer regarding t~e extent of diver
sion would be speculative. According to tlte study, "youth 
service bureau" and "diversion" have not been defined and 
youth service bureaus generally have inadequate data to 
measure impact. 

Conclusion 

Were the three youth service bureaus successful? Only 
one project--Portland--had sufficient data that reflected its 
impact •. The data for the proj oct indicates that it has been 
fairly effective in keeping participants from further contact 
with the juvenile justice system. However, since there is 
no' standard for the achievements to be reached by youth serv
ice bureaus, we cannot say whether this project should be 
considered successful. 

I "National Study of Youth Sel'vice Bureaus)" by the De]:!!. ' 
meJlt of CaliforTJ,ia Youth Authority. !lEW financed t.::r· 
report. Its publication number is (SRS) 73-2li n 2S. 
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CHAPTER 6 

GROUP HOMES FOR JUVENILES 

Group homes for juveniles provide an alternative to 
probation or incarceration and shelter for youths who cannot 
live at home for such reasons as parental neglect. The .pri
mary goals of 1EAA-fund~d group homes are to provide super
vision, counseling, and recreation to the participants in a 
homelike atmosphere. The living routine is more structured 
than if the participants lived in their own homes but not 
as structured as if they were in institutions. The youths 
usually go to the neighborhood schools. 

Comparing the success of group homes was difficult be
cause LEAA has established no criteria as to what services 
are to be provided, what type of staff should be employed, 
or what goals ~he projects should achieve. In addition, no 
standard report format exists so comparable data can be col
lected from projects. 

PURPOSE OF GROUP HOMES 

The 1967 report by the Task Force on Corrections of the 
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration 
of Justice estimated that the number of juveniles who would 
be confined by 1975 would increase by 70 percent and would 
place a tremendous. burden on the existing community c'orrec
tional systems. To help relieve this burden, the task force 
cited group homes as a possible community program whose ap
proach was capable of widespread application. 

Juveniles are placed in group homes on the premise that 
they can readjust better and are more likely to become useful 
citizens if they live in a homelike atmosphere, rather than 
living in the more structured environment of a boardiqg 
school or reformatory or being placed on probation and left 
in the environment where they got into trouble. The nation
wide growth in the number of these homes has been said by cor
rections specialists to be one of several promising develop
ments in community correctional pro~rams because they are 
considered to be a viable alternative to prisons. 
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PROJECTS REVIEWED 

We reviewed three group home projects for juveniles 
that have received LEAA funding: the Community. Group Homes, 
Kansas City, Missouri; the Residential Homes for Boys, 
Wichita, Kansas; and the Clark County Group Homes, Vancouver, 
Washington. 

Each project had received the following amounts, involv-
ing at least three LEAA awards. 

LEAA Funds 

Per- Months 
Total cent of 
grant of opera- Grant 
bud~ Amount total tion periods 

Kansas $210,739 $136,143 65 40 9-69 to 12-72 
Wichita 286,548 191,913 67 26 4-71 to 5-73 
Vancouver 178,545 113,732 64 32 8-70 to 3-73 

The objective of these homes was to operate facilities 
to provide a family environment in a residential setting 
where a youth's problems could be treated and corrected. It 
was anticipated that, with a resultant attitudinal change, 
a youth's behavior could be restructured and he could live 
a socially acceptable life. None of the projects had quan
tified the rate of success they hoped to achieve. 

The costs of operating the three projects are shown 
below. 

Average Participant Cost 

Monthly cost 
Average stay (months) 
Average total cost 

per participant 

Kansas City 

$ 480 
5-3/4 

$2,760 

Wichita 

$ 735 
3-1/3 

$2,448 

Vancouver 

$ 655 
5-1/2 

$3,602 

The basic reasons for the cost differences were staffing, 
services Offered, and the average length of stay by partici
pants in each project. 
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Kansas City 

The Kansas City project funded three different homes. 
One was for boys 14 years old and under, another was for boys 
14 through 16, and the third was for all juvenile girls. 
Each home can house up to 10 youths at one time. At the time 
of our review, the project staff consisted of two houseparents, 
three social workers, and eight youth workers. The supportive 
services were provided by staff who were employees of other 
agencies, such as the county juvenile court, rather than by 
staff of the homes. 

The social workers help supervise the group homes, pro
vide liaison between the youths and the court, and try to re
solve any family conflicts. The project staff and others 
provide individual and 'group counseling to help youths re
solve problems with pee·rs, family, and school and psychiatric 
assistance when necessary. 

The Kansas City project has had difficulty in obtaining 
and retaining houseparents for varipus reasons, including the 
lack of qualified people and low pay. As a result, the home 
for boys ages 14 through 16 employed youth workers on 8-hour 
shifts to perform houseparent duties. The hOme for boys ages 
10 through 14 had houseparents until they quit in July 1972. 
Youth workers were then used on shifts because no other house
parents could be found. Houseparents have always staffed the 
home for girls. 

Youths placed in these homes have usually committed 
crimes and are considered to need treatment outside their 
homes but generally are not considered to need long-term in
stitutional treatment. Some youths are admitted because of 
t~uancy, running away from home, or parental neglect. Juve
nile court judges decide which youths are to be placed in the 
homes. All participants are expected to attend the local 
schools. 

Wichita 

The Wichita project funded two group. homes for selected . 
16- and l7-year-old males from Sedgwick County. The two homes 
could house a total of 20 youths at one time. At the time of 
our review, the staffing consisted of an executive director 
Gpart time), a secretary, two house directors, two assistant 
house directors, six youth supervisors, and two cooks. 
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The professional staff, consisting of a house dir~ctor, 
an assistant director, and three youth supervisors at each 
home provided individual and group counseling. A psychia
trist conducted weekly group counseling at only one home. 
The project director planned to replace group counseling 
sho.rtly with regular individual counseling because he be
lieved it to be more destrable for the youths. Individual 
psychiatric assistance was available to participants of both 
homes on an as-needed basis. The plan to eliminate group 
counseling is contrary to the recent position of an SPA 
monitor who recommended that group counseling be offered in 
both homes. 

Youths placed may be regular participants or temporary 
residents who, for example, are awaiting a court decision 
on where they will be placed. A screening committee, con
sisting of members from several local agencies, revie,~s data 
on each applicant and assists the staff in choosing partici
pants. 

All participants were encouraged to enroll in some type 
of educational or vocational training program. Employment 
was also encouraged when it could be incorporated into the 
educational. program or when a participant rejected educa
tional opportunities. 

Vancouver 

The Vancouver project operated eight homes at the time 
of our review, three for girls and five for boys. The h.omes 
could house 6 to 8 girls or 8 to 10 boys each. Youths 
placed ranged from 11 to 17 years of age and were not' segre
gated by age. About 40 percent of the participants are from 
the county in which Vancouver is located. At the time of 
our review, the project employed a projert director, a busi
ness manager, 2 program directors, an as istant program 
director, a nurse, a research analyst, ] j houseparents, 
7 relief parents, and 4 office staff meDI.Jers. A clinical 
psychologist served as a consultant. 

Youths placed in the homes have usually been involved 
in limited or no criminal activity. The Juvenile Court 
believes they need treatment outside their own homes but 
do not need long-term institutional care. Professional 
staff of the h6mes determine if a youth is to be'placed in 
a home. School attendance is requi'red. The group home 
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staff expect the public schools to provide in-depth counseling 
to the youth when necessary. 

pROJECT EVALUATION. 

Neither LEAA nor SPAs had established evaluation methods. 
The applications submitted for funding these projects gener
ally did not describe project evaluation methods. SPAs had 
not actively assisted proj ect staff to develop evaluatj'lll 
methods. However, the evaluation of the Kansas City project 
was adequate and the methods used served as a model for evaluat
ing the impact of other group homes in Missouri. 

All the projects had maintained records on each youth. 
served, including his legal status when he entered the proj
ect and his progress during his stay in the home. Only one 
project, however, had collected adequate followup information, 
bue the information was not maintained so statistics could 
be readily prepared. Followup information on the youths' 
legal status is essential to assess the projects' impact. 

Kansas City 

The first three grant applications for this project did 
not mention any project evaluation plans. The application 
for the fourth grant briefly described the only evaluation 
made of the project. The Juvenile Court employed a research 
psychologist who developed and evaluated information in the 
following areas: 

--The frequency of law refeTrals before, during, a)1d 
after group home placement. 

--The type of problems (such as burglary, drugs, truancy, 
runaway, parental neglect, or traffic violations) be
fore, during, and after placement. 

--The relationship between length of stay and number of 
law referrals. 

--The general adjustment of participants during and after 
their stay using staff member co~ents on youth prog
ress and comments on youths' school behavior, 

--The placement of the youths following releise from the 
home. 
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SPA officials believed the evaluation approach was 
sound, and the report was used as the guide for developing 
evaluation guidelines for all the SPA-funded group homes. 
The guidelines are to include a report format to be maintained 
by the homes on each child admitted. 

Wichita 

The application for the first LEAA grant for this project 
stated that a self-evaluation would be done and requested SPA 
assistance to develop the evaluation approach. However, we 
found no evidence of SPA involvement. 

The self-evaluation consisted of the following steps. 

--A staff discussion was conducted to obtain comments on 
the viability of the project. 

--Questionnaires solicited opinions on project operations 
from about 20 participants, the staff, the consulting 
psychologis t, and several probation offic.ers. 

--Statistical data was compiled on the number of partici
pants, types of offenses participants committed before 
and after placement, reasons why participants Were re
leased from group homes, and length of stay. 

Some of the statistical data was incomplete and inaccurate. 

Vancouver 

Although the applications submitted for the project for 
the first and second LEAA grants stated that a consultant 
would evaluate the project, they did not describe the methods 
to be used. Two independent conSUltants reviewed the project, 
but concentrated on its administration ra'her'than effective
ness. 

Staff members made two other evaluations and developed 
data on most participants released from the homes, such as 
where the participant came from, why he left, where he went 
after release, and where he was at the time of the study. 

Neither staff. evaluation developed data on participants' 
referrals to juvenile court before and after they came to the 
home. Nor did the evaluators determine whether the 
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particip&nts had been in and out of an institution between 
the time th~y were relea:>ed from the home and the time of 
the study. 

An SPA.monitoring report on this project stated that 
it was efficiently run and had generally been free of 
problems. According to an SPA official, the SPA is develop
ing a standard reporting,system for group homes so~that data 
received from them will be comparable. 
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PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS 

We developed better data on the impact of group homes 
than for the three other types of projects reviewed. Yet, 
without standards against which to measure the results, 
determining project effectiveness is very difficult. Never
theless, the results do provide a basis to begin developing 
such standards. 

One measure of a group home's impact is the extent to 
which youths get into trouble once they leave the home. 
Without criteria regarding the number of youths expected to 
get into trouble again, we cannot say whether the projects 
,,,ere successful, but the data available indicates little 
project effectiveness in reducing the delinquent behavior 
of participants. 

At the time of our review, the three projects had re
ceived 442 youths into their homes and had released 319. We 
obtained selected data from the projects' records for 104 of 
the 319. We also did certain fol101VUP work at juvenile 
courts having jurisdiction in the project areas. 

As shown below, about as many participants were dis
missed from the homes because they misbehaved as ,.,rere re
leased because they were considered to have completed the 
program or were over legal age. 

Percent 
Reasons for Number of former EarticiEants of 

leaving homes Kansas ·Ci tl Wichita Vancouver Total total 

Poor behavior 22 16 9 47 45.2 
Completed program or 

over legal age 10 14 22 46 44.2 
Transferred to an-

other program (such 
as Job Corps) 3 ..J:. .2. ...!l ..l.Q..& 

Total li .ll l§. .!Q.L l.Q.Q..:.Q 

Followup data in project records for the 104 former 
participants showed that most were living in the community. 
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However, 65 percent of these youths had furthi3r in
volvement with juvenile court after leaving the home. 

Number of referrals 
to courts for .mis- Percent 

behavior after leaving Former EarticiEants 
residential homes Kansas Citr Wichita Vancouver Tota~ 

None 7 17 12 36 
One to three 19 14 26 59 
Four or more 9 _9 

Total Ai II II l.Q.i 

Al though many youths 1~ere referred to juvenile court 
for misbehavior after leaving the homes, the average 
frequency of these referrals had decreased slightly. 

Average yearly frequency of 
court referral rate 

of 
total 

34.6 
56.7 

-hl 

.!.Q.Q.& 

Kansas City Wichita Vancouver. 

A year before placement 2.69 2.35 1. 74 
After release from home 2.12 .80 1. 25 

Amount of decrease o=:..U ~ ~ 

The decreases in court referrals, h01~ever , cannot be attrib-
uted solely to behavioral changes achieved by the homes. 
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For example, upon leaving the home, some youths were too old 
to be charged with offenses peculiar to juveniles, such as 
truancy. for which they could have been referred to juvenile 
court. Others were living in different settings than before 
they entered the group homes, such as with different rela
tives or in different cities. 

Data developed by some of the projects' evaluators also 
indicated the same trend regardin~ the number of youths 
1,hose behavior the projects did not change. The evaluator 
of the Kansas City project noted that, for 48 participants 
released or transferred from the homes by April 1972, half 
were transferred to more restrictive boarding schools.-
Vancouver's evaluator developed detailed statistics on 75 of 
79 youths released from the homes during 1972. About 51 per
cent (38) were referred back to juvenile court for new of
fenses after release from the home. 

Conclusion 

Is it acceptable, for the participants on whom we 
obtained data, that 

--45 percent IVere released from the group homes for 
poor behavior? 

--65 percent had problems \Vhich resulted in referral to 
juvenile court once they left the homes? 

--23 percent were sent to penal or mental institutions 
once they were released from the homes? 

The SPA juvenile specialist for Washington State advised 
us that about 46 percent of all youths in the State referred 
to NVenile court for an offense would be referred to the 
juvenile court again regardless of whether they had been in 
institutions, group homes, or foster homes. Thus, he be
lieved that the referral rate for a group home should be much 
better than the average referral rate back to the juvenile 
court if a group home is to be considered effectIve. How
ever, until LEAA and the SPAs establish criteria, no adequate 
basis exists for assessing \Vhether the percentages \Ve devel
oped indicate success or failure. 
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CONCLUSIONS 

Common difficulties are involved in trying to assess 
the impact of the four types of projects reviewed: 

--No standards or criteria had been established regard
ing success rates. 

--Adequate and comparable data was not maintained by 
similar projects. 

--Project evaluations used different techniques and dif
ferent information sources and had different scopes. 
Moreover, most evaluations did not present data on 
project effectiveness and for those that did the 
evaluators had no nationally acceptable standards or 
criteria to use in evaluating project achievement: 

Without comparable data, adequate standards and criteria 
cannot be developed and objective decisions cannot be made 
regarding such projects' merits and the desirability of em
phasizing such approaches to help reduce crime. One purpose 
of LEAA funds provided to States is to encourage the develop
ment of new and innovative projects to fight crime, but with
out information on whether such projects work, determining 
whether such funds have been spent effectively is not pos
sible. 

Recent actions indicate that LEAA is committed to evalu
ating its programs. However, LEAA has not required that com
parable data be gathered for similar projects so standards 
can be developed to assess project impact. 

LEAA and SPAs could establish a statistical impact in~ 
formation and reporting system whereby data could be avai1able 
on the impact of similar projects. LEAA could specify the 
types of data to be collected and the way it would be re
ported. This would insure that comparable data on similar 
projects could be collected. Projects could then provide 
such data to SPAs so the impact of similar projects in the 
State could be determined. States could then provide their 
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information to LEAA so a national perspective could be 
developed. 

Such a standardized reporting system would obviate the 
need for many independent individual project impact evalua~ 
tions but still provide project directors with information 
on what impact their projects have had. Evaluations of spe
cific projects could then use the statistical data developed 
for the impact information system to do analyses, for ex
ample, to determine which services appear to have a more 
positive impact on project participants. 

If SPAs still considered it desirable to approve evalua
tions of specific projects, they would have a basis for as
suring themselves that the study results were adequate in 
scope to measure the project's accomplishments and were pre
sented so the results could be compared to evaluations of 
similar projects. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

To develop the information necessary to assess the im
pact of LEAA-funded projects, we recommend that the Attorney 
General direct LEAA, in cooperation with SPAs, to designate 
several projects from each type of LEAA-funded project as 
demonstration projects and determine information that silould 
be gathered and the type of evaluations that should be done 
to establish: 

--Guidelines for similar projects relating to goals, the 
type of staff that could be employed, the range of 
services that could be provided, and expected ranges 
of costs that might be incurred. 

--Uniform information to be gathered on similar proj
ects. 

p-Standard reporting systems for similar projects. 

--A standard range of expected accomplishments that can 
be used to determine if similar projects are effec
tive. 

--Standardized evaluation methods that should be used so 
comparable results can be developed on the impact of 
similar projects. 
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In developing the standards, LEAA should coordinate its 
efforts with those of other Federal agencies funding similar 
projects. 

Informa tion such as the fo 110wing should be ga ther ed ' 
for the various projects reviewed. 

Detoxification centers 

--The nUmber of admissions for a specified period. 

--The number of the above admissions that had been ad
mitted previously to the center within the past 60 
days or another specified period. 

--The source for the admissions; i.e., police, hospitals, 
or private referrals. 

--The number of persons referred to appropriate after
care facilities. 

--The number of persons who contacted and remained under 
treatment of the aftercare facilities for a specified 
period. 

--The costs incurred per patient-day. 

--The number of arrests for public drunkenness during 
the same period for which admissions are recorded. 

Drug counseling 

- -IFor each participant: 

1. A record of his drug use'before participation and 
at periodic intervals during and after participation. 

2. A record of his legal status (probation, parole, 
etc.) before, during, and for a prescribed period 
after participation. 

3. Periodic staff evaluations on the social progress of 
the participant. 

4. The reason participants ceased to be active in the 
project, as given by the participants and staff. 

p 56 



670 

--The number of counseling sessions conducted by the 
project staff and the number and type of persons at
tending. 

--The sources contacted to encourage referral of youths 
needing or seeking drug counseling. 

Youth service bureaus 

--Police and court statistics at selected intervals for 
the age group to be ?erved by the project. 

--Individual case file histories that cite: 

1. Referral source and legal status of 'the youth at 
the time of initial contact by the project. 

2. Any change in the legal status of the participant 
during participation and for a specified period 
thereafter. 

3. The type and extent of counseling or other services 
received by youths during participation. 

Group homes 

--The reason for each placement. 

--The number of referrals to juvenile court for each 
participant before and during confinement in the home 
and for a specified period thereafter. 

--A periodic staff rating on the social adjustment of 
each participant during his stay. 

--Why the participant was released from the home, where 
he went after release, and where he was 6 months and 
1 year after release. 

On the basis of the standards developed from the demon
stration projects, the Attorney General should direct LEAA to: 

--Establish an impact information system which LEAA
funded projects must use to report to their SPAs on 
project effectiveness. 
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--Require SPAs, once such a system is established, to 
develop, as part of their State plans, a system fot 
approving individual project evaluations only when 
such efforts will not duplicate information already 
available from the impact information system. 

--Publish annually for the major project areas the re
sults obtained from the impact information system so 
the Congress and the public can assess the LEAA pro
grams' effectiveness. 

In developing information on the impact of projects, 
LEAA will have to arrange the data so the confidentiality of 
the individual is protected. 
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AGENCY COMMENTS AND GAO EVALUATION 

The Department of Justice generally agreed with our 
conclusions and recommendations regarding the need for greater 
standardization of goals, costs, types of services, and in
formation to be collected on similar projects so better eval
uations can be' made. However. 'the Dep,artment did not agree 
with our recommendation that the way to implement the needed 
improvements was. to have LEAA ultimately establish general 
criteria regarding each item. (See app. I.) 

The Department believes it is inconsistent with the 
philosophy of the "New Federalism," as defined by the Ad
ministration, for LEAA to require the States to adopt such 
guidelines. 

The Department noted, however, that LEAA has provided 
the States with technical assistance publications through 
such actions as dissemination of operational and result in
formation in its Prescription Package and Exemplary Projects 
Programs, which should assist them in evaluating their proj
ects. 

We believe the information in such publications is 
beneficial but generally is not comprehensive enough to pro
vide an adequate basis for determining the specific compar
able data that should be collected for similar project's 
needed to establish acceptable standards and criteria. More
over in i.ssuing such information, LEAA points out that the 
information does not necessarily represent the official posi-

, tion of the Department of Justice. Each State can implement 
all, some, or none of the suggestions made in the publications. 

For example, the handbook on the community-based correc
tions program of Polk County, Iowa, contains a good descrip-

'tion of the project's procedures, costs, and results of some 
evaluations made of its activities. However, there is noth
ing in the handbook indicating that the criteria and standards 
used by the project have been independently evaluated against 
those of similar projects and have been determinea to be what 
similar projects should adopt. 

The Department also noted that the National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goal~' discussed 
the problem of program measurement and evaluation and made 
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certain appropriate recommendations. The Department implied 
that this actioL, along with those discussed above, wai 
adequate to solve the problems we noted. 

The Commission's recommendations pointed up the need to 
develop adequate data bases so specific goals and sta,ndards 
could be developed. The Commission's role was not to make 
specific recommendations regarding the exact types of data 
that similar projects should collect so specific standards 
and criteria could be developed. Thus, LEAA and the States 
can use the Commission's findings, along with other reports, 
as a basis for starting to develop the specific processes 
needed. to obtain the data to develop specific standards and 
criteria. 

Accordingly, we do not believe the Department's actions 
to date will insure that the same general guidelines and 
criteria are applied to similar projects so effective evalua
tions and adequate national accountahility can be achieved. 
LEkA must take a more active leadership role in developing 
the guidelines and criteria the States. should adopt if the 
Department is to be able to report on the relative impact 
of various States' programs. Otherwise the States may go 
their own ways, develop systems that are not compatible with 
each other, and collect data that cannot be consolidated to 
provide a national indication of the impact of LEAA funding. 

We do not believe that adoption of such guidelines and 
criteria by LEAA will undermine the program's effectiveness 
or eliminate the States' prerogative to determine the needs 
of its criminal justice system and th.e types of projects to 
be funded. Nor would such criteria prevent individual proj
ects from shaping their programs to meet the unique needs of 
their communities. 

We believe our position on the need for LEAA to establish 
general criteria for the grant projects and to require the 
SPAs to adopt such criteria is consistent with the concerns 
of 'the Congress when it passed the Crime Control Act of 1973. 

The' act notes that no comprehensive' State plan shall be 
approved unless it 

II--provide(s) for such fund accounting, audit, monitor
ing, and evaluation procedures as may be nece~sary 

60 



674 

to assure fiscal control, proper management, and 
disbursement of funds received under this title; 

"--provide(s) for the maintenance of such data and in
formation, and for the submission of such reports in 
such form, at such times, and containing such data 
and information as the National Institute for Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice may reasonably re
quire to evaluate pursuant tQ section 402(c) pro
grams and projects carried out under this title and 
as the Administration may reasonably require to ad
minister other provisions of this title." 

In its report on the proposed amendments (H. Rept .• 
93-249, 93d Cong., 1st sess. 4-5) the Committee on the 
Judiciary, House of Representatives, stated that it had re
jected proposals to convert the LEAA program into a simple 
"no strings· attached" special revenue-sharing program and by 
doing so had retained Federal responsibility for administer
ing the program and for assisting the States in comprehensive 
planning. The report further stated "The committee feels 
that LEAA has in the past not exercised the leverage provided 
to it by law to induce the States to improve the quality of 
law enforcement and criminal jus tice." 

Moreover, the report noted that the 1973 law greatly 
strengthened the role of the LEAA's National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice in evaluating projects. 
The report stated: 

"In performing its evaluation function, the Insti
tute will find it necessary to' evaluate programs or 
projects on the basis of standards. * * * The State 
plans themselves must assure that programs and 
projects funded under the Act maintain the data and 
information necessary to allow the Institute to per
form meaningful evaluation." 

To insure that all the State plans require projects to de- . 
velop. consistent data and information, it is essential that 
LEAA develop guidelines and criteria which the States must 
follow. 

When these amendments were discussed on the floor of 
the House of Representatives, the new' requirements for LEAA 
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to begin careful evaluation of the programs it funds were 
cited. These requirements were to enable LEAA to insure 
that the substantial Federal resources it controls are 
directed into effective efforts to contTol and reduce crime. 

During the House discussions, one Representative 
stated: 

"I hope that the National Institute will make major 
use of this new authority so that LEAA will no 
longer simply throw money at the problems of crime 
in a vague hope that something will work." 

We do not believe that the Department's proposals for 
carrying out our recommendations will insure that LEAA pro
vides the type of leadership envisioned by the Congress 
when it passed the 1'173 act. 

The SPAs reviewed agreed with our conclusions and 
recommendations and noted that they would be helpful i.n 
improving their evaluation efforts. 

RECOW~ENDATION TO THE CONGRESS 

Although the Crime Control Act of 1973 requires the 
Administration to provide more leadership and report to 
the Congress on LEAA activities, the Department of Justice's 
responses to our recommendations indicate that LEAA's ac
tions will not be consistent with the intent of the Congress. 

Therefore, we recommend that the cognizant legislative 
committees further discuss this matter with officials of 
the Department. 
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APPENDIX I 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Addre .. Reply' 1D (he 
Dhillon Indle.ted 

anel Rera to Inidal. and Number 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 

February 8, 1974 

Mr. Daniel F, stanton 
Assistant Director 
General Government Division 
United states General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Stanton: 

This letter is in response to your request 
for comments on the draft report titled "DifficuH;ies 
of Assessing the Impact of Certain Projects to 
Reduce Crime." 

Generally, we are in agreement with the report 
and share GAO's concern regarding the need for 
effective evaluation of programs and projects funded 
by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA). Although.the report acknowledges that LEAA 
has encouraged program and project evaluation by 

'the States and units of local government, it does 
not comment on many of the positive actions 
previously implemented or initiated by LEAA prior 
to issuance of the report. As early as 1971, 
instructions to the States outlined the importance 
of evaluations and provided minimum guidelines to 
implement an evaluation system. 

The LEAA High Impact Anti-Crime Program has 
a sophisticated multi-faceted evaluation component 
Which addresses not only project evaluation but 
program and process evaluation as well. Efforts 
are underway to determine those factors (e.g., 
organizational, historic, demographic) which are 
most critical in the development and implementation 
of a crime control program. On its own initiative, 
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LEAA has improved and upgraded its evaluation 
capabilities through research and technical 
assistance programs. These programs are designed 
and intended to assess the impact of LEAA's program 

'and to provide technical assistance to operating 
units of the criminal 'justice system. Examples of 
these efforts are as f9llows: 

1. Technical assistance contracts have been 
awarded to consultants with expertise in 
the disciplines of police,. courts, and 
corrections for the purpose of providing 
a wide range of services, including project 
evaluations, to State and local criminal 
justice agencies. 

2. Through the auspices of an LEAA technical 
assistance grant, the National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency printed 2,500 copies 
of a publication, "The Youth Service 
Bureau: A Key to Delinquency Prevention," 
for distribution to the. criminal justice 
community. This publication describes 
the purpose, organization, administration, 
functions, ande'laluations of youth service 
bureaus. 

3. An LEAA technical assistance publication, 
"Guidelines and Standards for Halfway 
Houses and Community Treatment Centers," 
sets forth operational guidelines and 
evaluation standards applicable to group 
homes for juveniles. 

4. Researchers at the University of Michigan 
operating under a National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice grant 
are conducting a 5-year national assessment 
of juvenile corrections. This study will 
develop criteria having a major impact on 
the implementation of policies and programs 
for handling juvenile and youthful offenders 
throughout the United States. 
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It is of concern to us that the report does 
not take into consideration such factors as 

APPENDIX I 

(1) the appropriate relationship between LEAA and 
the States within the context of the New Federalism, 
or (2) the optimum involvement of LEAA in State and 
local programs. LEAA believes that the concept of 
Federal leadership does not require the establish
ment of mandatory evaluation standards for the 
States. The National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals addressed the 
issue of program measurement and evaluation and 
reported out the methodology and philosophy to 
accomplish effective ev~luation. LEAA has taken 
the position that the standards and goals developed 
by the Commission are subject to voluntary acceptance 
by the States and are not to be used as a condition 
of project fundfng. LEAA's goal in terms of 
evaluation is to be responsive to the issue of 
accountability. Specifically, we must assure the 
most worthwhile expenditures of Federal funds. 
To accomplish this goal, LEAA's efforts have been 
directed toward research, models, and the development 
of evaluation techniques. While it is beneficial 
to know the results of specific projects, it is 
LEAA's position to assure a broader systems 
perspective that examines the combination of 
activities that best achieves an overall goal and 
the implications and effects of actions and decisions 
in one part of the system on the others. Concentracing 
on specific project evaluation would not address 
these broader issues. 

LEAA interprets its role as being limited to 
increasing the capabilities of local government by 
means of example, experiment, research, development, 
and funding incentives which encourage, but do not 
force, fund recipients to adopt Federally supported 
projects or project goals. LEAA has and will continue 
to lend technical assistance and suppo~t to States 
to the greatest extent possible, but the primary 
role for project evaluation must remain with the 
States. 
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The report recommends that LEAA establish 
operational guidelines for similar type projects 
relating to general goals, the type of staff to be 
employed, the range of services that could be 
provided, and expected ranges of costs to be incurred. 
If GAO's intention is for LEAA to mandate goals and 
operational standards for all criminal justice programs 
of a certain type--e.g., youth service bureaus--
the proposal is viewed as inappropriate to the LEAA 
mission. However, if the recommendation is intended 
to suggest that LEAA provide State Planning Agencies 
(SPAs) and State and local criminal justice agencies 
with summaries .of the experience of typical programs 
throughout the country for their general guidance 
in terms of necessary staffing, costs, and expected 
results, LEAA fully ~upports the recommendation and 
is pursuing several major programs in this area. 

One of LEAA's objectives, as noted in the GAO 
report, was the establishment of a separate 
Evaluation Division within the National Institute 
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. This 
Division is being staffed by highly qualified 
specialists in operations research, mathematics, 
statistical analysis, and experimental design. 
These specialists will analyze the data collected 
from the individual projects and programs, evaluate 
it, and develop from it the necessary standards and 
criteria to permit nationwide comparisons of similar 
projects. 

In addition, two new LEAA programs have been 
initiated within the Technology Transfer Division 
of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice. These two programs, namely, the 
Prescriptive Packages and Exemplary Project programs, 
will provide model designs for furnishing State and 
local officials with reliable and tested information 
on the operation of specific classes of projects 
for their use on a voluntary basis. 

The purpose of , the Prescriptive Packages series 
is to provide criminal justice administrators and 
practitioners with background information and 
operational guidelines in selected program areas. 
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The guidelines are a synthesis of the best research 
and operational experience already gained through 
the implementation of similar direct projects 
around the nation. The guidelines have been 
specifically designed for practical application and 
represent one significant means of effecting 
technology transfer. 

Listed below are three prescriptive packages 
that have been recently published and nine others 
that are in various stages of development. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

Title 

Handbook on Diversion of the 
Public Inebriate from the 

Status 

Criminal Justice System Publtshed 

Methadone Treatment Manual Published 

Case Screening and Selected 
Case Processing in Prosecutors' 
Offices Published 

Improving Police/Community 
Relations Being printed 

A Guide to Improving Misdemeanant 
Court Services Under review 

Counsel for Indigent Defendants Under review 

Guidelines for Probation and 
Parole Being prepared 

Neighborhood Team Policing Under review 

Police Crime Analysis Units 
and Procedures Being printed 

Evaluatio~ Research in 
Corrections Being prepared 

A Manual for Robbery Control 
Projects Recently funded 

Offender Job Training and 
Placement Guide Recently funded 
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The following topics, many identified in a 
spring of 1972 survey of criminal justice planning 
and operating agencies, are potential subjects for 
prescriptive packages to be initiated in fiscal 
year 1974. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Major Violation Apprehension and 
Prosecution Procedures. An examination 
of methods employed in a variety of law 
enforcement jurisdictions to increase the 
effectiveness of arrest and prosecution 
efforts in the case of major criminal 
offenders. 

Law Enforcement Case Review Procedures. 
An examination of methods employed to 
identify, analyze, and correct problems 
involved in the processing of criminal 
cases from the point of arrest to 
disposition of charges. 

Prison Grievance Procedures. An examination 
of methods and procedures employed in a 
variety of adult correctional institutions 
to handle inmate complaints and grievances. 

Prison and Jail Medical Care Practices. 
An examination of potential as well as 
present methods of more effectively 
delivering medical care to prison and jail 
inmates. ' 

Imprbved Handling of Juvenile Drug Abusers. 
An examination of various operational 
projects and methods employed in the 
handling of juvenile drug abusers. 

Improved BUrglar! Control Efforts. 
An examinat10n 0 the many poIice burglary 
control projects currently in operation 
as well as a general review of work done 
in the area of "target hardening," 

State and Reaional Procedures for Im~le
ment1ng Stan ards and Goals Recommen ations. 
An examination of newly developed and 
potential plans, methods, and procedures 
for implementing standards and goals 
recommendations at State and regional levels. 
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The Exemplary Project program was initiated 
to focus national attention on outstanding criminal 
justice programs that are suitable for inter-community 
transfer. Over the next year, approximately 12 
projects will be given an "exemplary" designation. 
For each project a manual will be prepared containing 
comprehensive guidelines for establishing, operating, 
and evaluating similar projects. These guidelines 
will be designed to take a criminal justice administrator 
step by step through the program's operation and will 
include considerable detail on such matters as 
budgeting, staffing, and training. Information will 
also be available on potential problem areas and 
measures of effectiveness. 

To date, two programs have been selected as 
"exemplary": a community-based corrections program 
in Polk County, Iowa, and the Prosecutor Management 
Information System (PROMIS) of the United states 
Attorney's Office, Washington, D. C. In addition, 
the following five projects are to be validated under 
contracts awarded in October: 

1. Operation De Novo, Minneapolis, Minnesota 

2. Dade County Pre-Trial Intervention 

3. D. C. Public Defender Service 

4. Los Angeles Police Department's Automated 
Worthless Document Index 

5. providence Educational Center, 
st. Louis, Missou~i 

The report also recommends that LEAA establish 
(1) uniform information to be gathered on similar
type projects, (2) standard reporting systems for 
similar-type projects, (3) a standard range of . 
expected accomplishments that can be used to determine 
if similar-type projects are effective, and 
(4) standardized evaluation methodologies that can 
be used to develop comparable results on the impact 
of similar-type projects. 
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LEAA certainly recognizes the necessity for 
such data and is in agreement with the recommendations. 
LEAA's effort in the research and technical assistance 
programs, coupled with the Exemplary Projects and 
Prescriptive Packages programs as herein described, 
demonstrates LEAA's determination to be responsive 
to the conditions highlighted by the report. 

Finally, the report recommends (1) establishing 
an impact information system which LEAA funded projects 
must use to report to their SPAs on the effectiveness 
of their projects, (2) requiring SPAs, once such 
a system is established, to develop, as part of their 
State plans, a system for approving individual project 
evaluations only when it can be determined that such 
efforts will not duplicate information already 
availrulle from the impact information system, and 
(3) publishing annually for the major project areas 
the results· obtained from the impact information 
system so that Congress and the public will have a 
basis for assessing the effectiveness of the LEAA 
program. 

LEAA considers the recommendations to be appro
priate and implementing action has been initiated. 
As a part of this effort, the National Criminal 
Justice Reference Service was established through a 
contract "lith the General Electric Company. Further, 
plans are being formulated to incorporate these 
recommendations in the Grants Management Information 
System (GMIS) program. In addition to the GMIS program 
at LEAA headquarters, data centers are under development 
in each State. These centers will provide the 
capability necessary to review past evaluations of 
similar projects and avoid duplications of effort. 

We appreciate the opportunity given us to 
comment on the draft repor~. Should you have any 
further questions, please feel free to contact us. 

Glen E. Pommerening 
Acting Assistant Attorney General 

for Administration 
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FEDERALLY SUPPORTED ATTEMPTS TO SOLVE STATE AND LOCAL COURT 
PROBLEMS: MORE NEEDS TO BE DONE, MAY 8,1974 

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

Federally Supported Attem pts 
To Solve State And Local 
Court Problems: More Needs 
To Be Done B_171019 

Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration 
Department of Justice 

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES 
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(lOMPTROLl..ER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATU 
WAIIHINCITON. D,C, _, 

To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

This is our report on efforts to solve State and local 
court problems with funds provided by the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration. 

We made our revie"l pursuant to the Budget and Account
ing Act, 1921 (31 U.S .C. 53), an'd the Accounting and Audit
ing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). 

We are sending copies of this report to the Director. 
Office of Management and Budget; the Attorney General; and 
the Administrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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Principal officials of the Department of 
Justice responsible for administering 
activities dis.cussed in this report 

ABBREVIATI ONS 

GAO General Accounting Office 

LEAA Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

SPA State planning agency 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRSSS 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS ·MADE 

Nationwide studies of the courts em
phasize one overriding problem--an 
increasing backlog of untried crim
inal cases and inordinate delays in 
bringing those accused to trial. 

Because of increasing public and 
congressional concern over this 
situation, GAO, during late 1972 
and early 1973, reviewed Law En
forcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA) grants designed to solve 
State and local court problems in 
Cal ifornia VCol orado ..... Ill ; noiS-; 
Massachuset~New York,-And Penn
sylvania. v 

During fiscal years 1969-73, LEAA 
granted about $1.5 biZZion in block 
funds to all the States. The States 
allocated about $180 million of this 
to programs to improve court proce
dures and sys tems. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

LEAA has not made sure that its 
grants for State court improvement 
programs are directed to causes of 
the most serious problems in State 
and local courts. 

Neither LEAA nor the States can 'be 
certain, therefore, that the grant 
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FEDERALLY SUPPORTED ATTEMPTS 
TO SOLVE STATE AND LOCAL 
COURT PROBLEMS: MORE 
NEEDS TO BE DONE 
Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration 
Department of Justice B-171019 

programs are solving problems that 
need solving. (See ch. 3.) 

Inadequate State pZane 

The States are primarily responsible 
for determining that the most serious 
problems of their criminal justice 
sYstems are identified and their 
causes attacked. 

State p1ans--the bases for receiVing 
LEAA funds--did not, however, ade
quately defirie what was needed where. 
or why, to solve their most critical 
court problems. (See pp.14 to 16.) 

Many federally funded 'court projects 
in the six States may not have been 
directed at reducing the most serious 
court problems ,because information 
was not available to identify the 
extent 'of ,th e problems. (See pp. 16 
to 22.) , ,', 

For example, 1 n!lffi cient court admin
istrative practice~ are often citsd 
as a primary ,reason why courts expe
rience backlogs and delays. Five 
of the States considered back10g and 
delay to be their most serious. court 
problems. Yet they allocated an 
average of only 17 percent of their 
funds to Pl"Ojects to directly improve 
court administration. 

Another ,25 percent of LEAA funds were 



690 

allocated to projects to improve the 
prosecution of cases. The States 
did not have adequate information, 
however, to determine the extent 
that inefficient administrative' 
practices or lack of prosecutors 
caused backlo~ and delay. (See 
pp~ 20 to 22.) 

Lack of adequate court system in
forma-tion and -statis~f)-=~par:tTY: 
causecftliisprolilem-; For example, 
no States na:ocoiii-prrea adequate 
statistics on time required to 
process cases. Without such data, 
it is difficult to determine which 
courts have the most serious proc
essing dalays and whether or not 
court improvement projects lessen 
the problem. (See pp. 16 to 18.) 

When State plans addressed various 
court needs, LEAA did not require' 
States to specify the degree to 
which Federal grant funds would 
affect their most serious court· 
problems. Absence of reliable in
formation on court operations also 
hampered LEAA regi ona 1 offi ces from _ 
making adequate reviews of State 
plans. (See pp. 19 and 20.) , 

Need to improve teahniaa~ aaaiatan,ae 

To provide States with continual, 
direct technical a~:1 'istance, 'a posi
tion of court specialist has been 
authorized for each of the 10 LEAA 
regi ona 1 offi ces • Fi ve offices did 
not have a court specialist at one 
time or'another during 1973. 

This position was vacant a't two of 
the six offices GAO visited. In the 
other four, the court specialist de
voted as little as 30 percent of his 
time to court-related matters. 
(See pp. 26 to 28.) 

To provide State and lo'cal courts 
with expert assistance and 

2 

information, LEAA has relied heavily 
on the National Center for State 
Courts, a nonprofit organization 
established in 1971 with LEAA funds, 
and a technical assistance contract' 
awarded in 1972 to The American Uni
versity. When GAO did its fieldwork, 
it was too early to rr.~asure the 
success of these efforts in helping 
the States. (See pp. 29 to 31.) 

As part of its technical assistance 
responsibi1 i ties, LEAA established 
a reference service by which State 
court planners and others could find 
out the results of court projects 
carried out in all the States. How
ever, projects funded under most 
grants were not made a part of the 
serv'jce's data base. (See pp. 32 
and 33.) 

LEAA did not evaluate the results of 
i ts court program nor prOVl de Shies 
With criteria for evaluation or train
ing in evaluation methods. 

The degree of evalu~ 
p'lannl ng agencies ~anged from nothing 
toal-lowil'ig-tlie subgr~ntee~~~YE] Yitte_1 

their OW~~bU¥'-nfroTects. One State I 
off1'cial lolOGriOtllat only 3 of 38 
court projects had been evaluated. 
Those evaluations generally consisted 
of describillg the project's function 
rather than its effect on the court 
system. (See pp. 34.to 36.) 

These inadequate evaluations of court 
projects were consistent with GAO's 
findings in an earlier report to the 

. Congres Ii on problems of eva 1 ua ti n9 
other types of LEAA-funded projects 
to reduce crime (8-171019, Mar. 19. 
1974). 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Attorney General shOUld direct 
LEAA to: 



~-Require St~i-ftg-for 

c~vement ~rog~~~j; ;0-
tg~clfY standards nd nd 

note what effect LEAA ~rojests 
will have on attaining these _ 
goals • 
.;:;..---0 

--Provide States with ~iteria for 
evaluating LEAA pr.ograms and for 
training in evaluation methods so 
that State planning agencies can 
determine whether or not their 
court improvement efforts are 
effective. 

--Staff each LEAA regional office 
adequately so court needs can be 
determined ana so that appropriate 
technical assistance can be pro
vided. 

--Adopt procedures to make sure that 
LEAA-funded court systems projects 
ar'e screened for qual; ty and In
dude-d'; n [EAA' s refeY'eilce sys tem, 
i-f appr opr1ate, so that all'-stateS 
will have access to the results of 
projects funded in each State. 

--Q.evelop court statistical report
ing systems, in cooperatjon with 
th1!Stat es, so courts, for example, 
will be able to measure accurately 
their progress in reducing case
loads and processing time. 
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funds that went for projects to di
rectly improve court administration, 
an additional average of 25 percent~ 
of the funds were used for prosecu
tion projects, which it believed als 
bear di rectly on the backlog of cases, 

GAO's concern is that the States' 
planning processes were not refined 
sufficiently so that the courts' most 
serious problems were adequately 
addressed. (See pp. 21 and 22.) 

Five of the six States generally 
, agreed wi th 'GAO 'rcunctusions- and 
~col1l1feliClatlons, and po f n ted ou t that, 
'dS--thei-l cr ililfnal justice planners -
have gained more experience, they 
have started deVeloping better ways 
to spend LEAA funds more effectively,. 

The sixth State, California, agreed 
tha~data does 'ist to accurately 
identify the causes of bac og an 
cref'ay; It stated that, Slnce It . 
wOUTO:be very difficult to establish 
a standard reporting system that 
would provide accurate data, the 
State can only hope that its court 
projects are reducing delay. 

Four States noted that they encounter 
a major difficulty in dealing with 
the courts because of the judiciary's 

1 independence from the~xecutive branch r' and its reluctance to become'involved 
~ WTth Federal funils.Most of the States 

said that, because of the separation
Qf-powers principle. the courts, and 
particularly judges, have often been 
reluctant to become invdlved with 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The Department of Justice generall

J agreed with GAO's recommendations 
and has either started or plans to 
implement them. (See app. I.) 

The Department poi nted out that, in 
addit10n to the 17 percent of court 
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State planning agencies. 

If the LEAA program is to successfully 
,assist State and local court systems. 
it is apparent that LEAA and the ' 
State planning agencies must find a 
way to obtain the active participation 
of the judiciary and court planners 
in the State planning process. 



----~~~.--------------------------------------------

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION 
BY THE CONGRESS 

This report contains no recommenda
tions to the Congress. However, it 
clearly shows the extent that prob
lems in developing LEAA-supported 
State plans and in providing 
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technical assistance have, so far, 
limited the abilities of States and 
LEAA to improve court systems. Ac
cordingly, it shou11 provide the 
Congress with information with which 
to exercise its oversight responsi
bilities for LEAA's program. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 
of the Department of Justice is to help State and local 
governments reduce crime and delinquency and improve their 
criminal justice systems (police, courts, and corrections). 
This report deals with LEAA's efforts to assist State and 
local courts. 

We reviewed LEAA's court improvement program to deter
mine whether 

--the program was addressing the most serious problems 
of the courts, 

--LEAA provided adequate guidance and assistance to 
the States to help them improve their courts, and 

--States had developed effective strategies to remedy 
court .prob1ems and to evaluate the results of their 
efforts. 

We did not evaluate the success of individual LEAA-·funded 
projects. 

THE LEAA PROGRAM 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, 
which created LEAA, states that criminal justice problems 
should be dealt with primarily by State and local governments. 
Conseq~ent1y, LEAA requires that most of the funds awarded 
to the States be in the form of block grants to be used as 
the S~ates choose. 

LEAA assistance to the States 

Improving court systems is an integral part of LEAA's 
program. Each jurisdiction has a State planning agency 
(SPA) which receives funds from LEAA to develop, in conjunc
tion with local planning groups, the annual comprehensive 
plaJ). for improving law enforcement, courts, and corrections 
functions. These plans should define the State criminal 
justice system's problems and needs and the types of programs 
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intended to solve these problems. Funds received from LEAA 
to implement the plan are called action funds. 

After LEAA reviews and approves the State plan, it 
awards the State a block grant to implement it. The amount 
of block grants are based on population and comprise 85 per
cent of all action funds given to the States. The remaining 
15 percent is awarded at LEAA's discretion. After receiving 
its bloc~ grant, an SPA solicits proposals for projects and 
awards funds for those recommended by State agencies and 
local governments. 

According to LEAA, during fiscal years 1969-73, LEAA 
granted the States about $1.5 billion in block funds from 
which the States allocated about $180 million to court
related programs. LEAA also told us that, at its discre
tion, it had awarded about $43 million in grants directly 
to cities, agencies, organizations, and individuals for 
special court-related projects. 

LEAA has about 320 staff members at its headquarters 
and about 280 in its 10 regional offices. The headquarters 
staff works in three major operating offices which award 
funds and provide assistance to the States. 

--The Office of National Priority Programs is respon
sible for providing policy and guidelines--including 
technical ,assistance--which affect criminal justice 
agencies nationally or in more than one LEAA region. 
Before October 1973 the Office of Criminal Justice 
Assistance was primarily responsible for carrying 
out these activities and for directing LEAA'regional 
office operations. 

--The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice, the research and development arm of LEAA, is 
responsible for awarding research grants and contracts 
and for evaluating programs funded by LEAA. 

--The National Criminal Justice Information and Statis
tics Service is responsible for formulating national 
policy to develop and implement criminal justice 
information systems and to collect and disseminate 
statistics on the progress of criminal justice 
efforts. 
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The Office of Regional Operations (part of the Office 
of Criminal Justice Assistance until LEAA's October 197:: 
reorganization) coordinates the implementation of the LEAA 
program in the regional offices. 

Before 1971 most LEAA authority and responsibility was 
centralized in Washington, D.C. But in May 1971, as' a re
sult of an internal task force's recommendations, the agency 
was reorganized and decentralized to streamline the delivery 
of LEAA programs to the States and to bring decisionmakihg 
closer to the point of delivery of services. As a result, 
the number of regional offices was increased from 7 to 10 and 
their staffs were at least doubled. The regional offices 
received most of the administrative and program authority, 
including the authority to approve State plans, award block 
and discretionary grants, monitor and evaluate projects, and 
provide technical assistance to States and local criminal 
justice agencies. The headquarters staff of three full-time 
personnel was responsible for developing overall policies 
an.d regulations. 

To continually assist State and local court personnel 
and review and approve the court sections of State plans, 
LEAA h~s authorized one court specialist for each regional 
office. 

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice has three staff members assigned full time to court
related efforts. They are to award research grants and con
tracts, monitar their progress, evaluate their results, and 
arrange for publishing and disseminating the results of 
successful .efforts. 

THE ROLE OF SPAs 

The States must establish SPAs to prepare comprehensive 
plans, review and approve applications for financial aid sub
mitt~d by their political subdivisions, distribute grant 
funds 'to local jurisdictions, and assist applicants. SPAs 
must coordinate, direct, and support the efforts of the com
ponents of their criminal justice system. Local Input to the 
SPA decisionmaking process is provided by local or regional, 
planning units. Final decisionmakingautnority rests with 
the: SPA, Supervisory Board, whiC'.h represents the interests of 
police, courts, .correction activities, and the local commun~
ties. 
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Each SPA has a number of full-time personnel. Of 
50 SPAs, 32 have 20 or fewer staff professionals to perform 
the 5 basic SPA functions of planning, administering grants, 
monitoring grants, eValuating projects, and auditing. 

Each SPA designates at least one staff member as a 
court specialist. This person is responsible for involving 
court officials in the planning process, developing and 
writing the court section of the State plan, assessing and 
evaluating the problems and needs of the courts, and insur
ing that LEAA funds address these problems and needs. 

", 
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CHAPTER 2 

BACKLOG AND DELAY: THE MOST SERIOUS PROBLEM 

Nationwide studies of the courts' emphasize one 
overriding problem--the increasing backlog of untried crimi
nal cases and the inordinate delay in processing such cases. 

In February 1967 the President's Commission on Law En
forcement and Administration of Justice reported that our 
courts needed reform and concluded that the traditional 
methods of court 'administration have not been equal to man
aging huge backlogs of cases. In the Commission's opinion, 
justice was being denied in the United States because of the 
inordinate delay between arrest and final disposition. In 
January 1973 the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals issued its "Report on the Courts" 
which noted that backlog and delay was still one of the most 
serious problems facing our courts.' . 

Five of the six States we visited considered it one of 
their most serious criminal justice problems. Although 
Colorado officials did not consider it to be a serious state
wide problem, they considered it one of the most serious 
problems in Denver. Statistics on pending cases in State 
courts handling felony prosecutions provided by two SPAs we 
visited illustrate the extent of the problem. 

Colorado 
Massachusetts 

Case backlog at end of fiscal year 
1969 1970 1971 1972 

3,409 
18,306 

4,053 
22,656 

4,705 
28,318 

5,429 
33,194 

DELAYS EXCEED SUGGESTED STANDARDS 

The sixth amendment to the Constitution guarantees a 
speedy trial in all criminal prosecutions. To define a 
speedy trial, various study groups have suggested standards 
for disposing of felony cases. In addition, 15 States have 
legislated a specific time limit by which a defendant must 
be brought to trial. However, the States have no agreement 
on w~at the remedy should be when the right to a speedy 
trial is violated. 
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The President's Commission proposed standard maximums 
of 81 days from arrest to trial and 102 days from arrest to 
sentencing. The National Advisory Commission recommended 
that the time from arrest to trial for a felony generally 
should be no longer than 60 days. 

To obtain some indication of the extent of delay, we 
randomly selected 200 felony cases concluded during the year 
ended June 30, 1972, in the New York County branch of the 
New York Supreme Court. Analysis of the time from arrest to 
sentencing,>using the standards suggested by the President's 
Commission, showed the following. 

Processes involved 

Arrest to guilty plea, start of 
trial, or dismissal 

Trial verdict or guilty plea to 
sentencing 

Total 

Suggested 
time 

(days) 

81 

21 

102 

Actual 
average 
time 

• 243 

50 

m 
An LEAA-funded study of pretrial delay by researchers 

from Case Western Reserve University Law School included 
analyzing more than 1,600 felony cases from Cuyahoga County, 
Ohio, which includes Cleveland. The analysis showed that 
the average time from arrest to trial was 245 days, or about 
8 months. 

In January 1972 Notre Dame University completed a study 
of court delay, also sponsored by LEAA, which covered the 
courts of felony jurisdiction in two counties in Indiana 
which include Indianapolis and South Bend. The statistical 
analysis of a sample of 2,500 cases showed that the average 
time from arrest" to sentencing was 210 days, or about 
7 months. 

IMPACT ON THE QUALITY OF JUSTICE 

Criminal justice experts agree that case backlogs and 
processing delays have a negative effect on the quality of 
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justice, reduce public confidence in the criminal justice 
. system, and are unfair to the accused. 

The Case Western Reserve researchers concluded that 
lon'g delays make the criminal justice system unable to ade
quately protect society, deteT others £rom committing 
criminal acts, or rehabilitate the offender. 

The President's Commission estimated that as many as 
90 percent of defendants in some jurisdic~ions do not go to 
trial but plead guilty;as a result of bargaining about the 
charge or sentence. 1 

The President's Commission defines "plea bargaining" as 
negotiation between the prosecution and the defense whereby 
the defendant agrees to plead guilty in return for a lesser' 
charge or a recommendation to the judge that a lighter sen
tence be imposed. The defendant is thus given leniency, and 
the prosecution disposes of a case without bringing it to 
trial. The Commission 'considered it an acceptable means of 
disposing of criminal cases since a trial is unnecessary in 
most cases because the facts are not in dispute. 

In testimony before a Senate subcommittee, the President 
of the National District Attorney's Association stated that, 
if most cases were not disposed of through negotiation, the 
court dockets wO.uld be so clogged that the criminal justice 
system could not operate. 

Although the President's Commission acknowledged the 
merit of the negotiated plea, it recognized that, in hard
pressed courts the procedures for plea bargaining are sub
ject to serious abuses, including 

--too much leniency for a guilty plea and too much 
harshness for a not-guilty plea, 

--qUick decisions based on the desire to clear the cal
endar rather than on the offense and the offender, and 

--inf~rmal, unsupervi"ed, and unreviewed negotiations. 

lDataavailab1e on 190 of the ZOO felony cases we sampled in 
the New York State Supreme Court, New York County. showed 
that 165 dispositions, or 87 percent, resulted from guilty" 
pleas. 
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In 1973 the National Advisory Commission recommended that 
plea bargaining or any form of plea negotiation be elimi
nated within 5 years. 

Criminal justice experts have also concluded that long 
delays can be damaging to a defendant, whether he is inno
cent or guilty. If an accused, but innocent person is not 
allowed to post bailor is unable to do so, he remains in 
jail for ~ prolonged period. This could result in 

--job loss, 

--family breakup, 

--the requirement for public welfare to support his 
family, or 

--an inducement to plead guilty to avoid trial. 

A guilty defendant is also ill served by delay since he 
cannot be moved into a rehabilitation program until guilt or 
innocence has been determined. 

Delay results in overcrowding jails with persons await
ing trial or sentencing. For example, in August 1972, three 
detention facilities in New York City were filled to 154, 
188, and 164 percent of capacity. Citywide, detention facil
ities were filled to 153, 111, and 130 percent of capacity 
at the close of· calendar years 1969, 1970, and 1971, 
respectively. 

Finally, criminal justice experts believe that court 
delay lessens public confidence and respect for the criminal 
justice system. Society loses confidence in! the system when 
defendants on bail commit further criminal acts or when cases 
are dismissed after extended delays. 

The causes of delay are varied and complex. In addi
tion to the courts, the police, correctional institutions, 
and the public also contribute to delay. Continuances in 
cases can be requested, by the prosecutor or defense because 
of unpreparedness, unavailability of a key witness, or to 
gain some strategic advantage that could influence the final 
disposition. Police or witnesses may not appear in court at 
the scheduled time; judges may choose to work short court 
hours; outmoded facilities may disrupt efficient courtroom 

. 12 



701 

operations; t~e court ~lerk may misschedule cases; the 
correction official may fail to get the defend-ant to the 
courtroom at the designated time. More crimes may be com
mitted. More effective police work may result in the arrest 
·of more suspects. 

Obviously, the courts can only correct part of the 
problem. However, to even begin to addr.ess those problems 
the courts can co.ntrol, court planners need to dentify the 
extent to which specific factors cause. backlog and delay in 
their courts. 
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CHAPTER 3 

STATE PLANS SHOULD BE MORE SPECIFIC 

AND BASED ON DATA WHICH SHOWS COURT NEEDS 
" 

LEAA has not insured that court improvement programs 
are identifying and addressing the causes of the most serious 
court pr9blems. Because most LEAA funds are provided as 
block grants, it is important for LEAA to in~ure, through 
adequate technical assistance and proper planning and evalua
tion, that they are being used to have ~he maximum impact on 
the most serious pr.oblem--backlog and delay. LEAA funds are 
an important means of attacking this problem. since most 
State and local court funds are. of necessity~ used for day
to-day operating costs. 

Although LEAA is responsible for approving the plans of 
each State and providing assistance and guidance to them. it 
has not insured that the court sections of State plans are 
specific. goal oriented, and based on needs as demonstrated 
by analysis of court problems. 

The six States had not devel~ped specific strategies 
to reduce backlog and delay. By not developing specific 
data, States may not be identifying the extent of their 
courts' most serious problems and consequently the extent to 
which they should 'commit resources to solve them. 

-
STATE PLANS ARE TOO GENERAL 

The court section of the State comprehensive law enforce
ment plan should lay the groundwork for systematically im
proving court systems. According to LEAA, the section should 
be an action plan which identifies problems and needs in 
terms of priori ties. sets goals and specifies 'programs to 
accomplish goals, and defines expected results. The plan 
should be the criteria by which limited resources are al
located, program implementation is directed and controlled. 
and results are evaluated. LnAA requires that the plan de
scribe (1) the existing court system, (2) problems and needs, 
(3) ways LEAA funds will be used. and (4) past progre?s. 

Backlog and delay was reported to be the most serious 
ccurt problem in five of the six States visited. However, 
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descriptions of court problems and of needs for and uses of 
'LTIAA funds in their State plans were vague and not geared to 
specific problems. The needs and problems segment in the 
California plan stated that exact cause!'i of delay had not 
been determined. Illinois claimed that the most difficult 
task in bringing about court improvement was determining 
what w.as really wrong with the system. New York State's 
needs were stated in general terms, citing, for example, the 
need to improve the quality of justice and the need for 
adequate training of people working in the system, readily 
accessible information for people in administrative posi
tions, and adequate facilities in which to conduct business. 

In the segment of the State plans describing how LEAA 
funds would be used, program goals (1) were not specifically 
defined, (2) were stated so that measuring results was 
difficult, and (3) were not specifically related to reducing 
backlog and delay. 

Examples of general objectives were 

__ "", '" '" to assist 'I: 'I: 'I: courts in achieving full poten
tial 'I: 'I: '" through maximum utilization of the resources 
of the system and adoption of modern procedures and 
technology." 

--"to increase the degree 'I: 'I: 'I: courts are effectively 
centrally managed." 

--"to encourage judicial practices in the commonwealth 
which are likely to aid offenders in lawfully func
tioning in society." 

--"Courts, district attorneys, and defender services are 
encouraged to develop proposals for the improvement 
of their managerial capabilities. Such programs might 
involve for example, planners or management analysts 
for large operating courts or agencies, or court 
executives of busy metropolitan courts." 

The National Advisory Commission's "Report on Courts" 
contains standards and recommendations whi~h can help in 
measuring project results. State plans should contain spe
cific goals, such as those recommended in the report. For 
example, the Commission recommended that: 
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--A defendant be presented before a judicial officer 
within 6 hours of the arrest. 

--A preliminary hearing, if needed, be held within 
2 weeks following arrest. 

--All pretrial motions be filed within 15 days of the 
preliminary hearing, the waiver of the preliminary 
h~aring, or apprehension or service of summons follo\~
ing ~ndictment. 

LEAA does not want to require States to adopt the 
specific standards developed by the Commission but has said 
it will encourage them to set standards and goals. The 
LEAA Administrator commended the Commission's process for 
setting standards and goals to every criminal justice agency. 

. In October 1973 LEAA adopted the recommendations of an 
internal management co~nittee report that it and the SPAs 
adopt a plan in 1974 to insure that States develop appropriate 
standards and goals to improve their criminal justice sys
tems and that LEAA encourage States to use standards and 
goals in their planning processes. 

Our work in the six States showed that a need. exists for 
developing and establishing specific goals and Sitandards so 
the planning process can be improved. LEAA should require 
all States, as part of developing comprehensive court sections 
of the States' plans, to specify what standards and goals 
they plan to adopt and why they a~e not adopting others recom
mended by the Commission. For eXlUlIple, the plans could 
include a statement, when possibl~, of the anticipated effect 
projects 'will have on case backlci~gs and case-processing time •. 

Inadequate statistical data 

One of the primary reasons the plans were general was 
that SPAs lacked current and reliable data to identify the 
existence, location, and possible causes of court problems. 
None of, the SPAs had adequate statistics on case-processing 
time and three of the six SPAs told us they lacked overall 
reliable data on their courts' operations. SPAs also in
dicated that they had no inventory data on their court facili
ties; no data on their usage; ahd only incomplete data oli 
the number of judges, district attorneys, and public de
fenders, and their respective caseloads. This information 
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is vital if the SPAs are to adequately assess the courts' 
problems and develop projects. 

In its 1973 plan submitted to the Illinois SPA, the 
Chicago planning region commented on the lack of court in
formation as .follows: 

"One of the.most difficult aspects of defining 
the court system is the lack of adequate data. 
The information storage and retrieval capacity 
of the entire judicial process componen~ of the 
criminal justice system--prosecution, defense, 
trial, sentencing--is uncoordinated and extremely 
inadequate. . 

"Certainly the greatest need in the court system 
besides additional space and manpower is a modern 
data center which should not only be used for 
day-to-day operations but also to provide the 
statistical data necessary for rational and 
orderly planning." 

The August-September 1972 issue of the "Journal of the 
American Judicature Society" contained research results which 
supported the above conclusion. The research showed that 
only limited court statistics are available nationally and 
that, with few exceptions, recordkeeping in court systems is 
in a primitive stage. The most rudimentary management in
formation needs are not being met in most jurisdictions. 
Available court statistics are fragmentary and, in many in
stances, poorly defined. Despite the need fOT a more ex
peditious handling of criminal cases, few courts collect 
data on the time taken to process and dispose of their 
criminal cases. 

The SPAs we visited told us either that such information 
was not available in their States or that they had not 
attempted to obtain .i t previously because of difficulties 
in developing adequate criminal justice planning systems. 
Although the SPAs had no information o~ how long it took 
the courts in their States to process felony cases, several, 
such as Illinois and New York, have begun studies to develop 
the data. . 

17 



706 

Because of an'absence of empirical data showing the 
extent and causes of court problems, the programs developed 
in the court sections of State plans reflected individual 
opinions and judgments and everyday experience. It is 
essential that experience be used in developing State plans. 
However, the LEAA program has been operating long enough so 
data should be available to permit more objective decisions 
concerning the allocation of substantial resources. 

LEAA' has begun to assist States in developing court 
infonnation' systems which will provide statistical data on 
court administration and 0Ferations. In June' 1973 it awarded 
$2.2 million for 11 States to develop court information sys
tems over a 2-year period. As of December 1973 the States 
had only developed preliminary plans to implement the proj
ect. LEAA expects the States to begin developing systems 
in 1974. If effectively carried out, this project could 
help in developing a s~3tem applicable to all States. 

Other factors may have contributed to the reluctance 
of some SPAs to collect statistical data on court operations. 
For example, at one SPA we were told that, even if its 
staff knew the jurisdictions With the greatest amount of 
court delay. they usually only approved court projects for 
those courts which were receptive to change and would there
fore be willing to demonstrate new approaches. Two other 
SPAs told us that there was not enough staff or that the 
staff lacked the time to collect data and the capability to 
research court problems. 

An LEAA official responsible for court improvement ef
forts acknowledged that SPAs generally based their court plans 
on opinion rather than statistically supported statements of 
needs and problems and that some still propose projects not 
based on demonstrated problems. He agreed with us that State 
plans should be more specific and adequately supported and 
that problems and needs should be documented before LEAA 
approves the plan. 
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LBAA REGIONAL OFFICE REVIEW OF STATE PLANS' 
COURT SECTIONS SHOULD BE IMPROVED 

The LEAA regional office reviews State plans primarily 
to insure that they are comprehensive. LEAA requires that 
a plan address each major component of the criminal justice 
system and that each important element within an area, such 
as the courts, be allocated funds. 

LEAA has developed general guidelines for the regional 
offices to follow in such reviews. These guidelines did not 
require the plans to include specific data just~fying 
specific projects. 

Thus, LEAA's regional offices did not require or en
courage the States to include in their plans specific quanti
fiable goals supported by specific statistical or other 
analytical.data. They had no assurance that (1) the States 
were funding projects designed to solve their most serious 
problems or (2) the apprQved plans would have a significant, 
or any, impact on case backlogs and delays. 

LEAA regional office plan reviewers used guidelines 
prepared by LEAA Headquarters in November 1971 to analyze 
plans. The guidelines specifically mention that the State 
plans must discuss case backlogs, court personnel, court 
management, judicial training, court administrative struc
ture, criminal code revision, law student interns, and court 
operating manuals; if they do not, the plans should note why. 

The State plans, however, generally did not contain 
information to show the extent that these needs were. being 
met. Apparently, the regional office staff did not always 
follow the gUidelines when reviewing the court sections of 
the State plans for comprehensiveness. 

LEAA Headquarters also has issued a Comprehensive Plan 
General Checklist, but its primary purpose is to help a re
gional staff insure that plans comply with LEAA format re
quirements and are comprehensive. LEAA considers a court 
section of a plan comprehensive if it 'contains various types 
of adjudicative programs (such as training, court administra
tion, bail reform,and facili ty improvement), ass ists prose
cutors and defenders as well as the court itself, and explains 
how the needs in these areas are being met. 
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Generally, the review of the technical adequacy of 
the court section of the plan is left to the judgment of 
the court specialist, who is to rely on his knowledge of the 
court systems in his region. If the regional office has no 
court specialist or if he is not knowledgeable about the 
court systems in the region, the effectiveness of the review 
of the State plan is diminished. For example, the court 
sections of 1973 State plans in one LEAA region received 
no technical review because the regional office staff had 
no court specialist. In another region, due to the absence 
of a court'specialist, the corrections specialist reviewed 
the court sections of State plans. 

These factors can be even more serious if the State 
plan lacks adequate support for proposed programs and the 
needs for such programs because LEAA regional offices do 
not have independent sources of data which they can use to 
critically evaluate the appropriateness of State plans. 

An LEAA headquarters official told us that he believed 
only half the LEAA regional offices had staff capable of re
viewing or evaluating the adjudication-related programs or 

. court sections of the State plans. He said this situation 
exist,ed because (1) personnel lacked expertise to deal with 
court problems, (2) turnover of personnel with adjudicative 
experience was frequent, and (3) LEAA's plan to put a court 
specialist in each regional office was never carried out. 
LEAA officials told us it was difficult to hire qualified 
people for the position because the authorized salary level 
was not commensurate with the qualificat"ions required. 
(Staffing problems are discussed in detail on pp. 27 to 29.) 

LEAA plans to provide specific guidelines for regional 
office review and approval of State plans to insure that 
they are adequately supported and problems and needs are 
documented before approval is granted. 

TYPES OF COURT PROJECTS FUNDED 
BY THE'SIX STATES 

LEAA data showed that the six States funded the foliow
ing types of court-related projects. 
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New York 
California ~ J.lli~.! Massachusetts (note a) Pennsl:lvaniD 

Prosecution (including 
ease-screening ond 
o£fender-di version 
projects) J4 15 35 23 33 23 

Defender services 1 1 24 11 8 19 
Court administration 

(including manage-
mc"nt studies. case" 
calendaring proj octs f 
and information 
.!Iystems) 

Adult and juvenile pro-
29 28 16 21 11 

bation and ex-offender 
programs 

Train1"" conferences t 
20 H 27 25 29 

and seminAl's 11 12 11 11 
Bail reform 2 4 
Miscellaneous projects 

(including facilities 
-.enovat!on, legal in-
tern projects, cdlft-
ina1 code studies, 
etc.) 17 10 

Total dollar value 
of projects $.4 ,304 ,846 $3 ,511,063 $8.042,697 12,255,794 $19,9211,206 $3,176,210 

aDoes not reflect three LEAA grants totalina: $.12.5 million for the operations of specht narcotics courts 
in New York CitYj 

Source; LEM Grants' Management InEofJlUltion Systam .... projccts funded from 1969 through March 1973 (through 
March 1972 for Penn!!ylvania). (Not aUdited by GAO.) 

Although backlog and delay is considered the primary 
court problem in all States visiied except Colorado, those 
five States spent an average of only 17 percent of their 
court-related funds for projects to directly improve court 
adminis~ration. However, inefficient court administrative 
practices are often cited as one of the primary reasons why 
courts experience backlog and delay. 

Some of the other projects in the six States were either 
only indirectly related to easing the backlog and delay prob
lem or related to projects which, although of long-term bene
fit, did not appear to promise any immediate assistance to 
solving the problem. 

For example, about 35 percent of tpta1 court projects 
funded in the six States were for probation, ex-offender, or 
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training-related activities. Training can increase the ef
ficiency of court system personnel and result in speedier 
case dispositions. Probation projects can rehabilitate in
dividuals, thereby decreasing the recidivism rate and the 
number of persons handled by the criminal justice system. 
However, both types of projects will not immediately affect 
the backlog and delay problem. ' 

In its comments on this report, the Department of Justice 
noted that an average of 25 percent of the funds were used for 
prosecution projects which, it believed, also bear directly 
on backlog and delay. We do not mean to imply that prosecu
tion, probation, or training projects should not be funded 
or that they are not vital to improving our courts. Rather, 
SPAs should have a strategy for determining the various court 
problems and their causes and for allocating their funds ade
quately to address the causes of those problems. 

The lack of data on the courts' problems, as discussed 
on pages 16 to 18, precluded the SPAs from developing such 
strategies, For example, the SPAs did not have adequate 
data to show the extent to which such factors as inefficient 
administrative practices or lack of prosecutors may have 
caused court backlog and delay. By refining their planning 
strategies to eliminate the problems noted earlier in this 
chapter, the SPAs should be able to get better data so they 
will have better assurance that reSource allocation corresponds 
to the needs of their criminal justice systems. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The LEAA program did not insure that co~rts were iden
tifying and addressing the causes of their most serious prob
lems. Consequently, neither LEAA nor the States can be cer
tain that their efforts are resolving these problems. Al
though funding various court improvement projects will have 
some impact on such serious problems as case backlogs and 
case processing delays, LEAA's plan approval process has not 
guaranteed thai this is happening. 

To be an effective guide for action, the plans should 
lay the groundwork for systematically improving court systems. 
LEAA has not insured that the court sections of State plans 
are specific, goal oriented, and based on needs ~s demonstra
ted by analysis of court problems. Th~ State plans did not 
present a systematically developed strategy for identifying 
and addressing the causes of their courts' most serious prob
lems primarily because 

--the SPAs lacked current and reliable data to identify 
the existence, location, and possible causes of court 
problems and 

--LEAA's regional offices did not require or encourage 
the States to include in their plans specific quanti
fiable goals supported by specific statistical or other 
analytical data. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Attorney General direct LEAA to 

--require States to specify standards and goals in their 
plans for court improvement programs and to note what 
effect the projects will have on attaining these goals 
and 

--develop court statistical reporting systems, in co
operation with the States, so courts, for example, 
will be able to accurately measure their progress in 
reducing caseloads and processing time. 
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AGENCY COMMENTS AND GAO EVALUATION 

In a March 25, 1974, letter the Department of Justice 
stated that it generally agreed with our recommendations and 
had started to implement them. The Department noted that LEAA 
has given increased emphasis to the courts in the past year. 
(See app. 1.) 

The De.partment agreed that the States should specify stand
ards and goals for court improvement programs and noted that 
the LEAA 1974' planning guidelines to SPAs encourage States to 
use standards and goals' in their planning process, and that, 
by fiscal year 1976, States must nave comprehensive standards 
and goals to serve as a basis for planning and as a guide to 
funding. 

'The Department noted that LEAA has underway a,n effort to 
develop statistics on court operations. To determine the use
fulness of such statistics we suggest that LEAA analyze the 
court sections of State plans, once the statistical effort is 
fully operational, to see if the information was used to im
prove the planning process. 

Five of the States reviewed generally agreed with our con
clusions and recommendations and noted that, as their crimi~al 
justice planners have gained more experience, they have started 
developing better ways to more effectively spend LEAA funds. 
The sixth State, California, agreed that data does not exist 
to identify accurately the causes of backlog and delay. It 
stated that since it would be very difficult to establish a 
standard reporting system that would provide accurate data, 
the State can only hope that its court projects are reducing 
delay . 

. Four of the States we reviewed advised us that they en
counter difficulty in dealing with the courts because of the 
judiciary's independence from the executive branch and its re
luctance to become involved with Federal funds. Because of the' 
separation-of-powers principle, the, courts, and particularly 
judges, have often been reluctant to become involved with State 
planning agencies. 
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One State official told us 

"The courts are a separate branch of government 
and the adminis tra tion of the courts .by the ex
ecutive branch (by LEAA and the SPAs) is a very 
delicate undertaking. Many SPA court planners 
have never met the Chief Justices or major pre
siding judges in their States. To assume that 
the SPA can bring about change by writing ambi
tious plans and awarding large grants without 
the cooperation and dedication of the judiciary 
is to overlook' reality." 

If the LEAA program £s to successfully assist State and 
local court systems, it is apparent that LEAA and the SPAs 
must find a way to obtain the active participation of the 
judiciary and court planners in the State planning process. 
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CHAPTER 4 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE SHOULD BE STRENGTHENED 

The success of a block grant-in-aid program depends 
largely on the amount and effectiveness of technical assist
ance available to avoid past failures, transfer innovative 
and effective programs, develop model programs, provide 
specialized expartise, and evaluate particular approaches 
to problems. LEAA has not provided sufficient direct tech
nical assistance to the SPAs to enable them to assist their 
State and local courts. 

LEAA'S TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

LEAA is responsible for providing technical assistance 
to the States in planning and implementing their c9urt im
provement programs. This assistance can be provided by (1) 
LEAA personnel directly, (2) individuals at LEAA's request 
under a special grant or contract, and (3) national or re~ 
giona1 organizations under an LEAA grant or contract. LEAA's 
regional offices are responsible for furnishing most direct 
technical assistance to the States. 

LEAA's technical assistance section is to help formu
late LEAA policies and develop management techniques for 
the regional offices to use to assist the States. It is 
responsible for developing LEAA's national strategies in 
the major areas of the criminal justice system, including 
courts. Its staff should have an overview of court problems 
and should assist in developing the technical assistance 
capability in the regional offices. 

The section had only limiLed success in providing guid
ance to regional office court specialists and improving their 
capabilities. It drafted a plan review checklist for court 
specialists; noted qualifications for the position; and held 
meetings, conferences, and seminars to instruct the special
ists. As discussed below, no £ormal program exists to in
sure that in each regional office fully qualified court 
specialis,ts are hired and trained or that they assist the 
States in developing effective court improvement programs. 
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Regional office court specialist positions 

Regional court specialists provide technical assistance 
to the States by giving 

--information or instruction on how to administer LEAA 
grants, 

--guidance or supervision in program development or 
research design, and 

--assistance'in systems analysis and review. program 
evaluation, technology transfer, and staff training. 

These activities, which require day-to-day contact 
between the States and the specialists, are necessary so 
the States can adequately determine what their specific needs 
are and possibly seek expert advice from consultants or con
tractors. 

Although LEAA has authorized its regional offices to 
hire one court specialist, the position was unfilled in two 
of the six regional offices we visited. In two other offices 
the court specialists devoted only 30 to SO percent of their 
efforts to court-related activities because they had other 
duties. One court specialist split his time between court 
activities and organized crime work. The other spent most 
of his time as chief of the regional office's control divi
sion responsible for reviewing and administering all grants 
awarded within the region. His remaining time was divided 
among court-related work, coordinating drug abuse programs 
with the Office of Drug Abuse and Law Enforcement, and 
handling civil rights compliance matters for the regional 
office. 

The remaining two court specialists estimated that 
theY,spent about 85 to 90 percent of their time reviewing 
court plans or dealing with SPA, other State, orLEAA Head
quarters officials on matters pertaining to court problems 
or projects. One specialist was scheduled to assume addi
tional duties as a State representative~-a nonspecialized 
function--and, after our review, the other was assigned the 
additional duty of regional office contract'reviewer. It 
is'questionable whether the court specialists will be able 
to adequately carry out their primary responsibility, given 
all the other duties they are required to assume. 
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At least half of the 10 LEAA regional offices did not 
have court specialists at one time or another during 1973. 
As of November 1973 four offices still did not have court 
specialists. Three of the remaining six regional offices 
had turnovers in the position during the past 2 years. Even 
when the regions had such specialists, they spent part of 
their time handling non-court-related work. Thus, LEAA did 
not appear to provide adequate, continuous court assistance 
to SPAs. -

At ari April 1972 meeting, regional office court technical 
assistance personnel made the following observations on the 
effectiveness of LEAA's and the SPAs technical assistance. 

--New technical assistance specialists need to get to 
know the people in the system and are presently bogged 
down reviewing State plans which they have had no 
hand in shaping. 

--Some specialists have been asked to wear "other hats" 
by their regional administrator. This cuts into the 
time that they can spend on court matters. 

--In some regions the territory is too big for one court 
specialist to cover effectively. 

--LEAA's Technical Assistance Division should review 
the court operations in all 10 regional offices and 
issue guidelines on how the court- specialist should 
operate. 

--Some SPAs lack the ability'to handle court work. 

--Some SPAs experience a high rate of personnel turnover. 

The LEAA official primarily responsible for court improve
ment told us he was concerned over the lack of court expertise 
in the regional offices and that the reorganization plan to 
put a court specialist in every regional office was not 
fully carried out. He did not believe that LEAA's court 
program had been given sufficient priority either n~tionally 
or regionally. 
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, SPA court specialists 

The SPAs also had problems in hiring and keeping court 
specialists. An LEAA staff paper prepared and distributed 
to 'the States in late 1972 stated that the work of the SPA 
court specialists was vitally important to the State plan. 
It noted, however, that qualified court specialists were 
difficult to recruit and that those rec,ruited were often too 
inexperienced or were incapable of meeting the demands of 
the position. 

We did not evaluate the court specialists' qualifica
tions but noted a high turnover rate in this position in 
the States visited. For example, one court specialist was 
in that position for only 10 months before resigning in Au
gust 1972; another has been in that position only since 
,September 1972, and another was hired in October 1972 but 
left in March 1973. 

Because court planning is an emerging discipline, States 
have different views of wh,at the court specialist's role 
should be. Some of the States saw the specialist as an 
active participant in the State judicial planning process 
and as a catalyst to bring about change; others saw him 
merely as a collator of ideas received from court personnel. 
In the six States the specialists often functioned as legal 
CO"J,ilsels to the SPAs or performed other duties) suth as 
drafting legislation, in addition to handling the adminis
trative matters pertaining to the application, review. ap
proval, and award of grants for court projects. 

Each State can help insure that ad~quate staffing is 
available to handle its court matters if it clearly defines 
what the role of its court specialist should be. 

Technical assistance bynon-LEAA experts 

Although court specialists are to give the States gen
eral guidance on developing their plans to solve court prob
lems, LEAA has relied on consultants o,r contractors to give 
the States expert advice on specific problems. such as data 
management in the courts. 

LEAA has provided about $5 million to the National 
Center for State Courts and awarded a $350.000 technical 
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assistance contract to The American University to enable 
State and local jurisdictions to receive technical assist
ance. The Center, a nonprofit organization representing the 
States, was started in 1971 to help State courts improve 
the administration of their court systems. The contract 
with The American University has been effective since 1972 
and provides professional assistan'ce to courts which request 
help for specific problems. 

We did not evaluate the work done by the Center or by 
conSUltants' under the American University contract. However, 
as of January 1973, because of the newness of the contract, 
State and local courts in half the States had not requested 
assistance under the American,University contract and, in 
those States that did, requests were made from only one or 
two courts. Further, LEAA had not evaluated the results of 
technical assistance provided under the grant or contract. 

The Center said it planned to establish several regional 
offices with permanent staff so that it could ~ventually 
provide ongoing technical assistance to States. A Center 
official said that as of mid-1973 the Center had not estab
lished a permanent organizational structure and had not made 
any studies on trial delay in criminal courts. ~e stated 
that, although the Center has provided some assistance, it 
is engaged in several major projects and must gain the ac
ceptance of the States before it can give them ongoing as
sistance. 

The Center has undertaken one major project funded by 
LEAA to attack the delay problem in appellate courts. Screen
ing staffs have been installed in appellate courts in four 
States to assist in preparing appellate cases up to the point 
of final disposition. 

LEAA plans to increase its technical assistance expendi
tures during fiscal year 1975 by about 25 percent. In addi
tion to the technical assistance discussed above, LEAA has 
either funded the creation of, or heavily supported the opera
tion of, various other organizations which train judges, 
prosecutors, defenders, and court administrators and \I'hich 
study court problems. These organizations also serve as re
sources to States which need assistance. 
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The American Academy of Judicial Education, the Na
tional College of the State Judiciary, the American Bar As
sociation, the Institute for Judicial Administration, the 
Institute for Court Management, the National College of 
District Attorneys, the National Center for Prosecution 
Management, and the National College of Juvenile Court Judges 
have been the major recipients of about $7 million that 
LEAA told us it has awarded directly to ,organizations and 
individuals for court-related training, studies, and special 
projects. Funding these activities should result in long
term improvements in court operations 'and should benefit 
judges, prosecutors, and defenders by enhancing their ca
pabilities. 

With or without the services of outside organizations 
to provide technical assistance, regional office court 
specialists are important for insuring, the success of the 
technical assistance program. Each type of activity dis
cussed above would usually deal with specific components 
of a State's cOllrt system. The regional office court special
ist should be able to perceive the total system's operations 
and help SPAs determine how to integrate the benefits pro
vided to specific components of the court system into an 
overall approach to improve the entire system. The special
ists should 

--help SPAs identify the types of technical assistance
that would be most useful to the people participating 

,in the State and local court systems, 

--meet with and coordinate the services of consultant 
teams, and 

"-help SPAs use the results of such technical assist
ance to develop more meaningful State plans. 

Thus, to provide timely technical assistance and guid
ance to States LEAA should develop an effective strategy to 
insure that its regional offices are staffed with suffi
cient. capable personnel and that work performed under con
tract or grants is effectively meeting the needs of the 
States. 
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The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Admin
istration of Justice's February 1967 report stated that 
"Once knowledge is acquired, it is wasted if it is not 
shared." 

LEAA created the National Criminal Justice Reference 
Service to provide information on court studies and project 
resul ts to 'interested parties. The s er~ice was established 
to provide a central reference service for the criminal 
justice community. It accepts information products from 
public and private sources, screens them for quality and 
suitability, and enters them into its data base. Announce
ments of available reports are regularly sent to users and 
include quarterly document retrieval' indexes which cover 
all information products acquired by the service during a 
3-month period. The reference service furnishes users with 
copies of documents or informs them as to where they may 
be obtained. The results of court studies and court improve
ment projects could be useful to SPAs and their grantees to 

--advise them on approaches and methods that have been 
successful in ather jurisdictions, 

--prevent duplication of effort, 

--preclude the adoption of unsuccessful approaches, 
and 

--save the normal costs to develop and start a project. 

Although the information being collected and dissemi
nated by the National Criminal Justice Reference Service is 
useful, improvements are needed so users can obtain more 
complete information. 

None of the six LEAA regional offices we visited had 
established formal systems for disseminating within their 
regions the results of court projects done in other States, 
although the regional offices did occasionally send copies 
of studies or project reports to organizations which might 
be interested in them. 
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To be of greatest assistance to its users, the ref
erence service should include as many items on a particular 
research area as possible. Although research contracts 
and discretionary grants awarded by LEAA provide that final 
reports be submitted to the reference service, no similar 
requirement exists for block grants awarded to the States. 

The LEAA project monitor for the National Criminal 
Justice Reference Service said that several States volun
tarily submit reports on the block grant projects but ac-

_knowledged that not receiving the results of all such proj
ects lessens the 'overall effectiveness of the reference 
service. Thus, the reference service has not been as use
ful as possible to the States because most projects are 
funded by block grants. 
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IMPROVEMENTS REQUIRED IN PROGRAM EVALUATION 

Evaluation of results of court improvement programs is 
necessary to determine 

--whether individual local projects are accomplishing 
planned objectives, 

--if a State's overall court program is having an impact 
on the courts' most serious problems, and 

--what works well on a national level and should there
fore be replicated and what should be discarded. 

LEAA evaluations 

Although the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
requires that LEAA develop data on its program's success, 
LEAA neither made such evaluations nor provided an evaluation 
system that the States could adopt. 

The six LEAA regional offices we visited generally did 
not evaluate court programs in their jurisdictions. Although 
regional staff monitored specific projects to determine their 
status and progress, no formal evaluation programs were estab
lished. LEAA court specialists told us that they had received 
no evaluation guidelines from headquarters and that even if 
they did they would not have sufficient time to formally 
evaluate all the court projects funded in the States within 
their jurisdictions, 

LEAA attempted to reemphasize its program evaluation 
responsibiiities during the reorganization of the agency in 
1971. At that time the Office of Inspection and. Review was 
established and assigned the responsibility to 

--define, quantify, and establish goals and objectives 
for each program within LEAA, 

--develop timetables for meeting goals and objectives, 

--insure that an adequate performance measurement system 
was implement~d, and 

--insure that adequate technical assistance in evaluation 
was provided' to SPAs and other grantees. 
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However, an official of that Office told us in mid-1973 
that LEAA had not evaluated its court-related activities and 
had not provided training in evaluation methods and techniques 
to SPAs to equip them with program evaluation capabilities 
they lack. 

" 

The Crime Control Act of 1973 1 requires LEAA to 
strengthen its evaluation capability and report annually to 
the President and the Congress on the e,xtent to which LEAA 
and the States have met the goals and purposes set forth in 
the act. 

The LEAA Administrator stated that improving evaluation 
capabilities will be one of the primary objectives of LEAA. 
He said that plans are being formulated to carry out this ob
jective and that LEAA is emphasizing the importance of evalua
tion. 

The LEAA National Institute for Law Enforcement and Crim
inal Justice's comprehensive evaluation plan, being developed 
in response to the new legislation, will include evaluation of 
court projects funded by the Institute and other selected 
court programs. One major effort by the Institute is an 
evaluation in four cities of the efforts to imple~ent some 
of the recommendations of a major study funded by LEAA during 
1972. The study cited 25 specific ways to reduce delay in 
processing cases. Another effort will determine the effective
ness of measures to expedite handling of serious cases by 
prosecutor offices in two cities. 

Evaluations of such projects designed to impact on case
processing time illustrate how the most effective ways of re
ducing backlogs and delay call be identified. LEAA guidance 
and direction are essential if LEAA and the States are to know 
how to evaluate court projects to determine what does and what 
does not work. A previous GAO report to the Congress,2 'which 
dis~ussed other types of LEAA-funded projects to reduce crime, 
also cited the need for LEAA guidance and direction and stated 
what is needed to evaluate specific projects. 

1This act (42 U.S.C. 3701) authorized LEAA to continue its pro
gram until June 30, 1976. 

2"Difficulties of Assessing Results of Law Enforcement Assist
ance Administration Projects to Reduce Crime" (B-17l0l9. 
Mar. 19. 1974). 
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Evaluation of coUrt programs by SPAs 

LEAA requires that SPAs evaluate at least portions of the 
projects they fund. However, the number and extent of evalua
tion of court projects by the SPAs we visited was minimal. 

No SPA had evaluated the results of its overall LEAA 
court program in terms of its effect on case backlog and 
processing delays. One SPA had not evaluated any court proj
ects, although it planned to do so. Another SPA had evaluated 
only 3 of its 38 court projects and those evaluations dis
cussed what the projects did rather than what effect they had 
on the court system. 

Officials of the other four SPAs told us either that 
they were unaware of the extent to l~hich evaluations had been 
made or that the evaluations were informal and not documented. 

The SPAs offered various reasons for their lack of evalua
tions, including 

--lack of standards for evaluating criminal justice 
system programs, 

--inadequate statistical data, 

--lack of staff capability, and 

--shortage of staff. 

The National AdVisory Commission on Standards and Goals, 
in its "Report on Courts," recommended that specific guide
lines be developed for evaluating court programs and practices, 
We support the Commission's recommendation and believe that 
LEAA's efforts to assist the States in developing this capa~ 
bility should be expeditiously carried out so the States will 
know what is working and can effectively plan and attack the 
most serious court problems in their States. 

CONCLUSIONS 

LEAA did not provide sufficient direct technical assist
ance to the SPAs to enable them to assist their State and 
local courts, primarily because LEAA's regional office court 
specialist capabilities were weak. Because of this weakness, 
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and the SPAs.' difficulties in hiring and keeping court 
specialists, LEAA has relied on consultants and contractors 
to provide the States' court systems with expert advice on 
specific problems. LEAA has not evaluated the results of the 
consultants' and contractors' efforts and consequently does 
not know how effective their efforts have been. 

LEAA also did not evaluate the results of its overall 
court improvement program and did not provide the States with 
c~iteria for evaluation or training in evaluation methods. 
Until LEAA and the SPAs improve their evalua.tion capabilities 
they cannot be certain which court improvement efforts are 
working. 

LEAA is compiling information on completed projects in 
its reference service data base so that results might be 
shared with others. The reference service has not been as 
useful as possible to the States, however, because it does 
not regularly include the results of most projects funded. 

LEAA guidance and assistance to help States solve their 
c.ourt problems and evaluate their improvement efforts has not 
been adequate. With effective program evaluation and technical 
assistance, however, LEAA and SPAs can begin to insure that 
they will obtain the maximum possible benefits from the re
sources they allocate to court improvement programs. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Attorney General direct LEAA to 

--provide States with program evaluation criteria and 
training in evaluation methods so SPAs can assess the 
effectiveness of their court improvement efforts, 

--staff each LEAA regional office adequately so court 
needs can be assessed and appropriate technical assist
ance can be provided to States, 

--adopt procedures to insure that LEAA-funded court sys
tem projects are screened for quality and included, if 
appropriate, in the data base of the National Criminal 
Justice Reference Service, so that all States will have 
access to the results of projects funded in each State, 
and 
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--assess the effectiveness of the organizations which 
receive LEAA funds- to provide technic'al assistance to 
the States and their courts. 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND GAO EVALUATION 

The Department generally agreed with our 'recommendations 
and had either started or planned to implement them. (See 
app. 1.) , 

The Department noted that LEAA plans to evaluate the 
efforts of one of the major groups it has contracted with 
to provide the States with court-related technical assis
tance and that another technical assistance contractor is 
being evaluated. To insure continued assessment of contrac
tor's efforts, we believe LEAA should plan to evaluate the 
technical assistance efforts of all contractors dealing with 
the courts, not just the two noted in the Department's 
response. 

According to the Department, the Office of Evaluation, 
a part of LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, will develop evaluation criteria for the 
various court programs. Each LEAA regional office now has 
or is actively recruiting court specialists so they can pro
vide adequate technical assistance. 

The Department said that LEAA will include the results 
of block grant projects in its reference service. However, 
the Department's response was unclear as to how LEAA would 
screen such proj ects for quality to insure that only useful' 
information is disseminated. Such a screening process is 
essential to make the reference service as effective as 
possible. 

38 



727 

CHAPTER 5 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

Our findings and conclusions are based on our work at 
LEAA Headquarters; at 6 LEAA regional offices having responsi
bility for 29 States and 5 other jurisdictions; and in 
California, Colorado, Illinois, Nassachusetts, New York, and 
Pennsylvania. These six States accounted for about 31 percent 
of all State allocations of LEAA funds to court-related 
programs. We di.d most of our fieldwork from 3anuary to 
April 1973. 

We reviewed (1) LEAA's processes for approving State 
plans, monitoring and evaluating programs, and providing 
technical assistance to grantees and (2) the States 'proce
dures for identifying courts' problems and the way .the results· 
of improvement projects were evaluated. We also reviewed 
available studies and interviewed LEAA and State officials. 
In some States we talked with representatives of State 
judicial, prosecutor, and public defender organizations to 
identify problems of the courts and proposed solutions. 

We did not fully evaluate the activities of the organiza
tions visited but did review the impact of LEAA's and the 
States' efforts to improve their operations. 
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APPENDIX I 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

WASHINGTON. D,C, 2OSS0 

AMr.. Depl, to the 
Dl.w.. "'dIuUol 

ADd Reier 10 bldaIland Namber March 25, 1974 

Mr. Daniel F: Stanton 
Assistant Director 
General Government Division 
united States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Stanton: 

This letter is in response to your request for comments 
on the draft report titled "Efforts to Assist State and 
Local Courts Should be Improved" (B-17l0l9). 

Generally, we agree with the report and its recommenda
tions and share GAO's concern regarding the need for effec
tive planning, evaluation, and technical assistance to 
assure that maximum possible benefits are obtained from 
the resources allocated to court improvement programs. 
In the past, only limited staff and funds have been avail
able to devote to improvement of State and local court 
systems. Within the last year, however, there has been 
a dramatic increase in both State Planning Agency (SPA) 
block grants and Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA) discretionary grants for funding court projects. 
Concurrent with the increase in funds, plans were 'initiated 
to increase the LEAA Central Office courts staff and under-
ta.ke a new courts program initiative. . 

The report recommends that LEAA require States to 
specify standards and goals in their plans for court 
improvement programs and to note the effect their projects 
will have on attaining these goals. We recognize the need 
for standards and goals, and, as early as 1970, the LEAA 
Guide for Comprehensive Law Enforcement Planning and Action 
Grants required the SPAs to provide statements of objectives 
or goals. These goals were to be concise, informative and 
related to identifiable needs, problems and priorities. 
Where possible, plans were to include quantifiable goals 
supported by specific statistical or analytical data. 
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The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968, as amended by the Crime Control Act of 1973, further 
strengthened the requirement that each State's comprehen
sive plan must establish "goals, priorities and standards" 
for crime'prevention and reduction. Additionally, in 
October 1973, LEAA adopted the recommendations of an 
internal management committee report. This report sug
gested that LEAA and the SPAs adopt a plan in 1974 
encouraging States to develop appropriate standards and 
goals to ·improve their criminal justice systems with the 
provision that LEAA provide guidance to the States in 
their planning process. These recommendations were 
implemented in an LEAA Guideline Manual for State Planning. 
Agency Grants (M4l00.lB) issued December 10, 1973. Each 
State is to begin incorporating "standards, goals, and 
priorities" into their Fiscal Year 1974 Comprehensive 
Plan. To meet the statutory requirements of the Safe 
Streets Act by FY 1976, each State must have a compre
hensive set of standards and goals that can serve as a 
basis for planning and a guide to funding. 

The draft report also recommends that LEAA provide 
States with program evaluation criteria and evaluation 
methods training so the SPAs can assess the effectiveness 
of their court improvement efforts. As early as November 
1971, LEAA guidelines have required SPAs to evaluate their 
programs and projects and ascertain the effectiveness of 
their court improvement efforts. Presently, LEAA is taking 
action to significantly improve their assistance to States 
in the program evaluation area. As a first major step, 
a new Office of Evaluation, which will develop evaluation 
criteria for the various court programs, was established 
within the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
criminal Justice in October 1973. In addition, program 
evaluation has been given a high priority at the regional 
level as evidenced by the creation of a high level planner/ 
evaluator position in each of the ten regional offices. 

We also concur with the GAO recommendation that each 
LEAA regional office should be adequately staffed so that 
court needs can be assessed and qualified technical assistance 
can be provided to States. In the past, personnel ceilings 
and demands in other program areas have resulted in a lesser 
relative priority being given to court programs. At present, 
however, all regional offices have, or are actively recruit
ing, a court specialist. We believe the services of these 
specialists will contribute immeasurably to the success 
of our court improvement programs. 
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The report also recommends the adoption of procedures 
to assure that court system projects funded with LEAA 
funds are (1) screened for quality and (2) included in 
the data base of the National Criminal Justice Reference 
Service, so that ali States will have access to the 
results of projects funded in each State. To date, most 
block grants have not produced final reports which would 
be worthy of dissemination through the Reference Service. 
Recently, however, the Reference Service has instituted 
a procedure for obtaining copies of substantive reports 
emanating from grant projects. The LEAA Grants Management 
Information System (GMIS) furnishes the Reference Service 
with a monthly listing of grant projects expecting to 
release reports. The Reference Service determines whether 
a project report was, in fact, issued during that month. 
If a report was issued, the Reference Service requests a 
copy and selects those of a substantive nature for in
clusion in its data base. 

, In addition to GMIS, the National Center for State 
Courts publishes a two-volume set of reference books 
covering recent court improvement projects. These books, 
~ourt Improvement Programs: A Guidebook for Planners 
and GUl.debook of~Projects for Prosecutl.on and Defense, 
identl.fy and desc1\ibe recent action grants l.n the adJudica
tion area and provide the name of an individual to be con
tacted for furth'~r information on each project. 

The report fnrther recommends that LEAA develop a 
court statistic:a.l reporting system, in cooperation with 
the States, so i:hat courts can accurately measure their 
progress in reducing caseloads and processing time. Over 
the past 2 years, the National Criminal Justice Information 
and Statistics Service has been implementing the Comprehen
sive Data System (CDS) program, which is designed to meet 
the objectives of the recommendation. One segment of this 
program provides for the development of an Offender Based 
Transaction System. This system will provide statistics 
on court operations as well as related operations which 
impact directly on ,the courts. In addi tion, the CDS pro
gram provides for the establishment of a Criminal Justice 
Statistical Analysis Center to analyze court statistics 
as a part of its overall system analysis and program evalu
ation effor't. 

The final recommendation suggests that LEAA assess 
the effectiveness of the efforts of organizations receiving 
LE~ funds to determine whether the technical assistance 
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provided the, states and their courts by these organizations 
results in reduced backlogs and processing time. The 
recommendation relates primarily to our contract wi.~ 
American University. The provisions of this contract re
quire recipients to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
technical servides provided to them by American univ~rsity 
for each on-sibs visit. If an evaluation indicates that 
inadequate or Unsatisfactory services are rendered, immediate 
action is taken on a joint basis by the American University 
staff and the LEA1\. staff. In this manner, immediate and 
effective on-going evaluations are accomplished to provide 
us with a'current knowledge of successes and failures. 
We also intend to evaluate the overall effectiveness of 
the contract activity from a much broader perspective after 
sufficient experience has been gained. We do not believe 
that the knowledge gained from our 1 year of experience 
under the contract provides sufficient data for undertaking 
an evaluation at this time. A companion technical assistance 
contract for prosecutors was awarded the National center 
for Prosecution Management. The effectiveness of this 
contract is presently being evaluated by the Rarid Corporation 
under a recently awarded contract. 

GAO identifies the most serious problem plaguing the 
court system as the increasing backlog of untried criminal 
cases and the inordinate delay in processing such cases. 
The report further states that, "Although the states are 
primarily responsible for insuring that the most serious 
problems of their criminal justice system are identified 
and their causes attacked, many of the federally funded 
projects to improve the courts in the six states could not 
directly reduce backlog or delay. For example, while 
projects to improve probation services and provide train
ing to court officials have an indirect effect on backlog 
and delay, the six states allocated an average of 35 percent 
of their court funds to such projects. Moreover, the five 
States that still considered backlog and delay to be the 
primary court problem allocated an average of only 17 
percent of their funds to projects to directly improve 
court administration." 

While it is true that an average of 17 percent of the 
court funds was for projects to directly improve court 
administration, an additional average of 25 percent was 
used for prosecution projects, including case screening 
and offender diversion. These projects also have a direct 
bearing on the backlog of cases. The Case Western Study 
suggests case screening by prosecutors and defenders as one 
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of the keys to reducing backlog and delay. In addition, . 
the study refers to offender diversion projects as another 
means of accomplishing this end. Therefore, in total, 42 
percent of court funds are being expended for programs 
having.a direct bearing on case backlog. 

Another 35 percent of court funds are used for support 
projects having an indirect impact on the case backlog, 
such as the training and probation services mentioned 
earlier. These programs are needed to train personnel in 
(1) implementing the new programs and procedures designed 
to improve court administration and (2) assisting rehabili
tated criminals, thereby reducing the likelihood that they 
will again become a part of the backlog of new criminal 
cases. We consider it vital that training be provided 
simultaneously with the installation of new case screening 
techniques and the implementation of new administrative 
service functions. In essence, it is our view that fWlds 
spent in a large number of areas, including bail reform 
and criminal code studies, impact directly or indirectly 
in reducing caseloads and processing time. 

We appreciate the opportunity given us to comment on 
the draft report. Should you have any further questions, 
please feel free to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

~~ G en E. Pommeren~ 
Acting Assistant Attorney Ge 

for Administration 
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES 

DISCUSSED IN THis REPORT 

Tenure of 
From 

ATTORNEY GENERAL: 
William B. Saxbe Jan. 1974 
Robert H. Bork (acting) Oct. 1973 
Elliot L. Richardson May 1973 
Richard G. Kleindienst June 1972 
Richard G. Kleindienst 

(acting) Mar. 1972 
John. N. Mitchell Jan. 1969 

ADMINISTRATOR, LA1'1 ENFORCEMENT 
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION: 

Donald E. Santarelli Apr. 1973 
Jerris Leonard May 1971 
Vacant June 1970 
Charles· H. Rogovin Mar. 1969 
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PROGRESS IN DETERMINING APPROACHES WHICH WORK IN THE CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE SYSTEM, OCTOBER 21, 1974 

Progress In Determining 
Approaches Which Work 
In The Criminal Justice System 

B-177079 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Department of Justice 

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL. OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON. D.C .. 20:J48 

To the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the President pro tempore of the Senate 

This is our report on progress in determining approaches which 
work in the criminal justice system. At the Federal level the criminal 
justice programs reviewed are administered by the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, Department of Justice. 

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Accounting Act, 
1921 (31 U. S. C. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing Act of 1950 (31 
U.S.C.67). 

Copies of this report are being sent to the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget; the Attorney General; and the Administrator, 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 



736 

DIGEST 

CHAPTER 

. 1 INTRODUCTION 
~e crime problem 
Federal involvement 
Review objectives and scope 

2 OUTCOME EVALUATION: THE KEY TO 
FINDING WHAT NORKS 

3 LIMI~ EVALUATION RESULTS BY 
THE STATES 

An overview 
Michigan 
California, 
LEAA's use of SPA evaluations 

4 FEW OUTCOME EVALUATIONS BY LEAA'S 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE 

In-house research 
Research granta and contracts 
Technology ttansfer 
C~mmunication channels opene4 

5 THE 1973 LEGISLATION: IMPETUS POR 
ACTION 

LEAA actions 
The States' plans 

6 CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND 
AGENCY COMMENTS AND ACTIONS 

Conclusions 
Recommendations 
Agency comments and actions 

i 

1 
1 
2 
4 

.. 
6 

9 
9 

11 
13 
17 

19 
20 
22 
23 
25 

26 
26 
28 

30 
30 
32 

.- 32 



APPENDIX 

II 

GAO 

LEAA 

SPA 

737 

Le~ter dated June 27, 1974, from the 
Acting Assistant Attorney General for 
Administration, Department of Justice 

Principal officials of the Department 
of Justice responsible for adminis
tering activities discussed in this 
report 
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General Accounting Office 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

State planning agency 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

The need to identify what approaches 
best assist the criminal justice 
system--police. courts. and 
correctiohs--to prevent or reduce 
crime has been recognized since at 
least 1931. 

Congressional concern with attempts 
by Law Enforcement Assistance Ad
ministration (LEAA) and the States 
to satisfy this need since LEAA was 
created by the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 led to 
a mandate in the Crime Control Act of 
1973 that LEAA evaluate its programs. 

The 1973 act required that the States. 
awarded over $1.6 billion by LEAA 
through fiscal year 1973 for improving 
their criminal justice systems. assist 
LEAA by providing certain information 
and by making certain evaluations of 
their own. 

To give the Congress the perspective 
to assess the extent to which LEAA and 
the States meet the 1973 legislative 
mandate. this report contains GAO's 
observations on: 

--Progress LEAA and the States made 
before the 1973 legislation toward 
satisfying the need to know the ap
proaches that work in the criminal 
justicEl system. 
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--Planning by LEAA and the States to 
meet the evaluation requirements 
established by the Crime Control 
Act of 1973. 

This report also discusses problems 
LEAA and the States have had and 
need to overcome if evaluations are 
to improve th.e program. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Results of the State's criminal 
justice projects--funded under block 
grants from LEAA--and LEAA's re
search efforts must be evaluated if 
new and 'improved approaches are to 
be developed for attacking criminal 
justice problems. This type of 
evaluation is commonly called "out
come evaluation." (See pp. 6 to 8.) 

Between passage of the 1968 act and 
the Crime Control Act of 1973, the 
States made limited progress in 
evaluating the outcome of their block 
grant projects and LEAA gave the 
States little guidance despite its 
requirement that the States do evalua
tions. 

Before receiving LEAA funds States 
must submit a plan for carrying out 
their projects to LEAA for approval. 
LEAA. however. has not established 
procedures for its regional offices 



to use in reviewing State plans to 
insure that evaluations would be an 
integral part of the States' planning 
process to identify and implement im
proved approaches. 

Both LEAA and the States plan to meet 
the evaluation requirements of the new 
legislation. However, they have not 
defined how $uch evaluations are to 
be used in making program decisions. 
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Although the States had made some prog
ress between 1968 and 1973, few were 
doing outcome evaluations; most were 
still planning how they intended to do __ 
evaluations. GAO's review of Michigan's 
and California's evaluations provides a 
practical perspective of the progress. 
and problems of the States in evaluating 
projects and in using evaluations to im
prove their ,programs. 

Michigan 

In 1969 Michigan's criminal justice 
planning agency recognized the need for 
evaluation. In 1972 the planning agency 
began to describe evaluation factors, 
such as data an9 analyses, for the 
criminal justice projects throughout 
the State receiving LEAA block grant 
funds. . , 

In December 1973, however, a planning 
agency official said most of the eval
uations made by project personnel had 
not been outcome evaluations and that 
the few outcome evaluations made were 
poor. 

He said for these reasons and because 
evaluations were not completed before 
tpe time subsequent funding decisions 
had to be made, they had provided 
little input for the agency's deci-' 
sionmaking and planning; 
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To meet LEAA's requirement that 
States evaluate a specified portion 
of their LEAA-funded projects, the 
planning agency contracted with a 
private research organization in 
August 1972 to evaluate the State's 
efforts to reduce organized crime. 

The contractor, however, could not 
evaluate the State's projects to re
duce organized crime because project 
personnel had not collected needed 
data. 

In January 1974 the planning agency 
revised the project-reporting 
process to require quarterly re
ports describing the evaluation prog
ress and began redesigning evaluation 
factors to be used by project per
sonnel. 

The planning agency Administrator 
said LEAA had not provided any 
specific guidance on how to do 
evaluations or on how to use them. 
He believed, however, that.eventu
ally the planning agency's approach 
would lead to the type of evaluation 
system which would provide major in
put for program management and plan
ning decisions. (See pp. 11 to 13.) 

caZifornia 

In April 1969 the California crimi
nal justice planning agency began 
requiring each project receiving 
LEAA block grant funds through the 
agency to have an adequate evalua
tion system. 

To meet LEAA's evaluation require
ments, the planning agency chose to 
have project personnel evaluate proj
ects from its 1973 and prior years' 
plans. Through September 1973 the 
planning agency had received 260 
evaluation reports. 
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A planning agency analysis, however, 
showed general dissatisfaction with the 
quality of the evaluations. 110re im
portantly, the planning agency had no 
procedures to insure that even satis
factory evaluations were adequately 
considered irt decisionmaking and 
planning. 

In July 1973 a task force at the 
University of California at Los Angeles 
began developing, under contract with 
the p1artning agency, a plan to define 
the approaches for making eya1uations 
which will furnish information manage
ment needs to meet program goals. 

The plan was comp~eted in early 1974, 
and many of its findings and recom
mendations were incorporated into the 
State's evaluation program. 

The planning agency Administrator 
said LEAA had not provided guidance 
for doing outcome evaluations. (See 

. pp. 13 to 17.) 

£EM's Na.tional. Institute of 
La!J Enforcement and Criminal. 
Justice . 

The 1968 act authorized the Institute 
to conduct in-house research, award 
research grants and contracts, and in
struct and recommend action to the 
criminal justice community. In 1971 
the Institute was reorgan·ized to 
better accomplish these functions. 

Howeyer, as of August 1973--when the 
neW legislation was enacted--the 
Institute had accomplished little 
in doing outcome evaluations or 
giving the States guidance for doing 
so. 

I For·examp1e, the Research Operations 
Division--responsible for in-house 
research--had not made any outcome 
evaluations of any criminal justice 
programs. (See pp. 20 to 22.) 

iii 

The Research Administration 
Division--responsib1e for research 
grant and contract administration-
had awarded about $70.6 million 
through fiscal year 1973 for ex
ternal research. Many projects were 
to gather information and were not 
intended to produce outcome evalua
tions. However, those projects in-

. tended to be evaluations produced 
little data on project impact. (See 
p.22. ) 

The Technology Transfer Division-
responsible for recommending 
Institute material for publication 
ari.d conducting demqnstration and in
structional programs--had pursued 
these responsibilities and had 
developed a way to provide informa
tion to the criminal justice community. 

However, almost nothing had been 
disseminated on the outcome .of spe
cific criminal justice projects. 
Several new programs started by the 
.Division during 1973, however, have 
the potential to ·provide better in
formation on what approaches work in 
various criminal justice programs. 
(See pp. 23 and 24.) 

LEM and state efforts to meet 
the un congrtessional., mandate 

LEAA has taken several actions since 
the Crime Control Act was passed to 
improve its capability to determine 
the approaches that work in the 
criminal justice system. (See 
pp. 26 to 28.) 

--The Institute established a sepa
rate evaluation d.ivision to co
ordinate and develop the In
stitute's evaluations. 

--An Office of Planning and Manage
ment was created to emphasize .and 
coordinate LEAA's overall policies 
and evaluations. 
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--An Evaluation Policy Task Force 
was appointed to design a compre
hensive LEAA evaluation program. 

In July 1973 administrators of the 
States' criminal justice planning 
agencies established a Research, 
Evaluation, and Technology Transfer 
Committee to develop 

--model evaluation syst~ms for the 
.States .. 

--evaluation training programs for 
criminal justice planning staff, 

--guidelines for gathering compar
able data on projects, and 

--mechanisms for collecting and 
disseminating research and eval
uation accomplishments. 

LEAA is working closely with this 
committee. (See pp. 28 and 29.) 

LEAA and the States are becoming in
creasingly concerned about the need 
to do evaluations and are planning 
to meet requirements of the new 
legislation. 

It is important that they recognize the 
need to define approaches for making 
evaluations which will furnish informa
tion program personnel need to identify 
and implement improvements in the crim
inal justjce system. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Attorney General should direct 
LEAA to: 

--Issue guidelines requiring States to 
include a section in their State 
plans that discusses (1) how State 
criminal justice planning agency ad
ministrators plan to use evaluations 
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to assist them in making manage
ment decisions and. (2) the extent 
to which such administrators be
lieve their current evaluation 
strategies need modifying so 
evaluations can be useful in the 
decisionmaking process. This ac
tion should improve the States' 
planning and use of evaluations 
by requiring them to consider how 
useful evaluations have been and 
could be to management and also 
provide LEAA a basis for reviewing 
State actions. 

--Disseminate this report to the 
States to further emphasize the 
need to do outcome evaluations 
that can be used in making deci
sions. 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The Department of Justice agreed 
with GAO'·s recorrmendations and is 
taking action to implement them. In 
addition, the Department noted steps 
LEAA is taking to improve its over
all evaluation effort. (See app. I.) 
These steps should meet the evalua
tion needs GAO identified. 

California also plans steps to im
prove the quality and utility of its 
evaluation efforts. (See pp. 16 
and 17.) 

Michigan commented that the GAO re
port was valid. However, it noted 
that, among other things, outcome 
evaluation is difficult and extremely 
costly and that "the causes of crime 
remain unknown in any real sense, and : 
that cause and effect measurement is . 
nearly impossible in regard to crime." ; 
Michigan also noted that LEAA, rather 
than the States, should have respon
sibility for such matters as program 
evaluation and research. (See pp. 33 
to 35.) 



There is. no doubt that outcome 
evaluation is complicated and in some 
instances. costly. The consequence of 
not doing such evaluations, however; 
is to reduce the planning process to 
chance. Evaluations are necessary so 
more objective decisions can be made 
regarding allocation of resources. 

The COngress has clearly expressed 
its intent-that the LEAA program be 
evaluated. Both the States and LEAA 
should participate in this effort 
since the States are an integral part 
of· the LEAA program. 
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Therefore, GAO does not agree with 
Michigan that only LEAA should 
have this responsibility. More
over, LEAA plans to involve the 
States directly in its evaluation 
efforts. 

MA2'TERS FOR CONSIDERATION 
BY THE CONGRESS 

This report should assist Congress 
to determine LEAA's and the States' 
progress in meeting the legislative 
mandate for evaluation in the Crime 
Control Act of 1973. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The need to be able to objectively identify what 
approaches work in the criminal justice system--police, 
courts, and corrections--is.essential so decisions about 
such ~atters as the need for more police or more halfway 
house!s can be based on facts rather than on the ideological 
biase's of decisionmakers. The need is not a new one. In 
1931 the U.S. National Commission on Law Observance and 
Enforcement pointed out the need for 

--studies to determine the causes of crime and improve 
the administration of criminal justice and 

--research to determine what correctional approaches 
are most successful for particular individuals. 

The next three decades, however, apparently saw little 
progress in meeting such needs because in 1967 the Presi
dent's Commission on Law Enforceme~t and Administration of 
Justice stated: 

'''The Commission has found * * * many needs of law 
enforcement and the administration of criminal 
justice. But what it has found to be the greatest need 
is the need to know. * * * There is probably no 'subject 
of comparable concern to which the Nation is devoting 
so many resources and so much effort with so little 
knowledge of what it is doing." 

THE CRIME PROBLEM 

The rapid rise in crime in the 1960s was not only the 
impetus for appointing the President's Commission but also 
dramatized the urgency of the need to know what approaches 
might reduce or prevent crime. For example, during the 
1960s, serious crime--murder, rape, robbery, aggravated 
assault, burglary, larceny over $50, and auto theft-
increased by nearly 144 percent; murder alone increased 
56 percent. 

1 
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In response, Federal, state, and local governments 
began channeling more and more funds into police, court, and 
correctional operations. As shown on page 3, in just 5 years 
--1965 to 1970--combined government spending for the criminal 
justice system increased over 100 percent. For 1973 the 
estimated $17 billion expenditure more than quadrupled the 
1965 level. 

FEDERAL INVOLVEMENT 

Congressional concern over the growing crime rate of 
the 1960s and the apparent inability of the criminal justice 
system to effectively deal with the problem led to passage of 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. The 
act proclaimed a national goal: reducing crime through im
proving the criminal justice system. 

To help achieve this goal, the act established the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) within the 
Department .of Justice to provide the State,s with both finan
cial and technical a~sistance to improve their criminal jus
tice systems. The act authorized LEAA to carry out such 
programs through fiscal year 1973 and specified funding levels 
through fiscal year 1970. A 1970 amendment specified funding 
through fiscal year 1973. In August 1973, the Congress passed 
the Crime Control Act o~' 1973 which extended LEAA's operational 
authority and specified funding through fiscal year 1976. 

Under the 1968 act, and subsequent legislation, LEAA 
makes grants to State and local governments for: 

--State planning agencies (SPAS), to plan and develop 
statewide comprehensive plans for improving the crimi
nal justice system in each state. LEAA must approve 
these plans before the State can receive-funds. 

--Subgranting by SPAs to State and local governments 
for projects conforming to the comprehensive plans. 
These block grants are allocated to the SPAs according 
to their respective State's population. State and 
local governments must apply to SPAs for funds under 
the program. 

2 
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--Conducting projects as LEAA considers appropriate. 
SUch grants are called discretionary grants. 

Block and discretionary grants are called action grants. 
Of the funds appropriated for action grants, 85 percent are 
allocated to the block grant program. Through fiscal year 
1973, LEAA had awarded the States over $1.6 billion in block 
grants. 

The act also established, within LEAA, the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. The Insti
tute's purpose was "*** to encourage research and develop
ment to improve and strengthen law enforcement" by conducting 
in-house research and by awarding grants and contracts fo~ 
J:'esearch to public agencies, universities, or private organi
zations. Through fiscal year 1973, the Institute had spent 
over $112 million to meet its research responsibilities. 
Over $70 million, or about 63 percent, was spent on grants 
and contracts alone. 

Both the 1968 act and the 1970 amendment authorized but 
did not reguire LEAA and the Institute to 'valuate the effec
tiveness ot the prbgra~s funded. Likewise, the States were 
not required to evaluate: they were required merely to pro
vide for research and devel,?pment in their aI).nual plans,. 

However" congressional disillusionment with LEAA 's' 
failure to aggressively use the evaluation authority granted 
it led to a mandate in the 1973 act requiring LEAA--through 
the Institute--to evaluate the impact of its, programs on the 
quality of law enforcement and criminal ju~tice. The act 
~lso assigned the States specific evaluation responsibilities. 

REVIEW OBJECTIVES AND' SCOPE 

A previous GAO report discussed what LEAA and the States 
need to make evaluations which will enable them to judge the 
success of similar crim'ina1. justice projects. l 

l"Difficulties of Assessing Results of Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration projects to Reduce Crime," 
Department of Justice, B-111019, Mar. 19, 1974. 

4 
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This report's primary objective is to give the Congress 
a perspective to assess the extent to which LEAA and the 
States have changed their approaches to meet the evaluation 
requirements of the 1973 legislation. To do this, we deter
mined: 

--What progress LEAA and the States made toward 
satisfying the need to know what works in the 
criminal justice system under the broad authority 
for evaluation granted by the original legislation 
and the 1970 amendment. 

--How and if LEAA and the States were planning 
to meet the evaluation requirements established 
by the Crime Control Act of 1973. 

Additionally, we determined problems LEAA and the States 
have had and need to overcome if evaluations are to improve 
the program. 

To accomplish these objectives, we: 

--Reviewed the past and planned evaluation efforts 
of the California and Michigan State planning 
agencies. 

--Reviewed the past and planned evaluation efforts 
of LEAA, particularly the National Institute. 

--Examined various studies by independent resear~~ 
groups. 

--Interviewed various officials at LEAA headquarters, 
LEAA regional offices, and the Michigan and Cali
fornia SPAs. 
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CHAPTER 2 

OUTCOME EVALUATION: THE KEY TO FINDING WHAT WORKS 

congressional intent in the 1968 act for LEAA's block 
grant program and the National Institute's research was 
clear: the States and LEAA were to identify and implement 
better methods so the criminal justice system could more 
effectively combat crime. For example, one of the purposes 
of the act is to 

"encourage re.search and development directed toward 
the improvement of law enforcement and the develop
ment of new methods for the prevention and reduction 
of crime and the detection and apprehension of 
criminals." 

The act states further that each State plan shall, among 
other things: 

"incorporate innovations and advanced techniques 
and contain a.comprehensive outline of prioJ:'ities 
for the improvement and coord.ination of all aspects 
of law enforcement dealt with in the plan * * *r" 

* * 'I< * * 
"provide for research and development * * *." 

Regarding the N~tional Institute the act states that 

"It shall be the purpose of the Institute to 
encourage rese~rch ~nd development to improve 
and strengthen law enforcement." 

"The Institute is authorized--

"'';0 make continuing studies and undertake programs 
of research to develop new or improved approaches, 
techniques, systems, equipment, and devices to 
improve and strengthen law enforcement, including, 
but not limited to, the effectiveness of p~ojects 
or programs carried out under this titler 
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"to carry out programs of behavioral research de
signed to provide more accurate information on the 
causes of crime and the effectiveness of various 
means of preventing crime/and to evaluate the success 
of correctional procedures." 

Implicit in the act was the tenet that, to identify 
better methods·, the results of the States' LEAA block grant 
projects and the National Institute's research ,projects must 
be evaluated. For example, such evaluations could show: 

--How many participants in a correctional program 
were rehabilitated as defined by specific criteria. 

--What the crime rate was in connection with a spe
cific police patrol approach. 

--How many individuals, selected for a particular 
sentencing alternative, e.g., probation or insti
tutionalization, were rehabilitat~d. 

This type of evaluation is commonly called lIo~tC.Q!!!'~., 
evaluation" and is designed to objectively determine a 
program's progress toward an overall goal, e.g., criminal 
rehabilitation. 

Outcome evaluations can be distinguished from other 
types of evaluations, such as 

--a fiscal or operational review to determine com
pliance with contracted obligations or 

--a subjective review ("expert" opinion) of the 
merit or the procedures used. 

Outcome evaluations for individual programs--even 
though providing useful information to gauge the program's 
performance--can serve only as an objective impetus for 
improvement if they can be and are ~ by managers as a 
basis for comparing programs and, consequently, for making 
appropriate policy and program changes. 
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For example, assuming that outcome evaluations are 
done for various programs seeking to rehabilitate criminals 
by employing innovative or untried techniques, the programs 
could be separated. into two groups: 

--Programs that result in better outcomes than 
traditional or previous methods. 

--Programs that result in worse outcomes than 
traditional or previous methods. 

However, this assumes that the, planning for evaluations en
visioned such a separation and the outcome measurements were 
comparable. For example, if the outcomes of several criminal 
rehabilitation pr0grams were measured by studies of individ
uals after release from the programs, the outcomes might 
not be comparable if the foll~p periods were different. 

The consequence of not doing such evaluations or failing 
to plan for evaluations which permit comparing the success 
of va:{ous approaches is to reduce the planning process to 
chance, with decisions being made on gut feelings. Effective 
programs could be stopped and, conversely, less effective 
programs could be perpetuated. 

This does not mean outcome evaluation is easy, especially 
in the criminal justice area because of the difficulty of 
removing extraneous variables to determine the true causes 
and effects of projects to reduce crime. But efforts to 
effectively complete such evaluations have to be made so 
more objective decisions can be made regarding the alloca
tion of resources. 
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CHAPTER 3 

LIMITED EVALUATION RESULTS BY THE STATES 

Between the passage of the 1968 act and the Crime 
Control Act of 1973, generally the SPAs made limited pro
gress in determining the outcomes of their block grant pro
grams. Despite requiring the SPAs to make evaluations, 
LEAA provided little guidance for doing so. Moreover, LEAA 
had no assurance that evaluations made or planned would be 
used to achieve improvements. 

LEAA'S requirements for evaluation were published in 
quidelines to be used by the SPAs in preparing t~eir annual 
plans. These guidelines required that, beginning with fiscal 
year 1972, SPAs were to select one of the following alter
natives: 

--"Evaluate 15% of the total number of subgrants 
award'ed in FY 1972. 

--"Evaluate 15% of the total dollar value of sub
grants awarded in FY 1972. 

--"Evaluate all of the subgrants awarded in one 
program area." 

The guidelines permitted the evaluations to be done by the 
SPA staff, the subgrantees, or independent groups. Copies 
of completed evaluations were to be sent to LEAA. 

AN OVERVIEW 

During 1972 Indiana University's Institute for Research 
in Public Safety-~as part of a contract from the Indiana 
SPA to develop an evaluation system--surveyed the other 
State SPAs to find out what was being done in evaluation. 
The survey results, published in February 1973,1 showed 
that 

lIlA Nationwide Review of Evaluation Procedures of State 
Planning Agencies," (Bloomington, Irtd., Indiana University, 
Feb. 1, 1973)1. , . 
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--79 percent of the SPAs had some procedures for 
project evaluation, but 

--only a few SPA evaluation plans were complete, 
and 

~-the degree of sophistication and stage of ~mple
mentation of these plans varied widely. 

More importantly, the survey revealed that the most common 
type of evaluation SPAs used was sUbjective and was not an 
objective measurement of outcome. 

In Septen'ber 1973 the Chairman of the Research, Evalua
tion, and Technology Transfer Committee of the National 
Conference of State criminal Justice Planning Administrators 
--~ national organization of SPA administrators--said: 

--He generally agreed with these findings.: 

--Although the SPAs had made some progress since 
the Indiana survey was publisbed, most were not 
doing outcome evaluations and were still in the 
planning stages. 

--LEAA bad given the SPAs little guidance on how 
to do outcome evaluations other than requiring 
the SPAs to include an evaluation provision in 
their 'annual plans. 

Moreover, a 1973 report by SPA administrators stated 
that: 

"SPA evaluation activity has varied according 
to available funds, staff size and competencies. 
The larger states have so far been the leaders, 
and their different approaches are an indication , 
of the diversity of opinion concerning evaluation. ,~. 

1See pp. 28 and 29 for an expianation of why the committEie'
WaS formed. 

2nState of the States on Crime and Justice," National Con
ference of State Cr-iminal Justice Planning Administrat~, 
June 1, 1973. 
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The following descriptions of evaluation efforts by 
the Michigan and California SPAs provide a practical per
spective of the progress and problems of the States in 
determining what works and in using such information to 
improve their programs. 

MICHIGAN 

Michigan's SPA was established in 1968 with seven pro
fessionals responsible for preparing the State's criminal 
justice plan. As of September 19,73 the SPA had 40 profession
als. It had been awarded about $69 million in block grant 
funds through fiscal year 1973. 

Michigan's first plan, dated June 6, 1969, recognized 
the need for evaluation stating that "As action projects 
are funded, they must contain an evaluation dimension to 
provide concrete assessment information." But, during the 
first years of the block grant program, the SPA had to con
centrate on developing a management system to insure the 
fiscal and contractual integrity of the program through 
auditing and monitoring. When these activities were operating 
satisfactorily, more attention was given to evaluation. 

What has been done 

In the 1972 plan the SPA described evaluation factors-
data and analyses--to be developed by the subgrantees. 

However, in December 1973 the SPA's Director for Grant 
Administration told us that the resulting subgrantee evalua
tions generally had not been outcome evaluations or had been 
poor because subgrantees did not 

--maintain sufficient statistical data or 

--have the expertise to perform outcome evaluations. 

He said that for these reasons and because final eval
uations were usually not done until at least a year after a 
project was completed and thus were not available when 
subsequent funding decisions were made, they had provided 
little input for SPA decisionmaking and planning. 
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The SPA Administrator said that the SPA contracted 
with a private research organization in August 1972 to eval-

. uate the State's organized crime program because he believed 
the subgrantee evaluations, at the time~ were inadequate to 
meet LEM's evaluation requirement. Among other things, the 
study was to determine 

--the success of subgrantee projects in meeting 
their objectives, e.g., to enhance prosecution. 
against organized crime, and 

--the outcome of such projects in terms of the 
program's overall objective to reduce organized 
crime. 

The study, costing about $29,000, resulted in a January 
1973 report to the SPA. The SPA Administrator said that the 
contractor could not determine whether the projects reduced 
organized crime because evaluations done by the subgrantees 
did not address this ·objective and the subgrantees had not 
collected data needed for the contractor to dO. its own 
evaluation. The study, however, recommended alternatiye 
evaluation methods for the subgrantees Which the contractor 
believed would enable the subgrantees to determine Whether 
their projects reduced organized crime. 

The Administrator said that the recommendations were 
not used in the 1974 plan but were being considered for use 
in the 1975 plan. 

In January 1974 the subgrantee reporting process was 
revised to require quarterly reports describing the current 
progress in evaluations instead of just an evaluation report 
at the end of the project. In addition, SPA personnel were 
redesigning project evaluation factors for use by subgrantees 
in evaluating their projects. The Administrator believed 
that eventually this approach would lead to the type of 
evaluation system which would provide major input for pro
gram management and planning decisions. 

The Administrator said many discussions with LEAA regional 
office and headquarters personnel, consultants, and academic 
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experts led him to conclude that they too were unsure about 
how to evaluate criminal justice programs and could not lend 
much assistance. Further, through development of the 1974 
plan, LEAAhad not provided any specific guidance on 

--how to do evaluations or 

--how they were to be used. 

Consequently, he had relied on the expertise of SPA 
personnel. Even though Michigan was only beginning to 
develop the evaluation information he believed was necessary, 
he was satisfied with the progress. 

CALIFORNIA 

Between June 30, 1969, and September 30, 1973, the 
California SPA received about $153 million in block grant 
funds. 

In April 1969 the SPA began requiring each subgrantee 
project proposal to have an adequate evaluation system. The 
implied purpose was to provide SPA management with decision
making information. However, the SPA did not develop a 
systematic plan for using evaluations at that time. Cali
fornia defined its evaluation policy further in May 1972 
when it stated that 

"Within ninety (90) days after the commencement 
of either the secbnd--or third--year funding period, 
a detailed project evaluation will be delivered 
to the Council [SPA] describing the degree to ' 
which prior year project objectives have been met. 
* * * evaluation of the first project year will 
be in terms of project objectives, and subsequent 
years will also address system impact or crime 
impact." 

What has been done 

To meet LEAA's evaluation requirement, the SPA chose 
to evaluate 15 percent of the total dollar value of sub
grants from its 1973 and prior years' plans by having the 
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subgrantees do the evalUations Through September 1973, 
the SPA had received 260 evaluation reports from subgrantees. 
For 37 of the projects evaluated, an SPA official determined 
the evaluation cost for each project. The total evaluation 
cost for these projects was $472,516, or about 7 percent of 
the $6,918,129 total cost for the projects. 

In April 1973 the SPA-.-in its first evaluation report 
to LEAA--stated that subgrantee evaluations Weld predominantly 

--poor evaluations of probably good projects and 

--poor evaluations of probably poor projects. 

More importantly, however, even for those'evaluations 
considered satisfactory, the SPA did not hav·e adequate pro
cedures to insure that the evaluation results were considered 
in the planning process. This lack of any formalized plan 
fo~ ~ystematical1y using evaluations still existed at the 
time of our revi~. SPA officials said that decisions about 
the worthiness, red.trection, ·01: termination of projects had 
been based on theix:'personaLinvolvement in such activities 
as reviewing progress and evaluation reports, monitoring, 
and meetings, but.they could not relate management decisions 
·regarding projects to. ,evaluations made of them. The extent 
to which evaluations a£;!:ected such decisions depended pri
marily on the nature of the project and type of evaluation 
done, rather than on a systematic process that resulted in 
evaluations being.one 'of the bases for making the decisions. 

The'SPA's 1973 'repOrt. toLEAA was not the first time the 
SPA had expressed d,issatisfaction with the evaluation program 
and its impact on decisionmaking. In 1972 the SPA reviewed 
its evaluation strategy and decided that evaluations of each 
project had not produced useful information for management 
decisions. A summary 'report cited numerous shortcomings, 
some of which were 

--the lack of comparability between evaluations which 
claim to be measuring the same factors, e.g., 
recidivism: 

--poorly formulated objectives: 
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--no clearly stated criteria: and 

--bad experimental designs. 

This dissatisfaction led to a change in evaluation 
strategy away from evaluating each project to concentrating 
on selected program areas using "cluster evaluations." For 
example, for a program area, such as "Narcotics Treatment 
and Rehabilitation," several projects having similar objec
tives and activities would be evaluated. The SPA believed 
that such an approach, among 'other things, would help insure 
comparability of evaluation results among projects and pro
vide management a better basis for judging the impact its 
decisions had on certain program areas. 

In 1972 the SPA allocated $500,000 to support a series 
of such cluster evaluations. They were completed in the 
spring of 1974. In July 1974 the Administrator of the SPA' 
advised us that the cluster evaluation concept was a logical 
step in developing an effective program-level evaluation 
strategy. However, he noted that the major drawbacks have 
been in the limited utility of the approach in making com
parative assessments of outcome objectives and in insuring 
adequate evaluation planning and design before beginning 
projects being evaluated. Delayed startup for cluster 
evaluations sometimes precluded the evaluator from obtain,~.ng 
necessary data and information for those projects which 
ended or were nearly over by the time the evaluation could 
begin. We were advised that this sometimes forced "post-hoc 
interpretation and reduced the validity, accuracy and, 
generalizability of the findings and their interpretation." 

In July 1973, a task force of professors at the Uni
versity of California at Los Angeles began developing, under 
contract to the SPA, a strategic evaluation plan so manage
ment could use evaluation information. The objectives of 
this plan--completed in early 197/4--were 

--To develop, with the SPA, its evaluation mission 
and role so its objectiw/ls and priorities in 
evaluation would be consistent with its overall 
mission and role. 
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--To 'assess the state 'of' the art in evaluation 
technology and to match the SPA's needs for 
evaluation with what can be done. 

--To assess the sociopolitical, legal, and organi
zational environments within which the SPA 
functions to determine the possible constraints 
on an evaluation plan. 

--To construct alternative strategic plans for the 
SPA's approval that meet the above objectives. 

In JUly 1974 ,the Administrator of the SPA advised us that 
a number of the study"s findings and recommendations had 
been incorporated into the State's evaluation program. 

The Executive 'Director also advised us in JUly 1974 
of additional steps California will take to upgrade the 
'quality and utility ,of evaluation as a tool 'to aid de9ision
makers and planners. The SPA will: 

--Make available to grantees a program of technical 
aS,sistance training and supportive services in 
criminal justice program and project evaluation. 

--P901 the necessary resources to plan, design, 
and implement a coordinated and comprehensive 
statewide prog'rant of evaluation. 

--Insure the development of uniform and standardized 
data and information bases to enable the SPA and 
other affected groups to assess performance to 
provide planning information for crime-problem 
solving. 

--Develop and validate crime-related indicators to 
accurately assess the impact that projects have 
on reducing crime or delinquency. 

--Improve the quality and utility of individual 
project evaluations within program areas through . 
formulating evaluation standards and guidelines, 
including the development of a User's Handbook 
in Program Evaluation. 
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--Establish an Evaluation Information Reference and 
Resource Service for users of evaluation infor
mation as well as practitioners of evaluation. 

--Implement program-level. evaluation to provide 
reliable and comparative outcome evaluations to 
assess impact, effectiveness, and efficiency of 
SPA-funded projects and programs. 

LEAA guidance 

The SPA Administrator said that LEAA had not provided 
any guidance for doing outcome ev~luation~. 

Likewise, the California Legislative Analyst had cri
ticized ~EAA leadership in evaluation. In a report on the 
SPA's budget request for fiscal year 1973-74, he wrote: 

.. * * * Currently, LEAA offers no guidance for 
California in the very difficult task of·eval
uating the numerous projects which are currently 
being funded. Yet LEAA has requirements that 
15 percent of all such projects (measured by 
total dollar value) be so evaluated." 

LEAA'S USE OF SPA EVALUATIONS 

LEAA's Office of criminal Justice Assistance was 
responsible for preparing the guidelines requiring the 
SPAs to evaluate their programs. 1 This Office was also 
responsible for overseeing the 'operations of LEAA's 10 
regional offices. The regional offices, in turn, are 
responsible for approving SPAs' annual plans. 

As part of the approval process, the regional offices 
must insure that the plans include the evaluation provision 
as required by LEAA guidelines. . 

1In November 1973 the Office 6f Criminal Justice Assistance 
was reorganized and called the Office of Regional Opera
tions. It basically has the same responsibilities as the 
Office of Criminal Justice Assistance • 
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The Chicago 'and San F'rancisco Regional Office Adminis
trators said their regional approval process of SPA annual 
plans did not include judgments regarding the design or 
quality of the evaluation provision in the plans because 

--regional office personnel lacked the expertise 
in evaluation necessary to make such judgments 
and 

--the regional offices had never been delegated such 
responsibilities by LEAA headquar'l:ers. 

The San Francisco Regional Office Administrator added 
that he has no plans to assist the SPAs in evaluation and 
that he is waiting for instructions from LEAA headquarters 
before he makes such plans. 

The Chicago Regional Office Administrator added that, 
although the LEAA guideline required copies of completed 
SPA evaluations to be sent'tQ the regional office, the 
Office of' Cr~minal Justice Assistance had provided no 
guidance on what the regional offices were to do with them. 
Likewise, the regional offices had no policy to insure that 
the states would use evaluations as a basis for developing 
program strategy for achieving ~mprovements. 

An official of the Office of Criminal Justice Assist
ance agreed that 'the guidance that office gave the regional 
offices had been very general and had not addressed priori
ties or guidelines for approving evaluation components in 
State plans. He also said the LEAA requirement for eval~ 
uation by the SPAs had been too general to assist either 
the regional offices or SPAs. He attributed this lack of 
guidance to 

--the absence of groundwork within LEAA on how 
evaluations were to be performed and 

--a low priority for evaluation within LEAA before 
the 1973, legislation . 

. ', 
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CHAPTER 4 

FEW OUTCOME EVALUATIONS BY LEAA'S NATIONAL INSTITUTE 

The National Institute of Law Enforc~ment and Criminal 
Justice had not aggressively used the broad authority granted 
by the 1968 act to improve the criminal justice system and 
had provided the States little specific guidance on how to do 
outcome evaluations or how such evaluations should be used to 

.improve their. programs. 

The act stated that: 

"It shall be the purpose of the Institute to 
encourage research and development to improve 
and stren.gthen law enforcement." 

To accomplish this goal, the act authoriz~d the Institute to: 

1. Conduct in-house research, including the effective
ness of various criminal justice approaches and 
projects carried out (fun'ded) under the act. 

2. Encourage and fund research including the deveiop
ment of new approaches. 

3. Instruct by information dissemination, workshops, 
and fellowships. 

4. Recommend improvements to the criminal justice 
community. 

Despite such widespread authority, a study published in 
early 1973 by the Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under 
Law--a nonprofit group interested in LEAA's activities--stated 
that 

"The Institute has not performed its intended mission. 
Not only has research output been limited, but few of 
its meager findings have been made available to the 
public or to criminal justice officials. *** It has 
operated in almost total isolation from the rest of 
LEAA programming, with no formal mechanisms for using 

' ... f .' 
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its research product to provide guidance for the ,dis
cretionary and block grant decision-making process." 

Earlier, in 197,1, a task force of Federal, State, and 
university officials, selected by the LEAA Administrator, 
concluded that: ' 

"Almost all of the" Institute's manpower is dedicated 
to the review of private research proposals. * * * The 
Institute is, in effect, being wasted on effort which 
has been demonstrably non-productive." . 

The task force recommended reorganizing the Institute 
and substantially increasing its in-house research. As 
illustrated below, the suggested reorganization closely 
followed the functional'authority envisioned by the act: 

RESEARCH STATISTICS RESEARCH TECHNOLOGY 
ADMINISTRATION DIVISION OPERATIONS ,TRANSFER 
DIVISION DIVISION DIVISION 

RESEARCH INFORMATION IN-HOUSE INSTRUCT 
GRANl'S AND AND SUPPORT RESEARCH 
CONTRACTS , 

RECOMMEND 
ACTION 

An LEAA instruction dated August 23, 1971, implemented 
the task force's organizational recommendations. However, 
the reorganization resulted in only nominal in-house research. 
More importantly, both the in-house research and research 
grant efforts produced almost nothing in terms ,of outcome 
evaluations before the 1973 legislation. 

IN-HOUSE RESEARCH 

The Research Operations Division was assig~ed responsi
bility for: 
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"Carrying out research programs designed to 
provide more accurate information on the causes 
of crime and the effectiveness of various means 
of preventing crime. [Underscoring supplied.] 

, 
2. "Making continuing studies and undertaking 

programs of research to develop or improve 
approaches, techniques, systems, equipment and 
devices to improve and strengthen criminal justice. 

3. "Making recommendations for action which can be 
taken by Federal, State and local governments 
and by private persons and organizations to 
improve and strengthen criminal justice." 

The Chief of the Division, although recognizing the 
Division"s responsibilities, said research had received only 
generai coverage because of other duties, such as: 

--Defining research problems and determining the 
most appropriate strategy in addressing these 
problems. 

--Developing, plans for the overall annual Institute 
research plan. 

--Reviewing research grantees I fin,al reports. 

General research activities of the Division primarily 
included: 

--"Book reports"--library research on what had been 
or was being done in a subject area. Such reports 
contained no recommendation or conclusions. 

--Designs for requests for proposals for research 
contracts or grants in support of the Research 
Administration Division. 

As of October 1973 the Division's rese~rch had resulted 
in 36 published reports which had been or were planned for 
dissemination to appropriate criminal justice system officials. 
However, the Chief of the Division said that only four of these 
were of sufficient depth and conclusiveness to be useful as a 
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management tool for criminal justice planners and could be 
considered as meeting the Division's responsibility to make 
"recommendations for action* * *." 

But ~one of the four reports were outcome evaluations 
and only two had been disseminated. As of enactment of the 
1973 legislation, the Division had not made any outcome evalua
tions--published or unpublished--of any criminal justice pro
grams, including the States' block grant programs. The Chief 
of the Division stated that such evaluations would have re
quired more staff and time than the Division had. 

RESEARCH GRANTS AND CONTRACTS 

LEAA's August 1971 instruction assigned the Research 
Administration Division responsibility for administering the 
Institute's external research program, including awarding 
and monitoring all Institute project grants and contracts. 
Thrqugh fiscal year 1973, the Division had awarded about 
$70.6 million for, external research. However, as of enact
ment of the' 1973 legislation, these projects had produced 
almost nothing in terms of outcome evaluations. 

The Director of the Institute said many of the projects 
were to gather information and therefore were not intended 
to produce outcome evaluations. Further, he said many projects 
that were evaluations were sUbjective or were concerned with 
how the project was operated rather than results and, there-. 
fore, contributed little toward answering cause and effect 
questions concerning what works. He stated, however, that 
several projects in process or planned for fiscal year 1973 
did include outcome evaluations. 

The Institute's planning document--"Plans and Projects 
for Fiscal Year 1973, II dated March 1973--listed hiiiustl"ative" 
projects in proce ss or planned by the Institute I some'-'of' , .. 
which did appear to be outcome evaluations according to the 
description. For 54 projeqts listed, we interviewed the'g
Institute project monitors and determined that 17 projects 
were expected to produce outcome evaluations. However, as 
of July 1973, only 1 of the 17 projects was completed. More 
importantly, none of the project monitors could cite any 
other completed outcome evaluation project, whether or not it 
was included in the "Plans and Projects" document. 
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TECHNOlOGY TRANSFt.:.oi 

The August 1971 instruction delegated to the Technology 
Transfer Division the responsibility, among others, 'for: 

--Recommending approval of Institute material for 
publica tion. 

--Conducting demonstration projects and instructional 
workshops. 

Even though the Division pursued these responsibilities 
and developed a way to provide information to the criminal 
justice community, almost nothing had been disseminated on 
the outcome of specific criminal justice projects as of 
November 1973. 

To better fulfill its primary responsibility, the Divi
sion started several new projects during 1973, including: 

1. Exemplary projects. 

2. Prescriptive Program Packages. 

3. "Research Briefs." 

The Institute defines "exemplary projects" as those 
which have demonstrated notable success in operation for some 
time and which a~e suitable fo~ use·by other communit~es. 
Such projects--once identified--are to be described in a 
brochure which will be disseminated to the' criminal justice 
community. A detailed operational manual will also b'e pre
pared on each project describing such matters as budgeting, 
staffing, training requirements, potential problems, and 
effectiveness meas~res. As of December 1973, two projects' 
had been selected as "exemplary" and five others were being 
considered. 

However, the 'brochure and operational manual on only 
one of the two selected projects had been disseminated. Even 
though statistics were compiled on this project, no outcome 
evaluation was made. For example, the,brochure stated: 

23 



766 

"only a small amount of inconclusive evidence is 
available regarding whether or not individuals 
provided with the. 1+ *.!J pt'oject'st'ehabilitative 
services are less liltely to commit new offenses * * *." 

Likewise, the Prescriptive Program Packages--how-to-do
it manuals based on the "best available knowledge" in selected 
areas--have yet to be proven by outcome evaluations. The 
packages are developed by contractors that prepare synopses of 
programs that seem to be working. The contractor does not 
evaluate any projects but will use any evaluations available. 
The result is a document of background information and opera
tional guidelines for a particular program area, e.g., metha
done maintenance. As of December 1973, the Institute had 
disseminated packages on three such areas but none of the 
packages had been tested in operation. Nine additional pack
ages were in various stages of development. 

The third element of the Division's project dissemina-
....... ·tion program--rev;i.ew and pUblicatioo1of selected Institute 

research--was accomplished by publishing, beginning in Decem
ber 1972, a quarterly newsletter, "Re search Brie fs. " The 
briefs focused on particular subjects, presenting an overview 
of problems and summarizing significant projects and publica
t.ions. Although the briefs appear to provide useful reference 

:"information, they have provided little information on what works 
because such information gen~rally has not been developed. 

The Director of the Institute told us that the Division 
had attempted to give the SPAs general guidance on evaluation 
,through seminars, briefings, and publications. However, he 
said that because research has not been sufficiently defini
tive to identify detailed evaluation criteria, the Division l 

has been unable to specifically guide the States on how to 
evaluate their programs. . 

The Director also stated that, although the need' for out
come evaluation was clearly recognized, the Institute had been 
limited by funds and manpower from doing more a~d had found it 
necessary to establish certain operationa+ priorities. Con
sequen~ly, the Institute's major evaluations were of certain 
projects funded with discretionary moneys. The two primary 
projects--the Pilot and Impact Cities Programs--are still 
'operating; thus, the evaluations are not complete. 
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COMMUNICATION CHANNELS OPENED 

Even though the Institute had accomplished little toward 
evaluating the outcome of the more than 30,000 projects funded 
through the block grant program, some channels for dissemina
ting such information had been developed. 

For example, the National Criminal Justice Reference 
Service began operating in September 1972 to provide a central 
information source for the Nation's criminal justice community. 
The computer-assisted data base includes publications, books, 
and other documents covering all aspects of criminal justice. 
A special service includes the automatic dissemination of 
abstracts of recent document acquisitions to users who have 
indicated interest in specific subjects. 

In addition, a liaison and coordination program was 
established in which the Technology Transfer Division briefs 
LEAA offices, SPAs, and other organizations on the Institute's 
ongoing and completed research. 
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CHAPTER 5 

THE 1973 LEGISLATION: IMPETUS FOR ACTION 

The Crime Cont~ol Act of 1973 requires LEAA'S National 
Institute to 

--evaluate the impact (outcome) of programs and 
projects carried out under the act and 

--disseminate evaluation results to SPAs. 

The act also insures accountability for these responsi
bilities by requiring the Institute to repQrt annually to 
the president, the Congress, and SPAs on the potential bene
fits of research and evaluation results. 

·To insure the States' support of the Institute's eval
uations, the act requires that the States' annual comprehen
sive plans provide for maintaining data and information and 
submitting reports which the Institute may need to meet its 
evaluation responsibilities. The States' plans must also 
provide for accurate -an-d'-complete mon-itoring of the progress 
and improvement of tl1e·ir correctional sy~tems. , 

LEAAACTIONS 

Since the neW legislation was passed, LEAA has taken 
several actions to improve its capability to determine what 
type of projects help improve the criminal justice system's 
ability to prevent or reduce crime. 

Institute plans 

In October 1973 the Institute established a separate 
evaluation division to coordinate and develop th~ Institute's 
,evaluations. As part of a 3-year evaluation Plan, the Insti
tute has proposed to 

--design a project data collection and analysis 
system, 

--do in-depth evaluations of selected program areas, 
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--review and analyze the results of SPA evaluations, 
and 

--assist in SPA evaluations. 

To implement this program, the Institute requested an 
increase of about $14 million for fiscal year 1975 over its 
1974 appropriation. A major part of the justification for 
this increase will pe the Institute's plan to review and 
coordinate the States' evaluations. 

Other management changes 

In October 1973 the LEAA Administrator created the Office 
of Planning and Management to emphasize and coordinate LEAA's 
overall, policies and evaluations. Among the duties were 

--coordinating and developing goals and objectives 
for each LEAA program, 

--overseeing the develop~ent and implementation of 
a comprehensive LEAA and SPA evaluation program, 
and 

--undertaking special evaluations as directed by the 
Administrator. 

Further, in November 1973, the Administrator established 
an Evaluation Policy Task Force consisting of a technical 
advisor from an independent research group; the two LEAA 
Deputy Administrators; officials from four SP~s; and repre
sentatives from s'averal LEAA division:s, inc1.Ud:i:ng the 
Institute, the Offic'e of Planning and 'Management, and th'e 
regional offices. TIre purpose of the t'ask ftsrce was to 

"investigate qUElstion's re.tated to '~gency evaluation 
activities, to d'esign and plan a comprehensive 
evaluation program and to make recol'nmSndati'Ons to 
the Administrator of LEAA concerning pol'icy optidns 
and alternative program implementation strategies." 

As of December 27, 1973, the task force had tentatively 
identified three evaluation goals: 
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1. A research goal to ascertain those programs 
which reduce crime and improve law enforcement 
and criminal justice and those w~ich do not. 

2. An LEAA management goal to use these findings 
at the national and SPA levels. 

3. A program goal to persuade criminal justice agen
cies to use evaluation in their management 
practices. 

The Task Force issued its report in March 1974. Its 
findings and recommendations provided much of the basis for 
the actions LEAA has noted that it will take to improve its 
evaluation efforts. (See -pp; 38 to 40.) 

The task force recommended that the goals of LEAA's 
evaluation program be to: 

--Obtain and disseminate information on the cost and 
effectiven~ss of various approaches to solving crime 
and criminal justice problems. ' 

--Have'performance information used at each LEAA 
administrative level in planning and decisionrnaking 
to help program managers achieve established goals. 

--Help State and local criminal justice system units 
realize the benefits of using evaluation as part 
of tUeir management system. 

With establishment of the Institute's Evaluation Divi
sion and the other management actions discussed above, LEAA 
has recognized that changes and improvements are needed if 
the mandate of the 1973 act is to be met. 

THE STATES' PLANS 

In July 1973 the National Conference of State Criminal 
Justice Planning Administrators established a Research, 
Evaluation, and Technology Transfer Committee in anticipation 
of the evaluation mandate of the 1973 act. The Committee 
chairman told us th~ SPA Administrators formed the Committee 
because they: 
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--Needed a standard definition of what the Congress 
meant by evaluation. Each SPA Administrator had 
his own definition because LEAA had failed to 
interpret the term "evaluation." 

--Recognized the need, for evaluations and wanted a 
committee to study the area, especially since 
most SPAs were not evaluating project results and 
many SPA staffs were unqualified to do this. 

--Recognized that little, if' any, information existed 
on how to evaluate project outcome. 

The Committee's first meeting, in September 1973, 
resulted in adoption of the following objectives: 

--Developing model evaluation systems for use by 
the SPAs .. 

--Developing an evaluation, orientation and trainin~ 
program for SPA Directors and staff. 

--Developing guidelines for gathering comparable data 
on projects. 

--Developing a mechanism for collecting and dissemi
nating research and evaluation accomplishments. 

Institute representatives agreed to assist the Committee 
in meeting these objectives and contracted with a private 
research organization to develop an outline of model evalua
tion systems. 

Undoubtedly, the SPAs are becoming increasingly concerned 
about the need for evaluation and are planning to satisfy 
this need. It is important that they recognize the need to 
define the approaches for making evaluations which wil~ fur
nish information program personnel need to identify and 
implement improvements. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, 

AND AGENCY COMMENTS AND ACTIONS 

CONCLUSIONS 

The States and LEAA are faced with a goal--reducing 
crime--which many experts believe can ultimately be accom
plished only by alleviating social conditions that generate 
pressures toward crime, such as inequities in education, em
ployment, housing, and race relations. However, identifying 
and eliminating such causes is, at best, a longrange goal 
and, for the most part, lies outside the responsibilities and 
means of the criminal justice system. 

Therefore, the system's role is to make the maximum 
possible contribution toward the control of crime by identi
fying and implementing the most effective means of 

--improving law enforcement techniques, 

--dissuading criminals from further crime, and 

--insuring the equitable and efficient administration 
of justice. 

Evaluating the outcome of criminal justice programs can 
help meet such objectives so that 

--systematic improvements can be made by providing 
criminal justice planners and managers a sound 
basis for judging the rea.listic magnitude I make
up, and direction of future efforts anq 

--the maximum benefit will be received froIn the 
resources spent. 

Between passage of the 1968 act and the Crime Control 
Act of 1973, the States made limited progress toward evalua
ting their block grant programs. Despite requiring the States 
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to do evaluations, LEAA gave the States almost no guidance 
for doing so. Equally important/ LEAA had established no 
procedures in the State plan approval process to help insure 
that evaluations would be adequately considered in the States' 
planning process to identify and implement improved approaches. 

Within LEAA, the National Institute, even though granted 
broad authority by the 1968 act to do evaluations, had accomp
lished very little in evaluating the outcome of projects 
funded under the block grant program through either in-house 
research or grants. Further, the National-Institute had 
provided the states little specific guidance on how to do 
outcome evaluations or how to use them to improve their pro
grams. 

The Crime control Act of 1973--by assigning LEAA's 
National Institute and the States specific responsibilities 
for evaluation--should provide the impetus for increased 
evaluation. The act gives LEAA's National Institute both 
the responsibility and authority to direct and coordinate the 
Nation's efforts in determining what works in the criminal 
justice system. Research background information gathered, 
evaluation problems defined in previous Institute efforts, 
and the information dissemination system developed should 
provide a firm foundation to begin meeting these responsi
bilities. 

Both LEAA and the States are becoming increasingly con
cerned about the need for evaluation and are planning to meet 
the requirements of the new legislation, as evidenced by such 
actions as those taken by LEAA's National Institute in October. 
1973. LEAA and the states must also develop strategies 

--defining how such evaluations are to be used in 
making program decisions and 

'--insuring that they are used. 

The California experience--where most subgrantees' 
evaluations apparently had little impact on management dec i
sions--illustrates the difficulty of developing adequate 
evaluation strategies. LEAA and the other States should 
heed the lessons learned in both Michigan and California, so 
their efforts will produce evaluations that management can 
and will use. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Attorney General direct LEAA to: 

--Issue guidelines requiring States to include a sec
tion in their State plans that discusses (1) how 
State criminal justice planning agency administra
tors plan to use evaluations to assist them in making 
management decisions and (2) the extent to which such 
administrators believe their current evaluation 
strategies need modifying so evaluations can be use
ful in the decision making process. This action 
should improve the States' planning ~nd use of eval
uations by requiring them to consider how useful 
evaluations have been and could be to management and 
also provide LEAA a basis for reviewing State ac
tions. 

--Disseminate this report to the States to further 
emphasize the need to do outcome evaluations that 
can be and are used in making decisions. 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND ACTIONS 

Department. of Justice 

The Department advised us by le~ter dated June 27, 1974, 
that it agreed with our recommendations and is taking action 
to implement them. (See app. I.) 

~EAA is developing evaluation guidelines which emphasize 
using evaluation results in management decisions and is pre
paring supporting materials to enable the States to implement 
the guidelines and the regional offices to oversee their 
efforts. The Department believes it is appropriate and 
necessary for ~EAA to establish specific evaluation require
ments to fulfill as a condition of the receipt of block grant 
funds by the States to insure proper management and accounta
bility at the State level. 

LEAA also intends to (1) systematically ass~ss the 
operation and impact of selected criminal justice programs, 
(2) develop evaluation methodologies appropriate for assessing 
the effectiveness of criminal justice programs, and, (3) 
arrange for and monitor evaluations of national programs. 
In addition, it intends to implement a management evaluation 
program that will require all LEAA components to periodically 
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assess the results of their activities as well as to develop 
systematic monitoring efforts and intensive evaluations in 
those areas where more detailed and conclusive information 
is needed for planning. 

LEAA also agreed to disseminate our report to the states 
because it believed such action would add credence to its 
new emphasis on evaluation. 

In summary, the Department's response indicates that 
LEAA is taking action to meet the evaluation needs identi
fied in our report. 

California 

The Administrator of the California Office of Criminal 
Justice Planning advised us of numerous steps the state 
intends to take to develop more effective evaluations. 
(See pp. 16 and 17.) These actions indicate that California 
is committed to trying to use evaluations to improve its 
criminal justice planning and resource allocation. 

Michigan 

The Administrator of the Michigan Commission on 
Criminal Justice commented that "within the existing accepted 
understanding of evaluation today, this report is valid." 
However, he also ~mphasized that evaluation of the LEAA 
program is only one of several competing concerns expr~ssed 
by the Congress and critics of the program. He stated that 
"the states are criticized for not being practical S.n awarding 
the money where it is needed." The States, he said, are 
faced with competing concerns of 

--"controls versus excessive red tape, 

--"block grants versus categorical grants, 

--lIdecentralization of responsibility versus respon
sibility for outcome, 

--"information and data availability versus security 
::md privacy, 
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--"substantive concerns versus procedural concerns, and 

--"the speed of expenditures versus national expendi
tures." 

Thus, he believed'it would be unfair to represent 
evaluation as the single~ uppermost concern of the Congress 
regarding the LEAA program. 

He also pointed qut,that evaluation is difficult and 
extremely costly, that ,lithe causes of crime remain unknown 
in any real sense,and,that cause and effect measurement is 
nearly impossible in regard to crime." He stated that 
evaluation is further ~omplicated by 

"administrative, requirements, the inherent conflicts 
within the Act, the. difficulty of cost benefit analysis, 
the competing deman~s for time and money within this 
program, the fimited value of the result of eval
uation, the scope'of the problem of crime versus the 
scope'of the problem in dollar amounts, and the 
extent to which political factors are involved in 
the entire process." 

He had no objection to our report's recommendations, 
but believed they would have little impact on the program. 
He believed that "all outcome evaluation, as contemplated 
by this report, [should] be conducted by LEAA rather than 
the states." LEAA should have responsibility for "technical 
assistance, audits, program monitoring, evaluation and 
research." LEAA "should be removed from the sUbstantive 
crime control program except as it relates to the provision 
of Federal law enforcement services." 

There is no doubt that evaluation is 'complicated by 
some of the factors noted by the Michigan Administrator 

. and that other matters are important. The consequence of 
not doing such evaluations however is to reduce the planning 
process to chance. Evaluations are necessary so more effec·, 
tive decisions can be made regarding the allocation of 
resources. 
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The Congress has clearly expressed its intent that the 
LEAA program be evaluated. It has also made it clear that 
the States are an integral part of the LEAA program and 
should share program responsibilities with LEAA. Accordingly 
we do not agree with the Michigan Administrator that only 
LEAA should have responsibility for such functions as eval
uation. The States must also be willing to.accept such 
responsibilities if ehey want to use LEAA funds. 
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APPENDIX I 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Addrew. Reply to .be 

Dit·Mon Indicated 
',and Reier 10 Inhlat. and NUfJlba-

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 

Mr. Daniel F. Stanton 
Assistant Director 
General Government Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Stanton: 

JUN 271074 

This letter is in response to your request for comments 
on the draft report titled, "Progress in Determining Types 
of Approaches Which Work in the Criminal Justice System." 

Generally, we are in agreement with the report and 
share GAO's concern regarding the need for effective 
evaluation of programs and projects funded by the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). Although 
the report acknowledges that LEAA has undertaken several 
initiatives in evaluating its programs, it does not 
comment on many of the evaluative research projects funded 
by LEAA during tIle years 1969-1973 which have contained 
evaluative, assessment, or comparative research dimensions. 
In most cases, these projects entailed both the development 
and evaluation of programs to improve law enforcement and 
the administration of justice, with the intensity of 
evaluation varying from project to project. A summary 
cataloguing these efforts has been prepared by LEAA and 
is available for review and consideration by the GAO. 

As we have previously indicated in responses to other 
GAO reports, it has become increasingly clear to us that 
there is a definite need to assess the effectiveness of 
LEAA's programs in achieving their objectives. This need 
was also clearly recognized by Congress in its hearings on 
the Crime Control Act of 1973. In response to this need 
and the Congressional mandate for effective evaluation, 
LEAA took several steps in the fall of 1973 to develop a 
more effective evaluation capability. It established an 
Office of Evaluation and delegated to it responsibility 
for fulfilling LEAA's responsibilities and needs with 
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respect to evaluation. Perhaps more significantly, the 
Administrator created an Evaluation Policy Task Force in 
November of 1973 and charged· it with developing an evaluation 
program to generate information to meet the needs of all 
participants in the LEAA program. Consist.ing of representa
tives from the State Planning Agencies and all components 
of LEAA, the Task Forc~ submitted its report on schedule in 
Marcho:t: 1974. 

Working from the recommendations of the Task Force, LEAA 
is developing an evaluation program which, when coordinated 
with the evaluation efforts of the states, promises to meet 
all of the evaluat,ion needs identified in the GAO report. 
The goals of the LEAA Evaluation Program will be those 
recommended by the Evaluation Policy Task Force: 

to obtain and disseminate information on the 
cost and effectiveness of various approaches 
to solving crime and criminal justice problems. 

to have performance information used at each 
LEAA administrative level in planning and . 
decision-making in order to assist program 
managers achieve established goals. 

to help state and local. criminal justice 
system units realize the benefit·s of utilizing 
evalu~tion as part of their management system. 

The report recommends that LEAA issue guidelines requiring 
states to include a section in tneir State plans that discusses 
(1) how State Planning Agency (SPA) management views that it 
can use evaluations to attain its goals by furnishing informa
tion, analyses, appraisals and recommendations pertinent to 
its duties and objectives, and (2) the extent to which the 
state believes its current evaluation strategy needs modifying 
so management can realize benefits intended by eva~uations. 

LEAA considers the recommendation to be appropriate and 
implementing action, has been initiated. We have circulated 
a set of proposed guidelines which are almost ready for clearance 
outside the agency in accordance with the requirements of OMB 
Circular No. A-95. The guidelines place a major emphasis on 
the use of evaluation results in management decisions. Also, 
we are in the process of preparing supporting materials to 
enable the states to implement the guidelines and the Regional 
Offices to oversee their efforts. Further, two publications 
that address alternative structures for SPA monitoring systems 
and more sophisticated evaluation efforts are in the process 
of development. 
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We f,eel that the LEAA role of establishing specific 
evaluation requirements to be fulfilled as a condition of· 
the receipt of block grant funds by the states 1's both 
appropriate and necessary to insure proper management and 
accountability at the state level. Thus, we are proposing 
more detailed and comprehensive evaluation requirements for 
FY 1975. These requirements should increase the number and 
quality of evaluation activities carried out by the states. 
With LEAA serving in a coordinating role and providing guidance 
and assistance to the states, we can expect a more coherent 
evaluation program at the state level. As part of this 
coordinated effort, LEAA will: 

become thoroughly familiar with the evaluation 
activities and plans of each of the 50 states. 

by means of a "circuit rider" approach, maintain 
personal contact with the evaluation units in 
each of the 50 states. 

develop 'and maintain a resource pool of qualified 
criminal justice evaluators in all areas of 
criminal justice. This pool will be a resource 
for the states as well as national and regional 
LEAA offices. 

develop and maintain a reference list of criminal 
justice evaluations completed and in process. 
This also will be tapped by both state SPAs and 
national and regional LEAA offices when seeking 
evaluative information. 

provide an active communications link among 
states seeking information about alternative 
evaluation systems in other states, funding 
options for evaluation, interpretations of 
evaluation requirements and guidelines, 
evaluation training sessions, etc. 

arrange and support training sessions for 
national, regional, and state evaluation, 
personnel. 

assess the evaluation needs of the states on 
a continuing basis and develop recommendati~Js 
for LEAA action with respect to those needs. 

establish a mechanism for ensuring that the 
results of LEAA evaluations are communicated 
to all parties whose programs and activities 
are potentially affected by them. 
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In addition, under the Evaluation Program, LEAA will 
(1) systematically assess the operation and impact of 
selected criminal justice programs supported under the 
Omnibus'Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1973, 
(2) develop evaluation methodologies appropriate for 
assessing the effectiveness of criminal justice programs, 
and (3) arrange for and monitor evaluations of national 
programs. 

Clearly, the tasks. outlined above are important in 
operating an efficient and comprehensive LEAA evaluation 
effort at all levels. LEAA intends to playa key coordi
nating role in its overall evaluation effort$ and will 
provide much needed liaison services with the states. 

In addition to the evaluation program outlined above, 
LEAA intends to implement a management evaluation program 
that will require all components of LEAA to periodically 
assess the results of their activities as well as the 
results of the projects they support. The program also 
requires a systematic monitoring effort and intensive 
evaluations in those areas where more detailed and con-
clusive information is needed for planning purposes. ~ 
Essentially, the program applies the same evaluation guide
lines to all LEAA offices as will be applied to the states. 
This reflects LEAA's belief that evaluation is a basic 
management tool the 'use of which should not be limited to 
particular projects'. 

The report also recommends that LEAA disseminate GAO's 
report to the states so they will be aware of the need to 
do outcome evaluations that can be and are used in making 
decisions .. 

LEAA concurs with the recommendation and will initiate 
such action upon receipt of the final report from GAO. Such 
a report would most certainly add credence to our new emphasis 
on evaluation. 

In summary, we would lik~ to again emphasize that the 
new Administration of LEAA is committed to a management 
style which requires sound evaluation to provide accurate 
information for planning and funding decisions. Our recent 
actions, as described herein, to expand the role of evaluation 
within LEAA programs, demonstrates our determination to be 
responsive to the conditions highlighted by the report. We 
feel that the initiatives we are taking will not only fulfill 
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the Congressional mandate for evaluation, but also provide 
us with needed information about what works and doesn't 
work in the criminal justice system • . 

We appreciate the opportunity given us to comment on 
the draft report. Should you have any further questions, 
please feel free to contact us. 
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES 

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

Tenure of office 

ATTORNEY GENERAL: 
William B. Saxbe Jan. 1974 Present 
Robert H. Bork (acting) Oct. 1973 Jan. 1974 
Elliot L. Richardson May 1973 Oct. 1973 
Richard G. Kleindienst June 1972 May 1973 
Richard G. Kleindienst (acting) Mar. 1972 June 1972 
John N. Mitchell Jan. 1969 Feb. 1972 

ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION: 

Richard W. Velde Sept. 1974 Present 
Donald E. Santarelli Apr. 1973 Aug. 1974 
Jerris Leonard May 1971 Mar. 1973 
Vacant June 1970 May 1971 
Charles H. Rogovin Mar. 1969 June 1970 
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LONG-TERM IMPACT OF LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE GRANTS CAN BE 
lMPROVED, DECEMBER 23, 1974 

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

Long-Term Impact Of 
Law Enforcement Assistance Grants 
Can Be Improved 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Department of Justice 

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITEO STATES 

WASHINGTON. D.C. &0541 

To the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the President pro tempore of the Senate 

This is our report on the need to improve the long-term 
impact of the Law Enforcement Assista,nc€: Administration grant 
program. 

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Accounting 
Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing Act 
of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). 

Copies of this report are being sent to the Director, 
Office of Management and Budget; the Attorney General; and 
the Administrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

~.~.~ 
Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE 
Project continuation 
Policy variations 
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Principal Officials of the Department of 
Justice responsible for administering 
activities discussed in this report 

ABBREVIATIONS 

GAO General Accounting Office 

LEAA Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

Since fiscal year 1969 the 
Federal Government, through the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Ad
ministration (LEAA), has awarded 
about $2.6 billion. to help 
States improve their criminal 
justice systems and to prevent 
or reduce crime. 

The Congress intended that LEAA 
funds be used as a catalyst to 
bl'ing about lasting improvements 
in the States' criminal justice 
systems. The Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1969, as amended, requires that 
the States demonstrate their 
willingness, and that of local 
governments, to assume the cost 
of projects funded after a 
reasonable period of Federal 
assistance. 

To provide the Congress informa
tion on the extent to which LEAA 
and the States have met that 
legislative intent, GAO obtained 
information on: 

--How many long-term projects 
continued after LEAA funding 
stopped. 

--How many projects merited 
continuation but did not 
continue. 
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LONG-TERM IMPACT OF LAW 
ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE GRANTS CAN 
BE IMPROVED 
Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration 
Department of Justice 

--How LEAA and different State 
policies and practices af
fected the continuation of 
worthwhile projects. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

LEAA funds provided to States 
represent only a small portion of 
total national criminal justice 
expenditures. Nevertheless, they 
have the potential for impact 
since they are the primary funds 
to be used for innovations and 
improvements. 

For LEAA funds to influence 
. changes, it is essential that 

LEAA and the States adopt 
. pOlicies to insure that 
, successful projects continue once 

LEA A funding stops. 

As a result of inadequate LEAA 
guidelines, States' policies re
garding continuation of projects 
varied significantly. States' 
success rates on oontinuing worth
while projeots also varied. 

As of June 30, 1973, only 6 per
cent of projects no longer 
receiving LEAA fUnds were for 
long-term purposes--suoh as 
counseling delinquents, hiring 
additional policemen, or 
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rehabilitating offenders--which 
involved continuing operations 
and required continual funding 
for the project to continue. 
(See p. 11 and app. III.) 

As more projects reach the end 
of their LEAA funding periods, 
the problem of finding alterna
tive fund'sources becomes even 
more important. One State, for 
example, reported it had only 
three long-term project,s 
terminate'd from LEAA funding as 
of March 31, 1973. The State 
expects 80 to 120 major projects 
to cease receiving LEAA funds in 
calendar year 1974. (See pp. 30 
to 33.) 

By providing the States more 
guidance on how to continue 
worthwhile efforts, LEAA could 
substantially improve prospects 
of its grant program having a 
positive long-term impact on the 
St~tes' criminal justice sys
tems. 

Problems LEAA and States had in 
adequately developing contin
uation policies are discussed 
below, as is GAO's analysis of 
the extent to which worthwhile 
long-term projects continued. 

The analysis is based on a 
detailed review of the contin
uation policies and practices in 
Alabama, California, Michigan, 
Ohio, Oregon, and Washington and 
on responses by 39 States and 
the District of ColUmbia to a GAO 
questionnaire. 

Inadequate emphasis on 
continuation needs 

Neither LEAA nor the six States 
emphasized sufficiently the 
problem of how to continue worth
while long-term projects. The 
varying degrees of State ,success 
in continuing worthwhile projects 
after LEAA funding stopped were 
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partly attributable to a lack of 
adequate LEAA guidelines and the 
resulting differences in State 
policies. 

LEAA guidelines did not ade
quately address the project 
continuation issue by specifying 
factors or providing policies 
that would help States continue 
projects. States had inde
pendently developed their own 
continuation policies. 

Many factors influen,ce contin
uation of projects after LEAA 
funding stops. Some, such as 
economic conditions and dedica
tion of project personnel, are 
beyond the control of LEAA and 
appropriate State criminal justice 
agencies. Others may be controlled 
through guidelines and require
ments. 

Three factors whiCh influence 
project continuation are project 
financing, project evaluations, 
and technical assistance. The 
emphasis given these factors 
varied among the States. 

For example, project funding 
periods among the States visited 
ranged from 1 to 5 years. Also 
one State required extensive 
planning for assuming project 
costs by non-LEAA sources; 
another State required none. 
(See ch, 2.) 

Limited success in 
.£lon tin uing pro 1 ec ts. 

Apparently worthwhile long-term 
projects were disoontinued or had 
their operations signifioantly 
reduoed after LEAA funding ended. 
In the six States LEAA funding 
had stopped for 440 long-term 
projeots. 

--281, or 64 peroent, awarded 
about $15.5 million in LEAA 
funds, continued to operate at 



expanded or at about the same 
levels. 

--159, or 36 percent, awarded 
about $12 million in LEAA 
funds, either had their 
operations stopped or the 
scope of their operations 
reduced significantly. 

According to State and project 
officials, at least 95 of the 
159 projects (60 percent) 
merited continuation. (See pp. 11 
to 13.) 

Of the 281 projects operating at 
the same or expanded levels of 
funding after LEAA funding 
ceased, 253 continued with State 
or local funds and 28 were con
tinued with non-LEAA Federal 
funds. 

National perspective 

Neither LEAA nor the States had 
adequate information on the 
extent to which projects con
tinued or merited continuation. 
Such information is necessary to 
help assess the impact of the 
LEAA program. Therefore, to 
determine the potential long
term impact of LEAA funding, 
GAO queried all States by a two
part questionnaire. 

The first part requested infor
mation on State policies that 
could influence projects con
tinuing after LEAA funding 
ended; this part was completed 
by all 50 States and the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

The second part requested fi
nancial data and other informa
tion, such as 5catus of 
long-term projects no longer 

790 

iii 

receiving LEAA funding (termi
nated projects). Thirty-nine 
States "and the District oompleted 
the seoond part. 

State responses indioated the 
variations in oontinuation 
polioies and showed that many 
States had not ~dequately ad
dressed the oontinuation issue. 
For example: 

--Seven States had no polioies or 
time limits on length of time 
projects should be funded by 
LEAA. The other 43 States 
funded projeots from 1 to 8 
years. 

--Twenty-five States required 
applioations for LEAA funds 
to present various types of 
plans showing how, when, and 
by whom projeot oosts would 
be assumed once LEAA funding 
stopped. 

One State required only that 
potential fund souroes be iden
tified, and 24 States did "lOt 
require a plan showing how, 
when, and by whom projeot 
costs would be assumed. 

--Twenty-one States eased the 
transition from Federal to full 
State or looal funding by in
creasing the peroentages of 
State or looal support pro
vided through the life of the 
LEAA grant. 

The rate of inorease varied, 
however, from State to State. 
Five States said they use in
oreased matohing rates but have 
not set speoific peroentages. 
The other 24 States did not use 
inoreasing matching rates. 



__ Technical assistance provided 
to projects varied signifi
cantly. Six States provided 
no continuation assistance, 
16 provided assistance on 
request,27 provided assist
ance informally, and 1 said .it 
had not experienced the con
tinuation problem. (See 
ch. 4.) 

LEAA's program has been oper
ating since fiscal year 1969. 
It is not too early to consider 
institutionalizing improvements 
begun with LEAA funds in light 
of congressional intent that 
LEAA funds act as a catalyst to 
allow States to make lasting 
improvements., Both LEM and the 
States must better insure that 
worthwhile long-term projects 
continue once LEAA funding 
stops. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

To develop informa~~on needed to 
assess the long-term impact of 
the LEAA program, determine 
potential weaknesses, and better 
insure that worthwhile projects 
are continued, the Attorney 
General should direct LEAA to: 

--!le.juire that LEAA and State 
information systems provide 
for developing information on 
the extent to which projects 
continue. 

--Establish requirements for re
.porting in State law enforce
ment plans and in the LEAA 
Annual Report on the contin
uation of long-term projects 
after LEAA fUnding ceases. 

--Require that LEAA develop a 
coordinated continuation 
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pclicy to be implemented by 
each State: 

1. Defining how long LEA A funds 
should be used to support 
each type of project. 

2. Developing funding methods 
which ease the transition to 
full State or local funding, 
such as progressive matching 
rates. 

3. Defining standard grant ap
plication provisions which 
detail how, when, by whom, and 
under what conditions project 
costs will be assumed. 

4. Defining the types of techni
cal assistance to be offered 
in planning for future con
tinuation of projects. 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND 
UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The Department of Justice said it 
agreed with GAO's recommendations 
that LEAA and the States develop 
better information on the extent 
to which projects continue and 
said LEAA will explore ways to .. 
obtain and report it. (See 
app. 1.) 

The Department'did not agree to 
completely implement GAO's reo
ommendation that LEAA modify its 
current project continuation 
guidelines to make them more 
specific. It said the issues of 
defining how long LEAA funds 
should be used, of developing 
methods of transition to full 
local funding, and of defining 
standard grant application 
provisions and the nature of 



technical assistance to be 
provided, are far reaching and 
will be given further study by 
LEAA. 

GAO agrees such changes could be 
far reaching and does no~ object 
to further study. But the 
danger is that the issue will be 
studied indefinitely and no con
clusion will be reached. Im
provement is needed in light of 
GAO's finding that state and 
local officials believed 60 per
cent of the long-term projects 
that were stopped or had their 
operations significantly reduced 
when LEAA funding stopped either 
merited continuation if stopped 
or should have been funded at a 
higher level if continued. 

It would be desirable if LEAA 
completed its study before sub
mitting its fiscal year 1976 
budget request to the Congress 
and reported to the Congress on 
what actions it believes should 
be taken. 

The states GAO visited generally 
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agreed with GAO's findings and 
conclusion that there was a need 
to more fully consider ways to 
insure that worthwhile projects 
continue once LEAA funding stops. 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY 
THE CONGRESS 

In the next several years many 
more projects will stop receiving 
LEA A funds and will have to be 
funded by other sources to con
tinue. As more information 
becomes available on which 
worthwhile projects continue, 
the Congress may wish to discuss 
with LEAA the el!tent to which its 
efforts are acting as a catalyst 
to get State and local govern
ments to permanently implement 
criminal justice improvements 
tried and tested with LEAA funds. 

Because of the significance of 
this issue, the Congress may also 
want to follow up with LEA A on 
the results of its study of ways 
to improve the continuation 
policies of the States. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (L'EAA) of 
the Departmeni of Justice has awa~ded about $2.6 billion 
since fiscal year 1969 to help state and local governments 
improve and strengthen their criminal j'ust'ice' systems. and to 
prevent or reduce crime. states have funded over 40,000 
grants. Have worthwhile State and local projects conti~ued 
to operate after LEAA funding stopped? This report provides 
some answers. ' 

TYPES OF LEAA-FUNDED PROJECTS 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Aat 'of 1~68, 
as amended '(42 U.S.C. 3701), establis~ed LEAA to: 

--Encourage State and local governments to develop 
comprehensive law enforcement plans. 

--Authorize grants to States and lOcal go~er~m~ri~s 
to improve and strengthen law enforce[J1ent .. 'j~:t 

--Encourage research and develcpment of new me~h9ds 
for improving law enforcement, for' preventing"a,l:td , 
reducing crime, and for detecting and apprehend
ing criminals. 

To qualify for grants, States must evaluate State and 
local problems and prepare comprehensive law enforcement , 
plans describing the projects proposed for funding. Stat~s 
are to receive advice from regional planning units aB the 
States develop and complete their comprehensive plaris. 
These plans, after being approved by LEAA regional 
administrators, form the basis for the States to receive 
Federal block grants, which are ailo'cated primarily I on the 
basis of their populations. The Crime Control Act of 1973, 
which amended the 1968 act, extended LEAA's existence 
through June 1976 and reemphasized the legislative intent of 
improving the criminal justice system. 

State plans set forth broad p,rogram areas for which 
projects may be funded, sbch as juvenile Helinquency, 

c, 
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upgrading law enforcement personnel, and corrections. Both 
short-term and long-term projects can be funded for each 
program area. 

Short-term projects--such as construction, equipment 
purchases, and training--normally would either stop after 
the grant period or would require only maintenance and 
upkeep funds once LEAA funding stopped. Long-term 
projects--such as counseling delinquents, hiring additional 
policemen, or rehabilitating offenders--involve continuing 
operations and would require continual funding, other than 
just for maintenance, after the LEAA grant stops. 

LEAA's legislation intends that projects be continued 
by the State and local governments after LEA A funding stops. 
LEAA's funds are to be used as a catalyst to bring about 
lasting improvements in the criminal justice system. 
Section 303 of the act specifies that State law enforcement 
plans must: 

"* * * demonstrate the willingness of the State 
and units of general local government to assume 
the costs of improvements funded * * * after a 
reasonable period of Federal assistance." 

Not all projects should continue once LEAA funding 
stops. For example, an unsuccessful project or one that 
demonstrates that a particular endeavor will not work should 
be stopped. But for LEAA funds to have any lasting impact 
on State and local criminal justice systems, worthwhile 
long-term projects should continue once the grant period ex
pires. 

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF REVIEW 

--How many long-term projects continued operating after 
LEAA funding stopped? 

--How many merited continuation but did ~ot con
tinue? 

--How did LEAA and different State policies and 
practices affect the continuation of worthwhile 
long-term projects? 

Neither LEAA nor the Stat~s had adequate answers. 
Therefore, to determine the potential long-term impact of 
LEAA funding, we: 

--Reviewed in detail the continuation policies and 
practices of LEAA and Alabama, California, Mich
igan, Ohio, Oregon, and Washington. 

2 
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--Queried the other States, the District of 
Columbia, and four territorial jurisdictions 1 
by a two-part questionnaire. 

The ,first part of the qu~stionnaire requested informa
tion on State 'policies that· 'might influence whether projects 
continue after LEAA funding ends; this part was completed by 
all 50 States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. 
The second part requested financial and management data, 
such as the status of long-term projects no longer receiving 
LEAA funding. All States but. Colorado, Florida, Maine, 
Massachusetts; Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Meiico, 
Oklahoma, Pe,nnsylvania, Rhode Island, and South Dakota 
provided us this information. Those States not responding 
told us they did not provide the information because: 

--LEAA has not required the States to continue monitor
ing projects after LEAA funds stop. 

·r 

--No data base exists that includes continuation 
informat·ion. 

--Staff was not available to complete 'the question
paire or do the research necessary to develop the 
information. 

Our fieldwork was done between July 1973 and March 
1974. Most State responses to the questionnaire were re
ceived in late 1973. 

1Three of the f-our jurisdictions did not reply to our 
questionnaire. We have therefore excluded them from this 
report •. 

3 
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.Q!!.~PTER 2 

NEED TO IMPROVE LEAA GUIDELINES 

LEAA funds provided to States represent only a small 
portion of total national criminal justice expenditures. 
Nevertheless, they have the potential for significant im
pact since they are the primary funds to be used for inno
vations and improvements in the criminal justice system. 
For LEAA funds to influence changes, it is essential that 
LEAA and the States adopt policies to insure that successful 
projects continue once LEAA funding stops. As a result of 
inadequate LEA A guidelines States' policies varied. The 
extent to which States continued worthwhile projects also 
varied. 

FACTORS AFFECTING PROJECT CONTINUATIO~ 

Many factors influence the continuation of projects 
after LEAA funding stops. Some, such as economic conditions 
and dedication of project personnel, are beyond the control 
of LEAA and the appropriate State criminal justice agencies. 
Others may be controlled through guidelines and requirements 
and can affect the chances of worthwhile projects continu
ing. Three such factors are: 

--Project financing. 

--Project evaluations. 

--Technical assistance. 

All of the factors are interrelated and should receive 
consideration by LEAA, States, and sUbgrantees. For ex
ample, the financing of long-term projects after LEAA 
funding stops encompasses (1) having a plan for assuming 
cost, (2) knowing how long LEAA funds will be provided, and 
(3) having a transition from primarily Federal to full State 
or local funding. Projects that are not wortnwhile should 
not continue. This can be determined by an adequate 
evaluation. Timely technical assistance can help projects 
develop financing plans and evaluation strategies. 

Project financing 

Project financing, as noted above, encompasses cost 
assumption planning, which is detailed in subgrantee appli
cation forms, and funding policies, such as funding periods 
and matching rates required by the act, LEAA, or States. 
The importance of the application form and funding policies 
is discussed below. 

4 
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Planning for assuming costs 

The grant application, which must be approved before 
grant awards, describes planned project activities--such as 
purpose, goals, staffing, etc. Since it is known fro~ the 
beginning that LEAA will not fund a long-term project 
indefinitely, the application should include a specific plan 
for financing the project, if proven worthwhile, af.te.r LEAA 
funding ends. 

Applications should note· not only potential funding 
sources but should also detail how, when, and by whom 
project costs are expected to be assumed. Plans for assum
ing costs worked out jointly with the funding source and a 
representative of the potential State or local' funding 
source as a signatory on the application would reasonably 
insure that the project, if worthwhile, will be continued. 
Projects that have not developed future funding sources at 
the start of the LEAA grant period often have not developed 
adequate sourpes by the end of LEAA funding. This often 
results in stopping or reducing operations when LEJl,A funding 
ceases. As a result the project has limited iID~act on the 
criminal justice system, as discussed in chapte~ 3. 

Project funding periods 

Projects generally receive annual funding grants. 
However, they are usually eligible to receive more than one. 
Many'long-term projects have received two or more grants. 
Knowledge of the total number of annual grants a project can 
expect to receive can influence the ability to secure other 
funding sources. 

The length of the LEAA funding can affect the 
continuation of projects attempting to demonstra.te the 
effectiveness of new approaches to fight crime. For 
example, a project that has a new approach to rehabilitate 
offenders may require at least 3 years to prove its merit. 
In such cases, if the LEAA funding period is not known and 
LEAA funds are not received for the full 3 years, it is 
questionable whether local governments will absorb project 
costs after only 1 or 2 years of LEAA funding. The contin
uation of other types of projects, such as the hiring of 
additional policemen, would not be as dependent on minimum 
funding periods because the merit of such projects is 
generally known before they start. 

Continuation of projects relies upon units. of 
government or other funding sources to budget fOr, the 
eventual assumption of project costs. Therefore, sufficient 
leadtime denoting termination of LEAA funding is essential. 
Uncertainty as to how many grants a project will receive or 
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early termination of LEAA funding will often result in 
stopping projects or significantly reducing operations. 

Matching rates 

The 1968 act required that, for a grantee to be 
eligible for LEAA block grant funds, the Federal grant must 
be matched by State or local governments by either cash or 
in-kind service. Prescribed minimum matching rates for 
long-term projects have varied by project type and have 
changed since 1968. Initially the Federal Government 
supplied either 60 or 75 percent of the total project costs. 
The 1973 act increased the Federal share to 90 percent but 
specified that the 10-percent State and local share be in 
cash and that the State provide not less than one-half of 
the 10 percent (or 5 percent) of total project costs and the 
projects provide the otJer one~half. 

LEAA has recommendp.d that, apart from the overall 
Federal-State matching requirements, States require 
individual projects to contribute a greater percentage of 
the projects' total costs to increase the total funds 
available to the criminal justice system. 

Increasing the State and local share of funding over 
the life ~f a project can influence continuation of the 
project after LEAA funding stops. For example, one State 
required that the State and local contribution increase 
over a 4-year period from 25 to 50 percent of total project 
costs. Such a policy increases the chances of projects 
continuing once LEAA funding stops because it: 

--Eases the transition from primarily Federal to full 
State or local funding. This can be significant for 
projects involving large amounts of fUnds. 

--Encourages increasing involvement of State and 
local funding sources in project activities. 

--Insures planning for assuming costs. 

Project evalua~ions 

Obviously projects that are not needed or are 
ineffective shoUld not continu~. Therefore governments and 
other funding sources need to know the effectiveness of 
projects before making funding decisions regarding project 
continuation. 

6 
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Project evaluations can provide the basis for objec
tively deciding whether to continue projects. As a result, 
evaluations or the lack Of them can influence the contin
uation of projects. 

Evaluations need to be timely and adequately show the 
need for and effectiveness of' projects. An evaluation com
pleted after funding decisions have to be made loses much of 
the benefit as a decisionmaking tool. Simil~rly, an ' 
evaluation that lacks the data necessary to make objective 
decisions is also not adequate. ° 

In March 1974 we reported to the Congress 1 on LEAA and 
specific State evaluation problems and recommended that' LEAA 
establish, for similar projects, the following. 

--Guidelines relating to goals, the type of staff that 
could be employed, the range of services that could 
be provided, and expected ranges of costs to be i~
curred. 

--Uniform information to be gathered. 

--Standard reporting systems. 

--A standard range of expected accomplishments that 
can be used to determine if the projects are 
effective. 

--Standardized evaluation methods that should be 
used so comparable results can be developed on the 
projects' impact. 

LEAA has generally agreed to implement these recom
o

_ 

mendations. 

Technical assistance 

The act requires that, to be eligible for LEAA block 
funds, the States must be willing to proviqe technipal 
assistance to project personnel. Project applicants, oft~n 
need assistance to meet the aaministrative and fiscal 
reqUirements to apply for and operate a project provided an 
LEAA grant. Such assistance includes how to fill out grant 

1"Difficulties of Assessing Results of Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration Projects to Reduce Crime" 
(B-171019, Mar. 19, 1974). 

7 
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applications and the reports needed to receive funds, report 
expenditures, and show project p~og~ess. However, to 'insure 
that projects can,continue after LEAA funding stop~, assist
ance must go beyond this level. 

Our review indicates that projects continue if they are 
( 1) ef.fecti ve, (2), can demons,trate their need to be con
tinued, and '(3) have developed adequate follow-on funding 
sources. As a result, assistance 'should be available to 

--help adequately plan and carry out project activ
ities, 

--help design and implement an evaluation that will 
reflect project merit, and 

--help develop adequate assumption of cost plans. 

INADEQUATE LEAA GUIDELINES 

In November 1968 LEAA provided States guidelines for 
State planning asency grants which stated: 

II. · · the plans should • • • indicate how new 
elements and systems may ultimately be absorbed 
into the regular budgeting of State and local 
law enforcement systems." 

In 1972 LEAA provided States revised guidelines for 
comprehensive State plans and grant applications stating 
that applications must: 

... • • indicate how new elements and systems 
initially funded with Federal funds may ulti
mately be absorbed into the regular budgeting 
of State and local enforcement systems and indi
cate the extent to which this has already taken 
place." 

This requirement was expanded in December 1973 when the 
fisoal year 1974 plan guidelines were issued. The new 
guidelines have three requirements for State reporting: 
(1) indicating how long the State will generally oontinue 
funding a projeot, (2) providing the peroentage of contin
uation funding for eaoh fisoal year grant award, and (3) in
dioating how new elements and systems initially funded with 
Federal funds may ul~imately be absorbed into regular 
budgeting of State and looal enforoement systems. 

These requ~rements are a step in the right direotion 
but do not go far enough. They generally only request 
information on States' polioies, suoh as funding periods and 
the percentage of funds spent on previously funded projeots. 

8 
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The guidelines have not established ,or recomm!nded such 
elements as: ,(1) the ranges of time' to f·und var.iousltypes 
of projects, '( 2) increased rna tch'ing fund' perceritages 'bo:; ease, 
transitions to local funding, (3) grant application forms 
which require assump~ion of cost planning, and (4) specific 
technical assistance to sUbgrantees. These factors, as 
previously discussed, are important· to' insure" project' 
continuation. ' '.,", ~: •. , 

LEAA guideline~ require State~ to' frldib~te the ext~ht 
to which new elements ,and systems are 'absorbed ,into" State 
and local systems. The guidelines, however, do' not ffUg'gest 
what information the States should provide to accomplish ' 
this. Needed information could include' the nu'mbe'r of'" 
long-term projects on which LEAA funding ·had' stoppec!',' their 
merits (successful or unsuccessful), and the number of suc
cessful projects continued with other funding. 

LEAA also issued guidelines on evaluation. The guide
lines for 1973 comprehensive State plans stated that: 

»Program and project evaluation is necessary as 
a basis for updating and revising future plans, 
and to gauge success of implementation. Too 
little is known about the degree to which cur
rent projects and programs have been effective. 
* * *» 

The guidelines define evaluation as answering whether 

--the grantee accomplished what it said it would, 

--the project contributed to the State's goals and 
objeotives, and 

--side effects, good or bad, resulted from the 
project. 

The guidelines require that States consider and select one 
of the following alternatives for evaluating projects it 
funded. 

--Evaluate 15 percent of the total number of sub
grants awarded in fiscal year 1973. 

--Evaluate 15 percent of the total dollar value of 
subgrants awarded in fiscal year 1973. 

~-Evaluate all subgrants awarded in one program area. 

The evaluation guidelines require evaluations but do 
not state when projects should be evaluated so that projects 

9 
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to be terminated from LEAA funding will have objective data 
for other funding sources to mske continuation decisions. 

Each of the above-mentioned factors can significantly 
affect project continuation. However, these factors are 
interrelated. To help insure that worthwhile projects 
continue, these factors should be developed as part of a 
system. Such a system would require appropriate direction 
and guidelines. As shown in the following chapters, LEAA's 
efforts have not been sufficient to insure that the States 
adequately addresi the need to determine ways to continually 
fund worthwhile long-term projects once LEAA funding stops. 

10 
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CHAPTER 3, 

LIMITED SUCCESS IN CONTtNUINO'PROJECTS' •• t 

Variations in the degree to which the States continued 
worthwhile project~ once LEAA funding stopped showed that the 
impact of Federal funds on making lasting improvements to the 
criminal justice system had not been as great as possible. 
Some apparently worthwhile long-term proj~6t.·either did not 
continue or significantly reduced operations' when LEAA'fuhding 
stopped. 

" 

Neither LEAA nor most States have emphasized or con
sidered sufficiently the project continuation problam. The 
lack of adequate LEAA guidelines regarding the need to continue 
worthwhile projects and variat.ions in policy among the States 
affected the extent to which worthwhile projects continued. 

The 39 states and the District of Columbia, which were 
either visited by us or had completed a questionnaire, re
ported that 25,701 projects were no longer receiving LEAA funds 
prior to July 1, 1973. They considered 6 percent of the. 
projects (1,518) to be long term. What happened to long-term 
projects .in six States visited follows. Chapter 4 summarizes 
State responses to the ~uestionnaire. 

PROJECT CONTINUATtON IN STATES VISITED 

In the 6 States, 3,473 projects were terminated from LEAA 
funding before July 1, 1973. However, only 440 proj~cts, or 13 
percent, were long term. Funding activity and opera~ing status 
of long-term projects for each State are shown in the following 
tables. 

Alabama 
California 
Michigan 
Ohio 
Oregon , 
Washington 

Total 

Total block 
funds 

$ 16,520,942 
152,304,610 
59,359,187 
43,885,760 
9,917,620 

..1JL.1.Q.hQ11 

$:i,00;691.190 

60-567 0 - 76 • pt. 1 • 52 

Total 
projects 
~ 

1,693 
975 
600 

1,415 
.208 
.~ 

5.365 

11 

Total projects 
.on whic~, , 

LEAA funding 
ended as of 

.June 1Q73 

, Per-
Number c.en.t 

1, nO 77 
450 46 
265 44 

1,068 75 . 112 54 
~ . 57 

3.473 65 
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Of the 3,473 projects on Which LEAA funding ended, the 
following were considered long term on the basis of informa
tion provided by .~e States and project personnel 

Percent of 
Long-term all projects Percent 

projects on on which of total· 
which LEAA Funds LEA! funding funds 

State funding ended awarded ended '~ded 

Alabama 163 $ 2,593,556. 12 16 
California 101 13,385,920 21 9 
Michigan 64 4,481,277 24 8 
Ohio 40 2,066,293 4 5 
Oregon 28 1,644,352 25 17 
Washington .-!L'! 3.218.3~6 16 17 

Total lli $27,382,12 4 13 9 

The following table provides information on the status of 
these long-term projects. We classified projects' operational 
status as (1) expanded or about the same level, (2) signifi
cantly reduced, and (3) stopped. Our criterion for classifying 
projects as significantly reduced was that a reduction of 
50 percent or more occurred at the time of our review in the 
project's funding,'number of staff, or services. 

Reduced and 

Expom!ed stopped 

or about projects as 

the same Significan tly B peTcent 
level reduced ~~2gg~d of total 

~ ~ ~ !l!!!!i!!: Amount ~ ~ Projects ~ 

A1ahma 138 $ 2,096,574 $ 216,526 19 $ 280,456 15 19 

California 45 6,899,258 Zl 2,813,437 33 3,673,225 55 48, 

Michigan 41 3,403,570 235,456 19 842,251 36 24 

Ohio 18 998,616 386,645 13 6~J,032 55 52 

Onaon 20 1,229,593 11,545 403,214 29 25 

Washington -12. 908,198 II 1,599,626 ..ll ~ 51 12 

Total m m,m,m II $LID..lll .w. $~ 
Percent 64 13 23 

, We attempted to determine how many of the 159 projects 
that either stopped or significantly reduced operations 
merited continuation. Evaluation reports and other data on 
the merit of projects were generally not available because 
repbrts either were not made, were being made, or were 
inconclusive on whether a project merited oontinuation. 
Therefore, we asked state and project offioials if the t59 
projects merited continuation. 

12 
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According to these officials, at least 95 of the 159 
projects (60 percent) either merited continuation if 
terminated or merited a higher level of funding if con
tinued at a redUced rate. S6me other projects might' have 
merited continuation if the Stat~s had provided appro~' : 
priate assistance to the projects during the time they had 
received LEAA funds to help them develop adequate evalUa~ 
tions and to secure possible further funding commitm~nts 
from other State or local sources. 

A summary of the reasons State and project officials 
gave for the 159 projects being stopped or significantly 
reduced follows. 

Ineffective 
Not needed 
Inadequate evaluation 
Lack of State or local funds 

(note a) 
Poor administration 
Other (note b) 

Total 

Total 
projects 

13 
11 
13 

72 
19 

-ll 

159 

Projects that should 
have continued 
~ Perpent 

5 38 

58 81 
7 37 
~ 81 

~ 60 

aprimarily due to inadequate cost assumption planning 
regarding such things as securing a firm comm~tment from 
potential funding sponsors and developing adequate increas
ing local matching rates. 

bIncludes such things as lack of qualified persons to ~ire 
and changes in regional priorities. 

Appendix II includes details on the six States. 

For those long-term proj~cts that were hot stopped or 
significantly reduced (281 of 440), about 90 percent re- ' 
ceived additional funding from State or local sources, as 
shown below. 
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Projects continuing 
Total Projects continuing with State 
pr'oj- with Flilderal funds and local funds 

~ e.c.L.:3 ti.I.J..mll.er E~r:~alDt .fil.unb.e.r Eer:!:leDt 

Alabama 138 1 1 137 99 
Ca+ifornia 45 6 '13 39 87 
Michigan 41 4 10 37 90 
Ohio 18 2 11 16 89 
Oregon 20 10 50 10 50 
Washington ..J..9 -2 26 -1!!. 74 

Total ~ ~ 10 Z.2.1 90 

In the few cases when Federal funds were used, they
were either general revenue sharing or Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare funds. 

Because the Crime Control Act of 1973 and LEAA guide
lines do not address the use of Federal funds to continue' 
worthwhile projects once LEAA funding stops, State practices 
on the use of Federal funds vary. Oregon, for example, used 
several sources of Federal funding to keep projects 
continuing. Officials in Iowa and North Carolina said they 
do not encourage applicants to use Federal funds to continue 
projects because bEAA provides seed money and the act 
intends that States and local governments continue projects. 
According to an official in North Dakota, generally the only 
funds available to continue projects once LEAA funding stops 
are funds from other Federal programs. 

The limited use of other Federal funds to continue 
projects may increase because many more projects will be 
terminated from LEAA funding. (See ch. 5.)' 

VARIATIONS IN STATES' POLICIES 

Specific policy and procedural differences and success 
rates in the six States demonstrate the importance of ade
quately addressing each continuation factor discus~ed on 
pages 4 to 8. 

Alabama 

Of 163 long-term projects for which LEAA funding had 
ended, 25 had stopped or significantly reduced operations. 
These 25 projects had been awarded $497,000 in LEAA funds. 
Twenty-four of the 25 projects merited continuation, ac
cording to State and project offioials. 

However, of the 163 long-term projects, 149, or' 91 per
oent, were for the hiring or continued employment of law 
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enforcement personnel--police,' sheriffs, and investigators. 
Such projects, which are the traditional methods of im-, 
proving law enforcement, generally do not require as " 
extensive an effort to obtain local support and funding as 
do other more innovative long-term projects, such as drug or 
alcohol treatment ce'nters. Ther'efore, the results of con-' 
tinuing the personnel projects are probably not a good 
indication of the state's adequacy in applying good 
continuation practices. ' 

The Alabama deputy director of the State criminal 
justice planning agency said Alabama has n'ot established 
continuation pol,icies for funding periods ,increased" 
matching funds, evaluations, or technical assistance. 

Alabama has recognized the need to deV'el'op a grant~";: 
application form which coversassump'tion, of cost' and to ' 
improve project evaluation. For example, in 1973 Alabama 
adopted the Michigan State grant appli'cat'ion foI'lll. The form 
requires sub grantees to ~~ advance project planning and 
establish criteria by which to measure the project's success 
so that local governments can make continuation funding 
decisions. Alabama is also improving evaluation procedures 
by having a local university develop a project evaluation 
plan. 

To aid in planning and project corttihuation, State 
officials have developed general master plans which address 
planned, long-term State-wide criminal justice efforts. 
According, to the Alabama criminal justice planning agency 
deputy director, this plan, required by LEAA's Atlanta· 
region, provides two significant improvements over the 
comprehensive State plans which LEAA must approve annually. 
The master plans require ,that 

--planning for criminal justice projects ,be basea on 
all types of Federal, State, and local funds which 
might be available and ' 

--anticipated long-range funding commitments by State 
and local governments for specific p~ojects be 
identified so overall budget needs can be ,better 
determined. 

California 

Of 101 long-terni projects, 56, awarded $6,487,000 in 
LEAA funds, stopped or significantly reduced operations. 
According to State and project officials,' 26 (46 percent) of 
the 56 merited continuation. 
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In contrast to Alabama, California has funded more 
long-term projects which were not for hiring personnel. In 
many cases, these grantees had to demonstrate their 
projects' effectiveness before local governments would 
assume the projects' costs. These projects, therefore, had 
a more difficult time continuing once LEAA fundin,g stopped. 

Of the 26 projects that had stopped or significantly 
reduced operations but were said to have merited continua
tion, 16 did so because of lack of local funds. 

California's March 1973 application instructions state 
that assuming project costs is required but do not require 
that the application contain a section that addresses future 
funding plans. The State criminal justice agency planning 
director said sponsors know of the continuation intent and 
that, when they sign applications, they assume the implied 
responsibility for future funding. However, a detailed plan 
specifying how, when, and by whom project 'costs might be 
assumed is not a condition of the grant award. 

Six projects were stopped or significantly reduced be
cause of inadequate evaluations. State policy requires 
evaluation of all projects. The Director of the State 
criminal justice planning agency said this policy has not 
been enforced. Moreover, as noted in a previous GAO report, 
California officials were not satisfied with the adequacy of 
most project evaluations completed. 1 

Several projects were stopped because of problems with 
the State's 3-year funding period policy--which meant that 
projects could expect to receive LEAA funds for 3 years--and 
lack of State funds. For example, a project which assisted 
parolees was funded for 1 year by the State with $46,263 of 
LEAA funds. The project and its funding sponsor--the 
California Youth Authority--had originally expected 3 years 
of LEA A funding. However, 2 weeks before termination of 
LEAA's first year of funding, California criminal justice 
planning agency personnel visited the project.' They be
lieved it should be continued with youth authority funds 
because it had proven effective and therefore no longer 
needed LEAA funds, which were to be 'used to determine if the 
project was worthwhile. 

'"Progress in Determining Approaches Which Work in the 
Criminal Justice System, II (Oct. 21, 1974, B-171019) .. 
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As a result, the project did no€ 'receive a sec~)I1'd'r'yeai> 
of LEAA funding. The funding sponsor, however, had·not ., 
planned to fund the project until the 3 years of LEA A fund
ing ended. Therefore, the youth authority had insufficient' 
funds to provide the $100,000 nee,ded t.o continue the 
program. Thus, ,a projeot' stopped ,that both State and' . 
project officials tho1,lght merited continuation.' , 

The 21 criminal justice planning"regions'in C,liforhia, 
which are composed of 1 large couh1::y or' group of ,:sll!aH ' ' , 
counties and recommend to the State funding of projects 1'n 
their regions, had independently established prioritie's' for 
approving projects. For., example, the J.974 regiona.~ ,Plans 
for two regions had substantip,l differences. One;' region 
established fO,ur criteria for selecting prpjects with the 
first priority going to, projects 'pre'sently being 'fun'd'e'd' 
by the region. A second region, which had ,no priority for, 
previously funded projects, established five general" . .' 
criteria, such as review of general objectives, project 
design, evaluation criteria, cost ~ffectivene~~, and. impact 
on the justice system. How did these differences affect 
projects? The following example shows a project wh'ich was 
discontinued from LEAA funding be,fore it could. arrange for 
local funding because pr'iorities were changed'. .....:' 

A juvenile delinquency project which project personnel 
originally thought would receive 3 years of funding 'Was 
terminated from LEAA fundin's after 21 months.' "The 'p'roject, 
which worked with school dropouts, receiveq $134,836 from -
LEAA. Projeot personnel said the project, w,asjust getting 
off the ground when,. the, r,egion changed it's' p.fiioriti~s arId " . 
terminated projeot funding. The regi,on ,w~nted' a 'rehabilita-
tion rather than ,a crime prevention project'. "The prOj'ec't . 
stopped since ·no other. agency was prepared to ass.ume fund
ing at that time. "The project' staff did no't ,anticip'ate ·the 
need to seek other funding S9urces during the project '~s . 
second year because they expected to receive'the 3'ye~~s bf 
LEAA. funding. 

To help projects continue and plan for~assumiQg ~o~~s, 
California established matching rates in May 1972 to:~e~uire 
a decreased proportion of Federal funds for secpna-. or' " .. 
third-year projects. Noma,tchipg rates were requi~ed; but, 
local funding had to be a greater percentage, of a,' p~p:ject·:.1? 
total funds in the ~hird.year than in the secohd.ye'~. .: 

'. f'" " 

, Cali'fornia has' also dev~loped a intil tiyea&':i'uhqi~'g: 'pi'An 
which essentially guarantees a .project 2 y~ars of, f\lnClih$. if 
it performs satisfactorily. The State criminal justic, ~" 
planning agency director planned to extend the 'plim t.o 
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guarantee 3 years of funding for certain projects in fiscal 
year 1975. 

Michigan 

Of 64 long-term projects for which LEAA funding had 
ended, 23 had stopped or significantly reduced operations. 
These 23 had been awarded $1,078,000 in LEAA funds. Ac
cording to State and project officials, 9 of the 23 (39 per
cent) merited continuation. Although these figures indicate 
some problems in continuing worthwhile projects, they also 
indicate that Michigan had some SUccess. Why? 

One reason appears to be the way Michigan's grant 
application addresses cost assumption. Whereas other States 
may require a project applicant to merely indicate its 
awareness of the need to consider continuation fund, 
Michigan requires all applicants to: 

--Express precisely the d~gree to which financial 
responsibility for continuing the projects can 
be assumed. 

--Show the number of years of LEAA funding that will be 
required. 

--Qualify and explain standards that will be used to 
determine if the project will be continue·d. 

The State criminal justice planning agency administrator 
said that, although the assumption of cost plans cannot be 
practically enforced, the requirements increase the ap
plicants' moral commitment to continue projects and re
quire them to do advance planning, which they would other
wise probably ignore. He said that it has been stressed to 
applicants that LEA A funding is only short term and that the 
applicant is responsible for oontinuing projeots. 

State officials believe, however, that they should not 
intervene in local decisionmaking to insure project con
tinuation. They believed that deoisions to continue 
projects should come as a natural outgrowth from projects 
that were well thought out and that have made plans for 
continuation funding. Therefore, most assistance to ap
plicants is provided during the planning stages to insure 
that the project is needed and -is well planned and that 
adequate provisions have been made for administrative and 
fiscal control and for evaluation. Assistance may also be 
given if requested or as needed as evidenced by quarterly 
progress reports and onsite inspections. 
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Nevertheless, improvements can be made. Of the 9 
projects that had stopped or significantly reduced opera
tions and m~rited continuation, the lack of State or local 
funds was the ~rimary reason in 5 cases. The State ad
ministrator acknowledged that one reason for this may have 
been that applicatio~~ often did not include the assumption 
of cost information r1quired in the grant application 
instructions. Obvio~~ly, the State must enforce its 
requirements to obtain full benefit from them. 

. 
One project was awarded two grants totaling about 

$40,000 in LEAA funds to provide for r~gional police 
training by hiring a training coordinatQr. Both project and 
State personnel said the project merited continuation. 
Hqwever, it stopped after the LEAA grants ended because, 
according to a project representative, none of the police 
departments benefiting from the project were willing to 
assume or prorate the cost because of a lack of funds. The 
project's application did not have an assumption of cost 
plan. Had the State enforced its requirements that the 
application contain such a plan, the project may have 
continued because the police departments would at least have 
been aware early in the project's life that they would have 
been expected to fund the project once LEAA funding stopped. 

Michigan officials were planning a program to incor
porate factors affecting continuation into one system to 
assume better project continuation. The following changes 
should increase the chance~ of worthwhile projects con
tinuing if Michigan adequtely enforces them. 

--Project funding periods would be specifically defined 
for various categories of projects. Most long-term 
projec.ts would have 3-year funding periods. Second
and third-year grant applications would require less 
detail and would be approved if the project was 
progressing satisfactorily. Although projects were 
previously eligible for 2 and sometimes 3 years of 
funding, the decision to fund a project was more 
arbitrary and uncertain. The new sy.stem would pro
vide a better basis on which to prepare plans for 
assuming costs. 

--Third-year funding would be conditional on applicants 
agreeing to (1) provide 50 percent or more of the 
project's costs (only 10 percent is required during the 
first 2 years) and (2) assume all project costs 
during the fourth year. The assumption of cost 
provision would be included as a special condition 
to the third-year contract. 
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--Preject evaluatiens weuld be cempleted befere third
year funding decisiens so. they ceuld be used as 
decisienmaking teels. Under the present system, 
evaluatien reperts are net due until after the 
grant peried expires. 

Ferty leng-term prejects were terminated frem LEAA 
funding. rwenty-twe, awarded $1,068,000 in LEAA funds, 
stepped er significantly reduced eperatiens. Accerding to. 
state and preject efficials, 15 (68 p~rcent) merited cen
tinuatien. The lack ef state or lecal funds was the mest 
frequentreasen given why prejects had stepped er reduced 
eperatiens and indicates that there may net have been 
adequate planning to. determine hew werthwhile prejects ~ight 
centinue when LEAA funding stepped. 

To. meet the act's require~ent fer'assuming cests, Ohio. 
adepted the fellewing funding pelicy. 

"* * * no. actien preject will be granted funds fer 
a peried lenger than necessary to. establish it and 
demenstrate its usefulness, and then net mere than 
three years ef full funding plus a feurth year at 
twe-thirds an~ a fifth year at ene-third ef the 
third year." 

However, the Ohio. grant applicatien dees net require an 
assumptien ef cest plan. As a result mest ef the applica
tiens de net centain a detailed cest assumptien plan 
specifying hew, when, and by whem preject cests might be 
assumed. If the applicatien centained such facters, mere 
werthwhile prejects might centinua ence LEAA funding steps. 

The state criminal justice planning agency adminis
trater said the main facter which influences preject success 
is keeping the preject directer en the jeb. He said the 
state agency has no. respensibility fer centinuing prejects 
indefinitely because it prevides funding fer enly 5 years at 
the mest. Also. the staff is net large eneugh to. manage 'a 
centinuatio.n effert. Applicants are teld that LEA A prevides 
shert-term, er seed, meney. Therefere, accerding to. the 
administrater, if preject directers cannet cenvince lecal 
gevernments to. assume the cest ef the preject in 5 years, 
perhaps the pro.ject sheuld step. 

Even theugh Ohio. pelicy prevides up to. 5 years ef 
funding, adequate and erderly cest assumption planning is 
net always the case. The State, fer example, may change 
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priorities and not have adequate money to continue pre
viously funded projects. This can affect projects for which 
longer geriodp of support were planned. 

S,even apparently worthwhil.e projects were denied 
second- or third-year funding, and the projects subsequently 
stopped or significantly reduced operations. One project, 
for example, provided legal advice to police departments and 
received about $77,500 in LEAA funds over 2 years. Accord
ing to the project director, the State agency denied the 
project's application for third-year funding because of the 
lack of LEAA funds. He said he expected the project to be 
funded since it was operating effectively and had good 
support from local police departments. He said there was 
not sufficient time after being advised that LEAA funds 
would not be available to have the local levels allocate 
adequate funds to the project for the next year, Therefore, 
project operations were reduced to about 5 percent of the 
LEAA-funded level. 

The ~tate does not require subgrantees to increase 
their shares of project costs. After providing full funding 
for 3 years, the State administrator said he had no 
authority to force subgrantees to increase thei~ share in 
the fourth year, but encouraged them to do so. The sub
grantee has the option of'reduoing the project in the fourth 
year and phasing cut the projeot in the fifth year. This 
policy does not ease the transition from Federal to looal 
funding, nor does it help insure that projects continue. 
The State administrator said no technical assistance is 
provided to applicants to~ncrease the chances of worthwhile 
projects continuing. Assistance given is related to fiscal 
and administrative requirements necessary to apply for and 
operate under an LEAA grant. 

The lack of adequate evaluations may also have. affected 
the ability of projects to continue. The State adminis
trator said evaluation~ were inadequate to help make fUnding 
decisions. Recognizing that evaluations were inadequate, in 
September 1972 the State received, under an LEAA contract 
with a management consulting firm, an evaluation "instru
ment" for each type of project funded. The evaluation : 
instruments, o~ standards, are a list of quantified objec~ 
tives which are determined before the project starts and are 
used to analyze the project's progres.. These standards 
will be used to evaluate a project and to help make 
decisions to continue LEAA funding. Before receiving the 
standards, the State administrator said the State had no way 
to develop objective project data to help make funding 
decisions. 
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Oregon 

LEA A is no longer funding 28 long-term projects, 8 of 
whioh stopped or signifioantly reduoed operations. These 
projeots had received LEAA grants totaling $415,000 and were 
29 peroent of the long-term projects on whioh LEAA fundihg 
ended. 

In April 1971 Oregon established a requirement that all 
new subgrantees desoribe plans to assume project oosts after 
a.reasonable period of LEA A funding. Aooording to the State 
criminal justioe planning agency administrator, the emphasis 
given by his law enforcement planners to helping projects 
continue and the implementation of speoifio continuation 
policies allowed more worthwhile projects to continue that 
might have had the emphasis not been given. In addition, 
the State had hired a full-time evaluation and teohnioal 
assistance specialist. 

Oregon did not have a formal assumption of cost policy 
before April 1973. Eaoh project was reviewed individually 
using a general test of reasonableness to determine funding 
periods. Recognizing the need fer an assumption of cost 
policy, in April 1973 Oregon developed the policy that 
projects would be funded for no longer than 4 years and 
looal matohing requirements for the 4 years would be 25, 25, 
33-1/3, and 50 percent, respectively. 

As a result of the change in the matohing requirements 
in the Crime Control Act of 1973 (see p. 6), Oregon has 
ohanged its local matching requirements for the 4 years to 
10, 20, 33-1/3, and 50 percent, respectively. 

The way Oregon implemented assumption of cost pianning 
is illustrated by the continuation of group homes for' . 
juveniles. Eight of Oregon's 20 projects that continued 
were group homes. These projects continued operating 
generally beoause of advance planning. LEAA money was to be 
used only to help start them. The State criminal justice 
planning agency and the State jointly established a 1-year 
declining funding plan for the projects. The following 
ohart shows the proration of funds during the first ye~r. 
After the first year, the State pays all operational 
expenses. 

22 



PERCENT OF FUNDS SUPPLIED 
100 

nn • 

a 

815 

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP ~0Cf NOV DEC 

OLEAA FUNDS 

fi:i:l:ili11liJ STATE FUNDS 

MONTHS 

23 



816 

Nevertheless, Oregon did have problems in adequately 
carrying out its cost assumption plans. According to state 
and project officials, six of the eight (75 percent) 
projects that stopped or significantly reduced operations 
should have been continued. In our opinion, none of t.he six 
projects had adequate cost assumption plans. Applications 
generally did not describe (1) the criteria for judging 
project success, (2) when and by whom the funding would be 
assumed, and (3) the level of funding required to continue 
the project. Only one application listed criteria to 
determine if the project should be continued, and none 
showed the l~vel and timing of future funding although five 
applications did show potential sources of funding. The 
State staff, therefore, has to closely monitor project 
operations so cost assumption plans will be adequately 
implemented. 

Washington 

Forty-four long-term 'projects were terminated from LEAA 
funding. Twenty-five projects, awarded $2,310,000 in LEAA 
funds, stopped or significantly reduced operations. Accord
ing to State and project officials, 15 projects (60 percent) 
merited continuation. 

One reason why Washington could not continue more 
worthwhile projects was that cost assumption planning in 
grant applications was generally inadequate: Applicants 
were required to (1) indicate what resources would be avail
able for continued funding of the project or implementation 
of its results at the conclusion of the project period and 
(2) identify how long LEAA funds would be necessary to 
continue the project. However, in implementing the 
requirements, applicants generally were not adequately 
planning for assuming costs, as indicated by examples of 
statements by applicants regarding the cost assumption pro
vision. 

--"An alternate method of financing will be found for 
the continuation of the program." 

--"Continuation of financing for the project will be 
reviewed prior to the end of project year two. 1I 

--liThe project was underta~en to program se~vice for 
troubled youths as funded by [two sponsors]. Given 
the current trend toward budget reductions it is 
unlikely that oontinued financing for the project 
will be available through these two sources. There
fore, other avenues for continued funding are being 
explored." 
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Of the 25 projects that stopped or significantly reduced 
operation, 10 did so primarily because adequate funds could 
not be raised from othe~ sources. 

Th~ state's first policy statement on funding long-term 
project~ aft~r LEAA funding ceases was adopted in 1971 and 
established a 3-year funding period and the use of increased 
matching funds. No matching fUnd percentages were required 
except that a greater percentage of local fuading was re
quired in each of the 3 years. The State would have ob
tained greater assurance that projects would continue if its 
policy would have' required specific cost assumption plans. 
The State criminal justice planning agency administrator 
believed project continuation should improve as regional 
planning districts become more established because their 
influence over funding will increase and make it easier to 
obtain local support for worthwhile projects. According to 
the State administrator, technical assistance provided 
projects by regional planners should also help projects 
continue. 

Inadequate evaluations were given as the reason why two 
projects significantly reduced operations. Although the 
State requires applications to indicate what arrangements 
will be made to evaluate project results by showing methods 
to be used and who will undertake the evaluation, it does 
not require that criteria be developed by which to judge 
project success. 
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CHAPTER 4 

NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE 

Data provided by 39 States and the District of Columbia 
indicated that, as with the 6 States reviewed, the extent to 
which long-term projects continued varied considerably among 
most States. (See app. III.) 

PROJECT CONTINUATION 

Of the 1,~18 long-term projects started in the 39 
States and the Dist~ict that no longer receive LEAA funds, 
432 either stopped or reduced operations. These 432 
projects received about $30 million in LEAA funds. However, 
the data provided by the States and the District was not 
specific enough to determine whether (1) projects had 
significantly reduced operations or (2) those projects whose 
operations were.stopped or reduced merited continuation. 

The lack of adequate data in ongoing information 
systems on the number of projects which continued o~ce LEAA 
funding stopped also caused some of the information received 
to be questionable. For example, one State reported that it 
only had 5 long-term projects no longer being funded by 
LEAA, whereas followup with the State revealed 40 long-term 
projects had stopped or reduced operations. 

State responses to our questionnaire also showed that 
some (1) short-term or equipment and training projects were 
classified as long term and (2) projects which were still 
being funded by LEAA were listed as projects no longer 
funded by LEA A. . 

POLICY VARIATIONS 

State responses to the questionnaire provide a national 
indication of the variations in continuation policies and 
show that many States have not adequately addressed the 
continuation issue. 

Funding period 

Most States have adopted or plan to adopt periods for 
which they would fund projects with LEAA money. Because of 
the absence of LEA A guidelines,' periods have been estab
lished ranging from 1 to 8 years. Seven states have no 
policies. The following table shows the funding periods of 
all states. 

26 



Funding period in 
years: 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
8 

No policy or time limit 
Variable (note a) 

aRanged from 1 to 4 years. 

Cost assumption data 
in State grant applications 

819 

Number of 
States 

2 
7 

24 
1 
2 
1 
7 

J. 

2J 

Percent 

4 
14 
47 

2 
4 
2 

13 
..JJ!. 

Cost assumption information in ~tates' applications 
used by subgrantees varied significantly. 

--24 States did not require a plan showing how, 'wh.en, 
and by 'whom project costs will be assumed. 

--1 State required that only potential 'funding 'sources 
be identified. 

--25 States and the District require grant applications 
to show various types of plans indicating how, when, 
and by whom project costs will be assumed. 

In recognition that not all projects merit continua
tion, five States require that applicants quantify criteria 
which will be used to determine whether the projects warrant 
continuation. 

Matching rates 

Although the 1968 act specified that 25 percent of 
project funds be provided by State and local governments l 
and 75 percent by LEAA, 21 States have established progres
sive local matching rates exceeding 25 percent to help pro
vide an incentive for local governments to increase the 
extent to which projects continue. Five States said they 

1The State and local governments' shares could be either in 
cash or in-kind services. 
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use progressive matching rates but have not set specific 
percentages. The other 24 States and the District have not 
established ~atching rate policies. As noted in the table 
below, 26 States had varying ranges of matching rates for 
different years of funding. 

Number of Years of 
States funding 

3 2 
12 3 

2 4 
4 3 

....2 to 3 

~ 

1 

25 
25 
25 

Ranges of project matching 
rates by year 

40 to 60 
25 to 50 33 to 75 

25 33 50 
(Greater percentage each year) 
(Indefinite amount each year) 

The table does not reflect changes which may' have 
occurred in state policies as a result of the Crime Control 
Act of 1973., This legislation reduced the minimum State and 
local matching rate from 25 to 10 percent and required 'that 
the State and local matching funds be in cash, rather than 
in-kind services or cash as previously permitted. These 
changes will undoubtedly influence the established matching 
rates but will not eliminate the differences among States. 1 

The use of increasing project matching rates provides 
greater assurance that worth\{hile projects will continue 
after LEAA funding stops. 

Technical assistance 

Although the type of technical assistance provided 
subgrantees by States varied, most States provided very 
limited assistance. Six States and the District reported 
that no assistance is given to help projects continue; 
another 16 said assistance is provided only upon request; 27 
said assistance is provided informally; and 1 said it had 
not experienced the continuation problem. 

1The way Oregon changed its matching rate is discussed on 
page 22. 
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Examples follow of the States' responses to our 
question concerning the extent to which they helped 
sub grantees to increase the chances of continuing worthwhile 
projects once LEAA funding stopped. 

--None. 

--Technical ass~stance.from State pla~ners in police, 
courts, and corrections. 

--On request. will assist in budgeting, prep~ring 
proposals, and integrating ~roject activities into 
grantee's operation·s .• 

--.On request t technical assistance is offered for 
developing an evaluation design. 

--Grantees know of our policy of 2 plus years of 
funding. T~ey a~" therefore, enco~raged to obtain 
subsequent funding at the time the grant is initiated 
or they should not start it. 

--If we feel the project is worthwhile, we work with 
the gr;antee in the legislature or in the ;appropriate 
county or iocal group. Occasiona.lly, we can suggest 
a .state. or ;an alternative Federal progr;am for which 
the project is eligible. 

Neither LEA~ nor the States have issued specific 
guidelines to help project~ continue. 

LEAA guidelines have been limited to such actions as 
pointing out to States the Federal requirements concerning 
the willingness of States and local governments to continue 
projects after Federal assistance ends. 

Some states have employed various techniques to better 
insure that p~ojects continue, such as increasing matching 
rates and cost assumption planning in grant applications; 
other States .have not addressed the need to· insure 
continuation of worthwhile ~rojects. The differences 
between States indicate a need for national ·direction. 

29 



822 

CHAPTER.2. 

OPPORTUNITY TO INCREASE CONTINUATION 

OF LONG-TERM PROJECTS 

LEAA and State policies need to be developed and 
coordinated to better insure that worthwhile projects 
continue. As explained in chapter 2, the lack of adequate 
LEAA and State continuation policies resulted in many 
worthl~hile projects stopping or redUcing operations after 
LEAA funding was terminated. -

However, in the 6 States visited, only about 440 
projects, or 13 percent, of the 3,473 terminated projects 
were long term. The long-term projects no longer receiving 
LEAA funding will significantly increase due to increased 
emphasis by LEAA and the States to fund long-term rather 
than short-term projects and expiration of multiyear LEAA 
funding. 

Fiscal year 1969 and 1970 LEAA funds were used 
primarily to purchase equipment and for other short-term 
projects; More emphasis was subsequently placed on funding 
long-term projects. For example, the following table shows 

-~~ne increased number of long-term projects funded in two 
Stat.es visited. 

Long-Term Projects 

FY Ohio California Total 

1969 -6 16 22 
1970 64 144 208 
1971 130 226 356 
1972 177 181 358 

The primary reason why more long-term projects will 
stop receiving LEAA funds is the completion of projects 
which received several years of LEAA funding. Most States 
reported that they have established funding periods of 3 or 
more years dUring which projects can be supported with LEAA 
fUnds. Since fewer iong-term projects were started with 
fiscal year 1969 and 1970 funds than in subsequent years, 
most long-term projects continued to receive LEAA funding 
until at least fisc~l yea~ 1974. 

As a result of the length of LEAA funding periods and 
increased emphasis on funding long-term projects, many 
States have not yet had to deal with problems of continuing 
many projects. For example, 15 States and the District
reported that fewer than 20 long-term projects had been 
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terminated from LEAA funding, generally.as of late 1973. 
The following State reports ill~strate the increase in 
long-term projects that will be terminated from LEAA 
funding. 

--Mississippi anticipates several terminations within 
calendar year 1974, possibly from 80 to 120 major 
grapts. Only three long-term projec'ts had been 
terminated from LEAA funding as of March 31, 1973. 

--Connecticut has not been faced with terminating 
very many projects as most projects were in their 
second and third years of funding. During the 
coming year the State will have to decide whether to 
terminate programs according to its 3-year guideline. 

--In South Carolina no long-term projects were started 
during the first few years of the LEAA program, and 
all the long-term projects subsequently started were 
still being funded with LEA A funds. 

The following chart on Ohio's projects illustrates the 
large increase in long-term projects that have been funded 
and subsequently will be terminated from LEAA funding. 
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L,ONG-TERM PROJEC"f,STARTS BY FUND YEAR IN OHIO 
NUMBER OF PROJECTS 
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As a result of this trend in most States, it becomes 
essential that LEAA and the States develop better guidelines 
and policies to lessen the. problem of having many worthwhile 
projects stop or significantly requce operations. 
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'CHAPTER 6 
I~ • 

• ' ~5)NCLU S1:0NS, 'RECOMMENDATIOt:ill..-ANQ 
<1 J 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

CONCLUSIONS 

LEAA funds provided to states can have a significant 
impact since LEAA is the primary source of funds for 
innovations and improvements in the criminal justice system. 
To date, however, the long-term impact has not been as great 
as possible because State and. local governments have not 
continued all worthwhile projects after LEAA funding ended. 

Lack of LEAA guidance to States encouraging continua
tion of worthwhile projects and resulting differences in 
States' policies has contributed to the varying degrees of 
success States have had in continuing projects. Significant 
differences exist in project funding periods, plans for 
assuming cost, matching rates, project evaluations, and 
technical assistance. These factors can affect th~ degree 
to which projects continue. Further neither LEAA nor the 
States had management information systems that showed the 
extent to which projects were being continued after LEAA 
funding stopped. 

LEAA should require the States to develop and implement 
policies and procedures designed to increase the chances of 
projects continuing. Such policies and procedures are 
especially important in view of the large number of 
long-term projects for which LEAA funding will stop in the 
next few years. 

The issue of how to institutionalize improvements begun 
with LEAA funds is important in light of congressional 
intent that LEA A funds act as a catalyst to allow the States 
to make lasting improvements. The previous chapters have 
shown that neither LEAA's guidelines nor the States' ac
tions have been sufficient to insure that LEA A funds have 
had the maximum impact possible. 

Both LEAA and the States must provide bette~ assurance 
that ~orthwhile long-term projects continue once LEAA fund
ing stops. As a first step, LEAA and the States need to 
develop better information on what happens to projects once 
LEA A funding stops. LEAA should develop more specific 
guidelines that States must follow. 

But in the long run, the real burden rests with the 
States and localities. Reducing or preventing crime and 
improving the criminal justice system is primarily a State 
and local responsibility. If they are not willing to commit 

; \ 
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the resources to continue worthwhile efforts, there is 
J,ittle' the Federal Government can do. By aggressively 
implementing cost assumption planning, the states can show 
that they are committed to the idea of trying to use LEAA 
funds as a starting point for making lasting improvements to 
their criminal justice systems. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

To develop the information needed to assess the 
long-term impact of the LEAA program, determine potential 
weaknesses, and better insure that projects are continued, 
we recommend that the Attorney General direct LEAA to: 

--Require that LEAA and State information systems be 
improved to provide for developing information on the 

, ,extent to which projects continue. 

--Establish requirements for reporting in State law en
forcement plans and in the LEAA Annual Report on the 
continuation of long-term project~ after LEAA funding 
stops. 

--Require that LEAA develop a coordinated continuation 
policy to be implemented by each State, which ad
dresses: 

1. Defining how long LEAA funds should be used to 
support each type of project. 

2. Developing funding methods which ease the transi
tion to full State and/or local funding, such as 
progressive matching rates. 

3. Defining standard grant application provisions 
which detail how, when, by whom, and under what 
conditions project costs will be assumed. 

4. Defining the types of te~h~ical assistance to be 
offered in plantting for future continuation of 
projects. 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND ACTIONS 

The Department of Justice advised us by letter dated 
November 13, 1974, of its comments on the report and how it 
intends to improve the long-term impact of the LEAA grant 
program. 

The Department agreed with our recommendations that 
LEAA and the States develop better information on the extent 
to which projects continue and report such data in LEAA's 
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Annual Report and stated that it would explore ways to 
obtain and report it. 

The Department did not agree to completely implement 
our recommendation that LEAA modify its current project 
continuation guidelines to develop a more coordinated 
continuation policy to be implemented by each State. It 
stated that the issues of defining how long LEAA funds 
should be used, of developing methods of transition to full 
local funding, and of defining standard grant application 
provisions and the nature of technical assistance to be 
provided are far reaching and will be given further study by 
LEAA. 

We agree with LEA A that such changes could be far 
reaching and therefore do not object to further study. But 
the danger is that the issue will be studied indefinitely 
and no conclusion will be reached. Therefore we believe it 
would be desirable if LEAA completed its study of these 
matters before submitting its fiscal year 1976 budget 
request to the Congress and reported to the Congress on what 
it believes should be done as a result of our findings and 
recommendations. 

The Department stated that LEA A would consider setting 
parameters in terms of guidelines to be followed that were 
consistent with its legislation, which the Department stated 
does not 'appear to warrant LEAA dictating a rigJd policy. 
We agree tha~ such guidelines should provide general param
eters and allow the States specific flexibility. 

The Department also believed that LEAA's Denember 10, 
1973, continuation guidelines were adequate. It cited 
certain sections of the December 1973 guidelines that it 
believed adequately addressed the issue. We noted on pages 
8 and 9 of this report that these guidelines were a step in 
the right direction. However, we believe they need to be 
more specific to insure that the cost assumption issue is 
addressed adequately. 

The Administrator of the Oregon State criminal justice 
planning agency believed the key to continual funding of 
worthwhile projects is institutionalization. He noted that 

"In the broadest sense, this included not only 
the Simple act of increased local funding, but also 
the qualities of affirmative acceptanc'e by sponsor 
agenCies, clientele, pUblic, and other criminal 
justice agencies. All of these would result in. 
a genuinely 'built-in' character of the subject 
activities within the governmental structure, as 
distinguished from possibly grudging adoption. 
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Incorporation of the concept of institution
alization into policy and guidelines would be a 
constructive move." 

We believe the best way to incorporate the concept of 
institutionalization into policy and guidelines is for LEAA 
to make its December 1973 guidelines specific. 

Generally the States reviewed agreed that there was a 
need to more fully consider ways to insure that worthwhile 
projects continue once LEAA funding stops and to obtain 
better information on what happens to projects when LEAA 
funding stops. Moreover" several noted that they were 
taking action to improve the ability of projects to secure 
fundings once LEAA funding ceased. For example, California 
stated that future grant applications will include "the 
detai~ of how, when; and by whom costs are expected to .be 
assumed." Additionally, California will instruct ~ts 
project liaison staff to make cost assumption efforts a 
priority item when providing technical assistance and making 
monitoring visits to projects. Ohio has included in its 
directives a statement reemphasizing to sub grantees their 
responsibilities for assuring continued funding. 
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APPENDIX I 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Addr ... Repl, 10 tho 
Dl"Wcu:aIDcIJca,.a. 

.bel ReI« to JaJdala aud Number 

Mr. Victor L. Lowe 
Director 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 

General Government Division 
United states General ~ccounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Lowe: 

NOV 13 1974 

This letter responds to your request for comments on 
the draft report titled, "Need to Improve the Long-Term 
Impact of the LEAA Grant Program" (B-171019). 

While we are in general agreement with the report and 
its recommendations, we believe that some statements made 
in various sections of the report confuse the issues 
involved, and the statistics presented tend ~o be somewhat 
nonsupportive of GAO's position. For example, the state
ment made on page 16 of the report indicates that manr 
apparently worthwhile long-term projects were discont nued 
or had their operations significantly reduced after LEAA 
funding ended. However, on page IB, the report states 
that as of June 30, 1973, only a small percentage of 
projects no longer receiving LEAA funds were for long-term 
purposes. Also, the report notes on page 19 that 338 of 
440 long-term projects in six States were in fact continued 
with local funding after LEAA funding ended as of July 1, 
1973. The facts in these statements are not consistent 
and tend to confuse the reader. With regard to the 
statistics cited on pages 16 and 20 of the report, a total 
of 39,457 block grants are shown as awarded with eventual 
identification of only 95 long-term projects that were 
discontinued because LEAA funding ended. These statistics 
tend to leave the reader with the impression that the 
problem is relatively insignificant. 

GAO note: Page references in this letter refer to 
draft report. th,e 

39 
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GAO also recognizes that not all long-term grants 
should continue to receive funding. It is possible that 
some of the 95 grants characterized by State and local 
project officials as having "merit but not continued" might 
have been found "terminated for good reason" had these 
grants received full-fledged evaluations. , r 

In general, we agree that there is a need to improve 
LEAA's evaluation capability to assess project effectiveness 
and efficiency, especially in relation to other services or 
programs already in operation. LEAA is placing strong 
emphasis on improving evaluation criteria as a means of 
providing local officials with more complete and objective 
data on which to base the decision of whether to continue 
or discontinue funding. 

We also agree with ~he recommendation that LEAA nnd 
State Information Systems should be improved to provide 
better data concerning not only project continuation but 
·also general outcome. Both the national and State Grant 
Management Information Systems are moving in this direction 
and continuous reviews will be made to determine whether 
additional modifications are required. LEAA will be 
collecting comprehensive information to determine historic 
program priority trends among State and local governments. 
With this information, LEAA will be able to identify those 
States willing to commit their own funds for projects 
initially supported with LEAA funds. We consider this 
information essential, therefore, GAO's recommendation is a 
sound one. 

The report also recommends that "the extent to which 
projects continue be reported in State law enforcement plans 
and the LEAA Annual Report." LEAA will examine possible 
methods of obtaining this information. One possible 
solution would be to require States to attach 'a "past progress" 
document to their comprehensive plans. This document would 
provide details of previously funded and continuing projects. 
We believe information developed in some form, showing the 
extent to which projects continue, would serve a useful 
purpose. 

The ;final reconimeridation suggests that "LEAA develop 
a coordinated continuatibd'policy to be impl~mented by each 
State, which addresses:::";! t: I. ' 

--Defining how ~9ng L~AA funds should be used to 
support each type of project; 

1', 
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--Developing funding methods which ease the 
transition to full State and/or local funding, 
such as through the use of progressive matching 
rates; 

--Defining standard grant application provisions 
which detail how, when, by whom, and under what 
conditions project costs will be assumed; and 

--Defining the types' of technical assistance that 
must be offered to all projects." 

The issues involved in this recommendation are far reaching 
and will require further study by LEAA. Our preliminary 
views on the four points included in the recommendation 
are noted below. 

The first and second recommendations suggest defining 
how long LEAA funds should be used to support each type of 
project and developing funding methods which ease the transition 
to full State or local funding. LEAA legislation does not 
appear to warrant the agency dictating a rigid policy in 
this area. On the other hand, development of a coordinated 
LEAA/State continuation policy is important and, where 
feasible, LEAA will consider estabiishing guidelines in 
terms of parameters to be followed. 

The third point recommends defining standard grant 
application provisions which detail how, when, by whom, and 
under what conditions project costs will be assumed. This 
recommendation is based on GAO's conclusion that "The varying 
degrees of success the States had in continuing worthwhile 
projects after LEAA funding stopped were attributa1 to a 
lack of adequate LEAA guidelines and t'he resulting differences 
in State policies that developed." We do not agree with the 
conclusion and believe that the LEAA guidelines issued in 
December 1973 are adequate, but wii1 require stringent 
enforcement. LEAA published a Guideline Manual titled, 
"State Planning Agency Grants," M4l00.1B, on December 10, 
1973. We believe the manual contains an adequate policy 
statement on the State assumption of cost in Chapter 1, 
paragraph 19, "(Comprehensive Law Enforcement) Plan Imp1emen'
tation." In addition, Chapter 3, Comprehensive Law Enforcement 
Plan Outline, contains a major section entitled, "The Multi-
Year Plan". This section describes multiyear budgeting 
procedures, includes subsections providing for State/local 
matching contributions, and acknowledges the need for flexibility 
in preparing budget estimates and updates. Because circumstances 
and conditions differ among the States, LEAA has intentionally 
permitted continuation policies, budgeting practices, program 
priorities, and administrative procedures to differ among 
the States. However, minimum requirements exist for all 
Sta.tes. 
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LEAA recognizes that some State Planning Agencies 
(SPA) need more help in writing their plans and that more 
systematic data collection is required to evaluate long
term grant efforts. However, we believe rigid "guidelines" 
designed to eradicate variations. among States are inappro
priate. 

With respect to the last point, LEAA recognizes the 
need for more effective technical assistance from both 
the SPA and LEAA. The Office of National Priority Programs 
was established within LEAA to carry out national priority 
initiatives which will promote the reduction and prevention 
of crime and delinquency through long-term fundamental 
changes in local institutions. The basic strategy of the 
approach is to have LEAA function as a catalyst to promote 
effective community action on community problems. This 
strategy is being implemented by having skilled professionals, 
working in teams and backed by discretionary funds, actively 
participate with a community group to diagnose problems 
and opportunities, select appropriate responses, and implement 
approved reforms leading to permanent changes. When 
finished, the team of skilled professionals will leave 
behind not only specific improvements and practical plans 
tailored to local needs and perceptions, but also a cadre 
of local personnel trained to continue the evaluation and 
implementation process. Thus, LEAA is actively promoting 
the national objective of fostering good useful projects 
by providing professional expertise and initial funding in 
a process which will culminate in an orderly progression 
to local operation, local control, and local support. 

To be more responsive to technical assistance needs, 
LEAA's Office of Regional Operations and its regional offices 
are increasing their technical expertise, both in-house 
and through contracts, in the various areas of the criminal 
justice system. We will also give additional consideration 
to finding ways for improving the technical assistance 
provided by SPA's. Possibly, as suggested by GAO, a set 
of minimum guidelines would be helpful. 
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this 
draft report. Please feel free to contact us if you 
have any questions. 

Glen E. Pommerening 
Assistant Attorney General 

for Administration 
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LONG-TERM "ROJECTS THAT STOPPED 

OR SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCED OPERATIONS 

IN SIX STATES VISITED 

Projects 
that 

should Alabama (note c) 
have Tota I Merited 

California 
Total Merited 

reducing Total continued PlioJgcts continuation PlioJgctS continuation 
Number Percent ~ Percent operations projects ....!!!...Y ~ !l!!mber ~ 

Ineffective. 13 

Not needed 11 2 • 

Inadequate 
evaluation 13 5 38 2 33 

Lack of State or 
local funds (note a) 72 58 81 18 18 100 25 16 

Poor administration 19 37 100 

Other (note b) .l!. ~ 81 ...! ...! 100 II ~ 

Total m .2[ 60 Zi l! 96 ~ Z.§. 

aprimarfly due to inadequate cost assumption planning regarding such things as securing a ffrm 
commitment from potential funding sponsors and developing adequate increasing local matching rates. 

bIncludes such things as lack of qualified persons to hire and change in regional priorities. 

cSee pp. 14 and 15 for explanation of why so many pro,iects in Alabama merited continuation. 

69-567 0 - 76 - pl. 1 - 54 

64 

17 

58 
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Michigan Ohio Oregon washinRton 
Total Mer1ted Total Mer1ted Total Merited Total er1ted 

PjjoJticts continuation pr
j
:

ts continuation prjrts continuation prj~cis continuation 
~ Number' Percent .J!L.I' NlJl1ber Percent ~ Number, ~ .J!1l...!r. NlJl1ber Percent 

3 4 

33 2 2 100 

6 s3 8 75 100 10 8 80 

4 4 75 33 

2. ...! 80 ~ ~ 100 =- =- ...! ...! 100 

Zl ...l! 39 II II 68 ..!l. .! 75 Z2. .l!i. 60 
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TOTAL PRo,mTS T~RIIUIATlO AND STATUS 

OF LONG-TERfl PROJECTS NO LONnER Ft'NOED 8Y LEM 

m 39 STAlES AND DISTRICT OF COLU~8IA 

Long .. tem oro.! ects Percent 
NO jonger reduced 

Totlil getting Not or not 
projects lEAA funds ~erat1nQ Reduced o2erattng 

3ill. ~ Number §i!mi H er AmOunt ~ Amount ~ AiOOunt 

Alabama 1,310 163 $ 2,593.556 19 28n,456 216,526 15 19 
Alaska 154 12 387,663 2 15,450 - 17 4 
Arizona 425 20 284,736 1 B,7~3 1 43,768 10 18 
Ar~ansas 679 8Il ~78,O73 8 54,352 (a) (a) 9 6 
Calfforn!a 450 101 ,:,305,920 33 3,673,225 23 2,813,437 55 48 
Colorado (b) (bl (b) (b) (b) 

m m 
(b) (b) 

Connecticut., .. 575 21 627,553 6 139,463 29 22 
Delaware 63 m,35~ 2 83,734 5n 56 

.Florlda (b) (bi (b) (b) (b) (b) 
Georgia 1,479 1 ~ ~ 788,441 9 32,296 2 8,287 10 5 
Hawa1f 129 140,787 2 32,429 1 7,300 25 28 
Idaho 753 9 104,332 2 6,564 22 6 
I11lnois 769 lF7 26,992,265 70 8,700,485 4 152,659 40 33 
Indfana 1,397 75 1,754,427 20 405,835 12 352,732 43 43 
Iowa 546 37 2,089,771 2 154,,8~ 7 516,271 24 32 
Kansas 602 37 1,201,127 11 449,160 1 19,851 32 39 
Kentucky 228 20 922,623 10 309,976 1 103,838 55 45 
louisiana 1

1
867 '9 1,397,568 1 nj4

32 11 3 
Mafne ~16 • 

(b) (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) 
Maryland 23 2,290,956 4 W,512 I~l Igi (~f (~1 Massachusetts (b) (b) (b) (b) 
Michigan 265 64 4,481.277 19 842,251 4 2t~j456 36 24 
Minnesota (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) 
Mlssfssfppl 804 3 110,318 
Missouri 690 47 1,413,708 6 85,882 (a) (a) 13 6 
Hontana 1,010 24 581,842 5 92,947 1 7,606 25 17 
Nebraska 640 33 875,056 1 2,572 3 44,395 12 5 
Nevada 343 24 370,763 8 65,302 1 

!~r 
38 20 

New Hampshire (b) (b) (b) (b) (h) 

!g! 
(b) (b) 

New Jersey 284 10 255,269 3 39,127 30 15 
New Hexfco (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) 
New York 225 65 12,951,740 23 3,113,357 1 11,550 37 24 
North Carolfna 288 54 1,033,946 4 185,394 !:l !:l 7 18 
North aakotli 450 17 572,864 5 122,147 29 21 
Ohio 11~8 40 2,066,293 13 681,032 9 3~:j645 55 52 
Oklahoma (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) 
Oregon 112 28 

l'rW

52 5 
m,214 

3 

!~r 
29 25 

Pennsylvania !~l !~1 m m I;! m Rhode Island 
South Corolfna 11r,o 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 1,234 309,579 3 

2m

48O 38 72 
I Texas 399 28 2,232,733 I,HO 4 

Utah 331 9 378,456 128,226 11 34 
Vennont 133 3 36,575 

~!~~I~It,n 1,067 2 133,244 

West V~r9lnla 268 44 3,218,356 13 710,532 12 l'Sl:j626 57 72 
526 4 559,383 3 136,261 \ j 75 24 

Wisconsfll 905 57 1,823,919 10 247,449 
2m

273 23 30 

~l~~~nt of Col umbla 
542 9 158,997 7 102,315 70 64 

--ill. -1i 2,369,578 -1 589,706 33 25 

Total ~ J..W $~ III $22,471 .474 .![ $7 ,099,677 

Total projects not operating or reduced 432 

Total amount of projects not operating or reduced $23,571 ,151 

·Unknown. 

bSupplfed no dat •• 

"Reported no 10ng-tem projects, 

dNot applfcable, 
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APPENDIX IV 

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES. _. 

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

T~!lur~ Qf offiQe 
.E.I:..wrI. .l:Q. 

. ATTORNEY GENERAL: 
William B. Saxbe Jan. 1974 Present 
Robert H. Bork (acting) Oct. 1973 Jan. 1974 
Elliot L. Richardson May 1973 Oct. 1973 
Richard G. Kleindienst June 1972 May 1973 
Richard G. Kleindienst 

(acting) Mar. 1972 June 1972 
John N. Mitchell Jan. 1969 Feb. 1972 

ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION: 

Richard W. Velde Sellt. 1974 Present 
Donald E. Santarelli Apr. 1973 Aug. 1974 
Jerris Leonard May 1971 Hal'. 1973 
Vacant June 1970 Hay 1971 
Charles H. Rogovin Hal'. 1969 June 1970 
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THE PILOT CITIES PROGRAM; PHASEOUT NEEDED DUE TO LIMITED NATIONAL 
BENEl<'ITS, FEBRUARY 3, 1975 

::> t,::. 

~ I REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 
"< c> 

"C'cou"~\" 

The Pilot Cities Program: 
Phaseout Needed Due To 
Limited National Benefits 

Law Enforcement Asc;istance Administration 

Department of Justice 

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES ' ... 

GGt". "5-16 
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COMPTROLL.ER GENERAL OF T/iE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2OUO 

I]?O the Presid,ent of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

This is our report on the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration's management of its Pilot Cities Prog~am. 

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Accounting 
Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accountinq and Auditing Act 
of 1950 (31 U.S.C. ~7). 

We are sending copies of this report to the Director, 
Office of Management and Budget1 the Attorney Genera11 and 
the Administrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

Comptroller General 
of the united States 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

GAO wanted to determine whether the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration adequatelY planned and 
managed its Pilot Cities Program 
to demonstrate that improved re
search could bring about better 
planning of city and county programs 
to reduce crime. 

The Pilot Cities Program was begun 
in 1970 with a projected cost of 
$30 m'lU~ It was one of the 
agency's first major attempts to 
bring about improvements through 
direct financing. 

Albuquerque. New Mexico; Charlotte, 
North Carolina; Dayton, Ohio; Qes 
Moines, Iowa; N~ Virginia; 
Oma~ Nebraska; .R9chester, 
NeW York; and Santa Clara~, 
California, were chosen as. test 
locations of how to use new, in
novative ideas to fight crime, 
whiah aou~ later be applied 
nationally. The program was to 
operate for 5 Years-

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
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THE PILOT CITIES PROGRAM: 
PHASEOUT NEEDED DUE TO 
LIMITED NATIONAL BENEFITS 
Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration 
Department of Justice 

have otherwise been obtained. But, 
from a nationaZ standPoint, the 
overall program did not accomplish 
its goals, for reasons explained 
beloW. 

The basic approach was to have 
pilot city teams research their 
communities' problems in reducing 
~rime and develop projects and tech
nical assistance to solve the prob
lems. 

Three of the five teams GAO re
viewed in detail--Albuquerque, Day
ton, and Omaha--could not develop 
their efforts as planned. General
ly, they had difficulties maintain
ing a viable pilot city effort. 

Two othe,;, teams--Norfo 1 k and Santa 
C1ara--maintair.ed relatively 
stable operations by deVeloping 
appropriate community support, re
searching problems, and starting 
new projects. . 

l
The Charlotte team withdrew from 
the program in April 1974 because 
of a lack of adequate directfon 
from the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration and because the team 

Individually, the eight cities bene- did not anticipate sustained local 
fi~mtth& Pilot elt1es Program. interest in planning communit~~ide 

~» activities to solve criminal jus-
They received Law Enforcement tice problems. 
Assistance Administration funds for 
projects they probably cou1d'not 
have otherwise undertaken. They re
ceived the benefit of research and 
technical as~istance that could not. 

The Des Moines team apparently ex
perienced startup problems and did 
not accomplish SUfficient research 
and project development dUring its 

GGD-75-16 
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first 20 months of operation to 
achieve useful results. 

The Rochester team has apparently 
made progress. 

Overall, therefore, three of the 
eight teams may have progressed sat
isfactorily. But the cumulative 
experience of the eight teams is 
already sufficient for the Law En
forcement Assistance Administration 
to draw useful conclusions about 
how to promote changes at local 
levels--one of the program's basic 
objectives. 

Essentially, the prQQlems of the 
program were that: 

--Consistent objectives Were not 
cgreed"'Uflo1'l:--

--Teams interpreted the program 
'~y. 

--Participating organizations ex-
peri enced i nstabi 1 ity. -
..... 

--Guidelines were too broad as to 
wha~ was to be accomplished an~ 
h'OW. 

--Regional offices of the Law Ep~ 
forcement Assistance Administra
tion used different management 
methods. 

In programs of limited duration 
designed to serVe as examples of 
how the, Nation should try to solve 
problems, these factor.s can have 
an adverse effect. This was the 
case with the Pilot Cities 
Program. 

The Law Enforc~ment Assistance 
Administration should conUnue to 
di.rectly finance large efforts of 
national significance. But it is 
important that such programs have 

ii 

clearly defined objectives agreed 
to by all participants and that 
monitoring and evaluation proce
dures be adequately deVeloped by 
the supporting Federal agency be
fore the project. begins. This 
was not the case with the Pilot 
Ci ti es Program. 

Inadequatf:Er0gram deveZopment 

The Law Enforcement ASSistance 
Administration used a proposal for 
improving the criminal justice 
process in one locality as the 
basis for developing the national 
Pilot Cities Program. 

The fi rs t grant--to Santa Cl ara 
County--was broadly worded so its 
team could emphasize (1) improving 
the process of criminal justice 
research and planning and (2) de
veloping specific projects. The 
lack of emphasis on any one goal 
(such as research or project imple
mentation) over others was not 
detrimental in Sant'a Cl ara County 
because the team and local 
officials understood what they 
wanted to ,do as a result ,of more 

. than a yt!ar' s negoti ati ons with 
the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration before the grant 
was,approved. 

At the direction of the Law En
forcement Ass.istance Administra
tion, subsequent pilot cHy teams 
used the Santa Clara grant as the 
model for their proposals. But 
these teams did not have the bene
fit of Santa Clara's experience. 
They did not receive appropriate, 
guidance from the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration to clar
ify the prog\,am's priQrities. 
Each team interpreted the pro
gram's objectives and' emphasis 
differently •. The result was not 
a coordinated national pilot city 



effort, but eight individual 
programs. ' 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Ad
ministration published program 
guidelines in January 1973, 2-1/2 
Years after the program began. 
Encompassing all activities of the 
operating pilot cities, these 
guidelines were too broad to pro
vide direction to the teams and 
had little impact on the program. 
(See ch. 2.) 
Finpncia7, pres!ures 

Each pilot city team was to be pro
vided $500,000 per fiscal year 
during its 5-year life for demon
stration projects. Any,unused por
tion at the'end of the year: was 
generally not available for future 
use. Therefore, the Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration 
applied pressure to spend the 
money by developing projects too 
quickly, .which prevented orderly 
development of the teams' efforts. 

This pressure had serious conse
quences for the Albuquerque and 
Dayton teams. (See pp. 15 to 19.) 

Regiona7, guidance 

Regional offices of the Law En
forcement Assistance Administra
tion often provided inconsistent 
guidance to the pilot city teams 
--primarily because the head
quarters staff had not adequately 
specified program objectives. 

The Dallas regiOnal office greatly 
limited the Albuquerque team's 
ability to perform effectively in 
December 1972 and most of 1973. 
The team sUbmitted no new demon
stration Pfojects during that time 
and could find no replacements for 
three professional staff members 
who quit. 
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The Chicago regional office re
quested Dayton's team to submit 
proposals for new demonstration 
projects. The team director at
tempted to complete research be
fore submitting proposals. 
Because he and the Chicago office 
could not agree, he was requested 
to step down. Between December 
1972 and October 1973., th.e Dayton 
team had no permanent,director. 
Subsequently, Dayton proposed 
five projects to reduce specific 
crimes. Only one was .based on 
adequate research. 
Confusion between the Omaha team 
and the regional office in Kansas 
City concerning program develop
ment resulted in an almost com
plete turnover of the Omaha staff 
as of June 30, 1973. As noted 
above, the Charlotte team with
drew from the program because of 
such management practices. (See 
pp. 20 to 30.) 

Research and projects 

All pilot city teams were expected 
to develop baseline data on the 
various aspects of their criminal 
justice systems. But the-Law En
forcement Assistance Administra
tion did not specify types of data 
to be collected, establish common 
criteria to insure uniform report
ing, or provide a basis for estab
lishing a common reference for 
comparing teams' efforts. 

Inconsistent interpretation of the 
terms "new" and "innovative" af
fected the type of demonstration 
projects undertaken. Generally, 
if projects were new to the local
ities, even though not unique 
nationally, they were implemented. 

As of December 1973, 27 percent 
(about $2 million) of the program's 
demonstration funds had gone to 



projects to implement or update 
information systems. Another 23 
percent (about $1. 7 million) went 
to provide new types of corrmunity 
treatment, such as youth service 
bureaus and alcohol detoxifica
tion centers. Many of these proj
ects appear similar to others 
being supported by the Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration in 
other of its activities. 

Pilot cities funds were also used 
to provide burglar alarms, tele
vision security systems, a narcotic 
squad, a crime laboratory, and more 
nonwhite police officers. All such 
efforts benefit the localities. 
But such projects are not new or 
innovative and should not be sup
ported directly with Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration 
moneys that are supposed to be used 
for programs to solve problems of 
national significance. (See 
pp. 35 to 44.) 

TeahniaaZ aB8i8tanae 

All pilot city teams rendered tech
nical assistance to their localities 
and, if judged by this criterion 
alo.ne, could be considered partly 
successful. The question GAO 
asked was whether the experience 
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of the eight teams was already suf
ficient to derive useful information 
about the processes the teams used 
and whether such information could 
be transferred to State and regional 
criminal justice planning units. 
GAO believes so. (See pp. 44 to 47.) 

RSCOMMENDATIONS OR SUGGESTIONS 

GAO met with officials of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administra
tion in June 1974 and suggested 
that steps be taken to phase out 
the program by June 3D, 1975. (See 

iv 

pp. 53 to 55.) These officials 
agreed to act on the substance of 
GAO's suggestions. Consequently, 
GAO has no recommendations to make 
to the Attorney General. 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Ad
ministration began phasing out the 
program in July 1974 by reviewing 
the actions of each pilot city team 
and determining how and when e~ch 
effort should be phased out and the 
extent to which worthwhile projects 
might be continued with other funds. 

On the basis of the detailed com
ments GAO received on its report 
from some of the pilot city teams, 
it believes this is the correct 
approach for phasing out the 
program. . 

Many pilot city teams criticized 
GAO's suggestions and the Law En
forcement Assistance Administra
tion's acceptance of them. They 
believed their efforts were worth
while and that GAO took too narrow 
a view of the program by not suf
ficiently emphasizing the benefits 
that accrued to the eight locali
ties. 

From a local perspective, many of 
their comments are valid. FrOm a 
national standpoint, an assessment 
of the need to continue the program 
had to be based on the cumulative 
experience of all teams and on a 
determination of whether that ex
perience was worthy of continued, 
direct Federal support as part of 
a national test effort. 

Some teams also stated that they 
had developed projects that were 
new and advanced and had national 
application. To date, however, no 
specific data is available to 



determine whether the projects are 
new and innovative. 

Data available to GAO indicated 
that, although some projects may 
have nati ona 1 appl i cabil ity, the 
projects generally did not appear 
much different from other efforts 
funded with Law Enforcement Assist
ance Administration moneys. Never
theless, the agency will apparently 
continue funding some worthwhile 
projects that might have national 
applicability or are consistent 
with the State's overall compre
hensive plan for improving the 
criminal justice system. 

~TTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE 
CONGRESS 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
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ministration recognizes the need 
to better manage projects funded 
with moneys it controls directly 
so that such efforts will result 

1 in greater national benefits. 
This report contains no recommen-

t dations for action by the Congress ~ 

However, because more thought has 
recently been given to testing 
certain neW program approaches be
fore considering national applica
tion, the lessons learned from 
managing the pilot city effort ' 
should assist the Congress in de
termrning how to better insure 
that executive agencies adequately 
plan and operate other test efforts. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

One objective of the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin
istration (LEAA) of the Department of Justice is to foster 
new ways to improve the Nation's criminal justice systems 
through direct financing. One of LEAA's first major efforts 
--projected to cost about $30 million--was the pilot Cities 
Program, which began in 1970. 

LEAA selected eight locations to research, dem'onstrate, 
and integrate new and improved projects into their criminal 
justice systems to prevent or reduce crime and deltnquency. 
Through the cooperative efforts 'of action-oriented teams of 
professionals experienced in criminal justice research and 
the host locations' criminal justice agencies, the program 
was to demonstrate that improved research on local criminal 
justice problems could result in better programs to reduce 
crime. The cities' efforts were to serve as examples to the 
Nation of how to develop better planning processes in this 
critical area. 

Most State and local programs financed with LEAA funds 
receive grants from State planning agencies that have re
ceived block grants from LEAA. The remaining funds are 
allocated as grants or contracts'for projects which gener
ally LEAA believes have national significance. These funds 
are called discretionary funds. In addition, LEAA's 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
directly funds certain research and demonstration projects. 
LEAA manages projects, such as the pilot Cities Program, 
receiving Institute or discretionary funds, and State crimi
nal justice agencies manage projects which receive money 
from the block grants awarded to the States. 

We wanted to determine whether LEAA had adequately 
planned and managed the pilot Cities Program and whether the 
program was worthwhile in light of LEAA's responsibility to 
use resources directly under its control as effectively as 
possible to improve the criminal justice system and reduce 
crime. 

It is especially important to evaluate such efforts as 
the pilot Cities Program because, as the Attorney General 

1 
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said in the fall of 1974, we are not at all sure what the 
causes of crime are or how to prevent them. Because the 
Federal Government, primarily through LEAA, supplies only a 
small portion of all funds spent to prevent and reduce crime 
and because there are probably not enough resources directed 
to solving the problem, it is especially vital that funds 
under LEAA'S direct control be used as effectively as 
possible. 

The adequacy and usefulness of any efforts funded w~th 
moneys LEAA directly controls, therefore, need tO'be viewed 
in that perspective. A key question is whether projects 
funded with such funds are sUfficiently innovative, to warrant 
their ,receiving direct grants from LEAA, as opposed to being 
funded by States with block grant funds. 

By selecting medium-sized locations with known recep
tivity to change dispersed throughout the Nation, LEAA in
tended that the Pilot Cities Program produce efforts to im
prove the locale's criminal justice system which would not 
have occurred had the program not existed. LEAA believed 
that other states and localities could then benefit from the 
processes developed and the specific projects implemented. 

Each location was to have a 5-year term consisting of 
three successive 20-month funding phases (phases I, II, and 
III). Grants were awarded to nonprofit organizations or 
universities, as shown in the following table, for a team to 
do research and to plan projects. operating funds amounted 
to about $20,000 per month per city, or $9.6 million. 

Funds allotted for demonstration projects amounted to 
$500,000 per fiscal year per pilot city, or about $20 mil
lion. Grants for demonstration funds were awarded to State 
and local Criminal justice agencies to finance proposed 
projects. 

2 
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Months remaining 
Initial after JUne 1974 

Location (note a) award date (note b) Grantee 

San Jose, and Santa May 1970 
Clara County, Calif. 

Dayton, and MOntgomery July 1970 
County, Ohio 

Charlotte, and Dec. 1970 
Mecklenburg County, 
N.C. 

Albuquerque, and Feb. 1971 
Bernalillo County, 
N. Mex. 

Norfolk (st,andard 
metropolitan 
statistical area), 
Va. (note d) 

omaha, and Douglas 
County, Neb. 

Des Moines, and Polk 
County, Iowa 

Rochester, and Monroe 
County, N.Y. 

Sept. 1971 

Sept. 1971 

Sept. 1971 

June 1972 

12 

(C) 

26 

28 

25 

29 

35 

American Justice 
Institute 

Community 
Research, Inc. 

Institute of 
Government, 
University of 
No. carolina 

Institute of 
Research and 
Development, 
University of 
New Mexico 

College of 
William and 
Mary 

School of Public 
Affairs and 
Community Ser
·vl.~es, Univ. 
of Nebraska 
at Omaha 

Drake University 

University of 
Rochester 

aAlthough referred to as a Pilot cities Program, the program 
included the county in which the major city was located, 
except in Norfolk, as noted. 

bTotal time may exceed 5 years because of limited extension 
granted by LEAA. 

cThe grantee withdrew from the Pilot Cities Program as of 
April 30, 1974. At the conclusion of our fieldwork, there 
were no plans to resume the program. (See pp. 25 to 27.) 

drncluded the cities of Norfolk, Portsmouth, Chesapeake, and 
Virginia Beach. 
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To evaluate whether the program was worthwhile, we re
viewed the efforts of all eight locations taken as a whole. 
Although "we anticipated variations in the quality of the 
efforts taken individually, we believed that to evaluate the 
entire program we had to draw conclusions on the basis of an 
assessment of the overall effort. 

Such an as~essment included judging 'Ylhether the cumula
tive benefits accruing to the eight locations were sufficient 
to provide LEAA and the States with new information--not 
necessarily obtainable through other means, such as evalua
ting efforts funded with block grants--that would enable 
them to more effectively fight crime. 

Among the primary factors considered in making such a 
determination were: 

--The extent to which program objectives were adequately 
developed. 

--The stability of the teams in the pilot city loca
tions over the projected life of the program in terms 
of staff continuity and program emphasis. 

--The innovativeness of the planning ~ndertaken and 
projects developed in the locations. 

The program objectives should have been clearly def.ined 
and clearly understood by all participants from the beginning. 
The stability of the pilot city teams throughout the test 
period should have been insured so the program's hypothesis 
could be proved or disproved. The character of the planning, 
research, and projects undertaken should have been suffi
ciently innovative to justify the continued expenditure of 
noncompetitive, direct Federal grants. 

Underlying our assessment of these factors was our be
lief that for the program to succeed proper Federal manage
ment was essential. 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

To assess the pilot Cities Program, we reviewed in de
tail the operations of the pilot city teams in Albuquerque, 
Dayton, Norfolk, Omaha, and Santa Clara and briefly visited 
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and reviewed operations in Charlotte, Des Moines, and Roches
ter. We also visited. LEAA headquarters and .appropriate 
regional offices. MO$t of the field,'i'ork was done. between 
August 1973 and April 1974. 

5 
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CHAP'Y.ER 2 

INADEQUATE PROGRAM D11:VELOP1'1EJ:.!T 

From the beginning of the Pilot Cities Program's devel
opment :.n 1969, LEAA did not have a clear idea of the type 
of program it wanted to test. As a result, eight individual 
programs have e,volved which, while benefiting the local com
munities to various.de9rees, when taken together have not 
been very successful in accomplishing the program's goals. 

THE BASIS FOR PILOT CITIES 

The program developed out of a January 1969 request to 
LEAA's National Institute for Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice by the Institute for the Study of Crime and Delin
quenc~,.l The request was for funds to establish a "correc
tional laboratory at the local g01..'ernment level" in S""nta 
~lara County, California. 

'l'he purpose of the proposal was "to seil if, and how 
local people CQuld be engaged to introduce innovations to 
optimize the criminal justice system on a systtamatic basis." 
In addition to planning to study the process of change, the 
proposal sought funds to "carry out the implementation of 
crim~nal justice system innovations developed through the 
study of the' local system and as expressed in a plan of 
action." The prospective grantee did not propose to describe 
projects in advance, but to develop them from study and plan
ning. 

LEAA reacted positively to the request and discussed 
the project's development with staff from the American Jus
tice Institute for about a year. However, the perspectives 
from which LEAA and the American Justice Institute viewed 
the proposed project were somewhat different. 

The American Justice Institute requested funds to es~ 
tablish a specific project at one loca,tion. On the basis of 
previous work it had done in other California communities, 
the American Justice Institute apparently had a clear idea 
of what it wante~ to' do in Santa Clara County. LEAA staff, 

l/Subsequently named the American Justice Institute. 
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however, had to be concerned with trying to view this one 
request for fund~ in a broader national context. 

The January 1969 through May 1970 period was a turbu
lent one for LEAA. During that time the agency devel
oped the specifics of the American Justice Institute grant, 
which formed the basis for the Pilot cities Program. LEM 
was not established until June 1968. A new administration 
took office in January 1969 and had to decide what type of 
emphasis to give LEM's programs. 

The American Justice Institute saw its proposed project 
primarily as a way to improve the quality of justice in the 
host community by researching its criminal justice needs and 
implementing changes suggested by that research. LEAA's 
view of the proposal is not completely clear--partly because, 
among other things, seven different LEM National Institute 
officials were responsible, at one time or another,. for 
working with the American Justice Institute to develop its 
proposal and eventually the Pilot Cities Program. Accord
ing to an American Justice Institute official: 

"All LEM Institute Staff had slightly different 
ideas and perceptions. Some of them were philo
sophically and professionally sympathetic to our 
views--some were not. Because it was a new agency, 
and because of the staff changes, I don't think a 
well-defined agency [LEAA] viewpoint existed about 
whether we had a good project or a bad project, or 
later whether Pilot Cities was a good idea or a 
bad idea." 

One difference between LEAA and the American Justice 
Institute concerned the specificity of the proposal. LEM 
wanted the proposal to be more specific in terms of the 
types of projects to be funded. As noted above, the American 
J~stice Institute was not opposed to developing projects but 
believed they could be described in detail only after re
search and planning. According to the American JU'stice In
stitute official who was primarily involved in the negotia
tions and became director of the santa Clara pilot city 
team, the difference in emphasis represented a divergence 
in philosophy, style, and approach between the two organi
zations and produced continual problems once the project 
was funded. 

7 
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In June 196~ the proposal was revised somewhat to try 
to re.solve this difference. In October 1969 a new staff 
member joined LEAA's National Institute and was assigned re
sponsibility for developing an acceptable grant prOposal. 
He apparently wanted to try to change the American Justice 
Institute's project proposal to fit in with a larger program 
he was developing. It was about this time, therefore, that 
LEAA decided to try to use the American Justice Institute's 
proposal to develop a specific project, in one location, as 
a basis for a broader national test. 

In fact, in October 1969 the Acting Chief of the Center 
for Demonstration of Professional Services of LEAA's National 
Institute wrote the president of the American Justice In
stitute that he would like to "explore the possibility of 
linking your proposal * * * with the plans of the National 
Institute for the demonstration of new programs." 

In January 1970 another LEAA staff member became re
sponsible for negotiating with the American Justice Insti
tute about the specifics of its grant proposal and about 
the development of the Pilot Cities Program. During this 
period LEAA also began considering other possible pilot city 
locations. The American Justice Institute official dealing 
with LEAA at this time, however, told us that discussions 
with LEAA focused on what might be developed in Santa Clara 
County and did not deal with the development of a broader 
national program. 

But it is clear that within LEAA discussions focused 
on developing a national effort as a result of the American 
Justice Institute proposal and that LEAA wanted to emphasize 
developing specific projects. 

The Director of the National Institute stated LEAA's 
views of the program in a March 1970 memorandum to an LEAA 
associate administrator: 

"The projects in the pilot ~ities are mainly taken 
from prior research that has proved either on a 
researcn-or demonstration basIs;-0r both, that a 
certain kind of action is feasible and helpful. 
Therefore, in the projects we are primarily looking 
to implement prior knowledge rather than establish 
innovative ways-tOat have not been tried before. 
As you will recall, the theory of the pilot cities 
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is to put existing knowledge together in a package 
and implement it across the whole criminal justice 
system in these designated areas. II (Underscoring 
provided. ) 

Apparently, LEAA's view was project oriented. It ap
proved the American Justice Institute's grant in May 1970 
for the first pilot city experiment. 

santa Clara's applications noted that its project's 
goals were to: 

--"Establish a place equipped for experimental study of 
the criminal justice system at the local government 
level. 

--"Develop agreements with Santa Clara county and its 
principal cities to accept various new programs for 
implementation, study, ahd evaluation. 

--"Develop new methods which promise to make the crimi
nal justice system more effec~ive. 

--"Develop or identify the necessary measurement tech
niques which are needed to assess the impact of 
these new methods, upon the criminal justice system. 

--"Develop and test new methods for determining the 
impact of experimental progra~s. 

--"Learn more about how successful changes can become 
part of the daily operation of an agency. 

--"Learn more about how best to disseminate and intro
duce these changes in other jurisdictions. II 

The application then explained in detail the methods to be 
used to achieve the goals. It also listed proposed research 
projects and noted that demonstration projects would be im
plemented, but stated that the projects werp. not yet devel
oped, and therefore could not be described in detail. From 
the grantee's standpoint, the program's purpose and emphasis 
were clear. 

9 
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The Santa Clara grant was worded so that the American 
Justice Institute could emphasize (1) improving the process 
of criminal j,ustice research and planning and (2) developing 
specific, curreht, state-of-the-act projects to upgrade the 
local criminal justice system. The grant did not have to 
specify the importance of each goal. The lack of emphasis 
in Santa Clara '.s grant of anyone goal (such as research or 
project implementation) over others was not detrimental to 
that pilot city effort because the team and local officials 
understood what they wanted from the program aa a result of 
their negotiations of more than a year with LEAA before the 
grant was approved. 

But the subsequent pilot city teams that used the word
ing of the Santa Clara grant, almost verbatim, in preparing 
their grant applications (at LEAA's direction) did not have 
the benefit of the Santa Clara team's experience. They 
could not be expected to clearly understand their program's 
purpose and to what extent certain goals were more impor
tant than others. LEAA should have given them appropriate 
guidance by making their grant applications more specific. 
Apparently, however, LEAA was not able to mold the program 
to clarify its emphasis because, even though the National 
Institute Director's March 1970 memorandum stated the de
sired emphasis, the subsequent pilot city grants did not 
reflect that. In effect, by allowing each remaining pilot 
city to copy the Santa Clara grant application, LEAA let each 
city interpret the program's objectives and emphasis. In
stead of a coordinated national pilot city effort, the re
sult was eight i.ndividual programs. 

1973 GUIDELINES 

The inability of LEAA to adequately address the program's 
objectives is further evidenced by its not pUblishing offi
cial guidelines until 'January 1973, 2-1/2 years after the 
program began. 

If LEAA had adequately planned and managed the Pilot 
Cities Program, the development and issuance of guidelines 
would have preceded initiat,ion of any projects and possibly 
even negotiation of grant applications. Instead, LEAA man
agement decided to fund and implement a test.program in 
diverse locations and, once the program was underway} try to 
develop it into a cohesive national effort. 

10 
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In any national test effort involving expenditure of 
funds directly under a Federal agency's control, guidelines 
should be developed on the basis of what the test teams 
should do rather than on what they are doing. 

The official pilot city guidelines published in J·anu
ary 1973 were a consensus reached among LEAA staff, state 
criminal justice planning officials, and' the pilot city teams 
after the programs were operating: as such, they were broaa 
enough to encompass all activities of the operating pilot 
cities. The guidelines therefore had little impact on what 
the cities were doing because they were based on what was 
already happening, rather than on what should happen. LEAA 
did not use the guidelines to try to provide direction to the 
program. 

Program goals, as stated in the 1973 guidelines, were: 

"To demonstrate the ability of an interdisciplinary 
team with exceptional research and analysis capabil
ities to work with an operating criminal justice 
system and within a period of five years to contri
bute significantly to the improved ability of that 
system to reduce crime and delinquency and improve 
the quality of justice. 

"To institutionalize the gains made during the Pilot 
city Program by· building into the target area's 
criminal justice system the research and analysis 
capability necessary for system-wide, problem 
oriented planning and program evaluation. 

"To understand more clearly the process by which 
change takes place in the criminal justice system 
so that more effective means can. be devised for the 
nationwide dissemination and possible implementa
tion of well-tested innovations." 

LEAA'S MANAGEMENT APPROACH 

Why did LEAA not take a more aggressive role in develop
ing the Pilot Cities Program? Basically because of the gen
eral management philosophy that existed at the agency. Be
cause most of LEAA's funds were provided as block grants to 
the states, LEAA believed the States should have primary 
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responsibility for developing specific projects and managing 
them. Generally, LEAA's management approach toward its 
blcck grant program was to decentralize decisionrnaking and . 
to provide minimum central direction. 

On the basis of reviews of LEAA's activities, we con
cluded that in some instances such a management aPP!oach 
provided inadequate national accountability, and we there
fore recommended in our reports l that LEAA more actively 
manage the block grant program. We do not disagree with the 
block grant concept or with the philosophy that the States 
and localities know best what their specific problems are 
and how best to address them. Our concern was to bring 
about adequate national accountability of such efforts. 

Because LEAA was relatively new when the pilot Cities 
Program began, the agency's general management philosophy 
of its block grant programs influenced all projects being 
funded with LEAA moneys--block, discretionary, and National 
Institute funds. When the Pilot Cities Program was devel
oped, LEAA apparently did not recognize that a national test 
of certain concepts called for a different management ap
proach. than· did a block grant program. 

This failure to manage discretionary funded projects 
differently than other funded projects affected more than 
just the Pilot Cities Program. 

l"Report on Administration of the Program to Reduce Crime 
in Minnesota" (B-17l0l9, Jan. 21, 1974). 

"Difficulties of Assessing Results of LEAA Projects to 
Reduce Crime" (B-17l0l9, Mar. 19,1974). 

"Federally Supported Attempts to Solve State and Local 
Court Problems: More Needs to be Done" (B-17l0l9, May 8, 
1974) • 

Letter report to the Administrator of LEAA on administra
tion of planning funds (June 5, 1974). 

".Progress in Determining Approaches Which Work in the 
C~:iminal Justice System" (B-1710l9, Oct. 21, 1974). 
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In an October 1973 report to the LEAA Administrator, we 
commented on the extbnt to which 42 projects funded with 
LEAA discretionary funds in 3 States during fiscal years 
1970, 1971, and 1972 differed from those funded by thoae 
States with block grant funds. We determined that there was 
no appreciable difference between (1) the types of projects 
funded with either type of funds or (2) LEAA'S management of 
projects receiving either type of funds. 

LEAA's management and use of its discretionary funds has 
improved considerably since fiscal year 1972. However, dur
ing the time the Pilot cities Program was developed, LEAA 
generally provided minimal central direction for its programs. 
We believe this is one of the main reasons why it did not 
properly develop the Pilot Cities Program. 

LEAA's failure to initially clarify the program's ob
jectives for its own staff and· the pilot city teams greatly 
affected the overall program's development. Those teams 
with a sense of direction and strong leadership were, in 
effect, able to carry out their programs as they saw fit 
without much'direction or interference from LEAA. Teams that 
needed direction, however, did not receive adequate advice or 
guidance from LEAA. Instead of a type of national test, the 
result was eight individual projects. Moreover, most of the 
pilot city teams experienced significant difficulties in de
veloping and implementing cohesive programs. 
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CHAPTER 3 

STABILITY OF PILOT CITY TEAMS 

One problem that affected adequate development of the 
pilot cities Program \Olas the instability of many of the 
pilot city teams' efforts. The program's plan was to have 
the teams research their communities' criminal justice prob
lems and develop appropriate projects and technical assist
ance efforts to help the communities solve the problems. 

Three of the five teams we reviewed in detail--Albu·
querque, Dayton, and Omaha--did not develop their efforts 
in this way. They shifted emphasis and generally had dif
ficulty maintaining a viable pilot city effort. The two 
other teams reviewed in detail--Santa Clara and Norfolk-
maintained relatively stable operations; they developed 
appropriate community support, researched problems, and 
implemented projects. 

Another team, Charlotte, withdrew from the program' in 
April 1974 because of a lack of adequate LEAA direction 
and because it did not anticipate any sustained local in
terest in planning communitywide approaches to solve crim
inal justice problems .. The Des Moines team apparently 
experienced startup problems and did not accomplish suf
ficient research and project development during its first 
20 months of operation. The Rochester team, which began 
almost a year later than any other, has apparently made 
progress. 

Overall, therefore, three of the eight teams may have 
progressed satisfactorily. Several team directors said 
that benefit to the Nation should be judged in terms of the 
lessons learned from the processes the teams used to try to 
change their localities' criminal justice systems. In 
several localities this process was severely inter~upted 
because of the way LEAA managed the program. 

What happened as the teams tried to develop? What 
went wrong in some locations and why? Why did other teams 
appear to be more stable? Some answers follow. 
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FINANCIAL PRESSURES 

Several teams experienced pressures to spend their 
project money. Each pilot city team was to be provided 
discretionary funds of $500,000 per fiscal year during its 
5-year life for implementing demonstration projects. Any 
unused portion of the $500,000 expired at the end of the 
fiscal year and was, generally not available for future use 
by the teams. Because this money was available, LEAA ap
plied pressure to make sure that projects were developed 
so all the money could be used. 

These pressures existed partly because LEAA staff were 
unclear about the program's objectives. For example, 
while the Director of LEAA's National Institute believed 
the program should be project oriented (see pp. 8 and 9), the 
approved grant applications emphasized development of a 
general process leading eventually to implementing projects 
and improvements in the criminal justice system. 

Most pilot city team officials believed that demon
stration projects should begin only after an initial period 
during which the team could establish itself in the commun
ity, develop lines of communication with criminal justice 
officials, and research the community's criminal justice 
problems. 

Several pilot city te~ms did take this approach. As 
noted in chapter 2, the Sar.ta Clara team worked with the 
community for over a year, while its grant ~as being ne
gotiated and developed by LEAA, to secure community support 
and cooperation. The Norfolk team also spent its initial 
period familiarizing itself with the pilot city area and 
its criminal justice problems and establishing working 
relationships with local officials. After such groundwork 
the teams began to concentrate on implementing projects. 

The Albuquerque, Dayton, and Des Moines teams tried to 
follow that approach but, because of pressures from LEAA, 
had to focus on developing projects before they had laid 
the groundwork for using the projects in the overall proc
ess of trying to improve their locales' criminal justice 
systems. As a result, they could not maintain viabl~ pilot 
city efforts. 
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An example of LEAA's approach is reflected in the ef
forts of its New York regional office to get the Rochester 
team to quickly develop projects. The Rochester grant 
became effective in March 1972 and was accepted by the 
grantee in June 1972. Research commenced as of August and 
by November 1972 all ~he staff had been hired. 

However, in January 1973 the New York LEAA regional 
pilot city coordinator wrote the following to the Rochester 
pilot city team: 

"At a recent staff meeting, [the New York regional 
administrator 1 expressed some concer11 that no Rochester 
pilot City action programs ha, been funded. Although 
we are all aware of the time needed to .prepare the 
background information necessary to develop viable 
programs, you must understand we are also operating 
under tremendous pressures from congress and the LEAA 
central Office to move LEAA funds into operating pro
grams as quickly as possible. With this in mind, I 
think your top priority, once your baseline data has 
been collected and analyzed, should be to skim the 
cream off the top and begin developing some discre
tionary grant applications for programs which address 
the most obvious criminal justice problems and needs. 
Later, you can concentrate on developing more innova
tive, specialized programs." 

In April 1073 the coordinator advised the director 
that the team had to obligate its demonstration money by 
June 30, 1973, the end of the fiscal year, or lose it. 

In response to LEAA's pressure, the Rochester team 
director wrote a memorandum to her staff in April 1973 
requesting them to provide ideas about potential programs 
within 3 days. Through June 30, 1973, Rochester had $800,000 
in LEAA pilot city demonstration funds that it could 
obligate: $300,000 for March to June 1972 and $500,000 for 
July 1972 to June 1973. The team submitted proposals to 
LEAA to obligate all the money, but, according to the pilot 
city team director, the team could have functioned better 
if it had been allowed to research problems for about !B 
months before having to commit project funds. She added, 
however, that, on the basis of her p'revious knowledge of 
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the community and the staff's research efforts, she believed 
the projects did address some of the community's problems. 

LEAA'S efforts to force project development too early 
in Albuquerque and Dayton had serious consequences. 

Albuquerque 

Albuquerque's pilot city grant was awarded to the Uni
versity of New Mexico in February 1971. A team director 
was not hired until April 1971. In May 1971 an LEAA head
quarters official urged the team to gain credibility in 
the community by developing some demonstration projects and 
advised the team that fiscal year 1971 grant applications 
for demonstration projects had to be submitted by June 1971. 

With such a short leadtime. an adequate analysis of 
the location's problems and needs (pilot research) was im
practicable, as was the orderly development of projects 
to meet those needs. The team submitted eight demonstration 
project applications totaling about $256,000 to LEAA in . 
early June 1971. The applications were not based on adequate 
research and planning needed to establish problems and priorities. 

LEAA designated only two of the eight projects as 
fiscal year 1971 projects. Those two projects were approved 
with:n 2 months. The remaining apPlications were not ap
proved until 6 to 10 months later and were designated as 
fiscal year 1972 projects. 

Moreover, on June 6, 1971, an LEAA official advised 
the Albuquerque team that about $1 million in competitive 
discretionary funds were also available and asked the team 
to demonstrate its competence by assisting local agencies 
to apply for these funds by June 17, 1971. The team re
sponded by helping local agencies develop nine project 
proposals totaling $708,703. LEAA approved only three,' 
totaling $150,000. 

As a result of LEAA's pressure on the pilot city team to 
use funds quickly: 

--Demonstration projects were conceived without 
proper research and in some cases copied from 
applications submitted by other teams. 
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--Research activities had to be post~oned. 

Also, as a result of LEAA's di~approval of competitive 
discretionary grants and extensive delays in approving demon
stration projects, the team's credibility and its relationships 
with criminal justice agencies were damaged. 

The Dayton team also tried to comply with LEAA's re
quest to develop ways to use money and began writing grant 
applications. As a result, the team discontinued its sys
tems planning approach and disrupted its test of the pilot 
~ity concept of developing better projects to reduce crime 
through better planning and research. 

The team's report on phase I described the effect of 
LEAA's request on the Dayton program as follows: 

"The extensive investment of Pilot Cities time 
and energy in the development of the demonstration 
programs * * * has had disheartening results. Pilot 
Cities played a variety of roles in the development 
of. these projects: some they wrote completely; some 
they helped write; for others they provided technical 
assistance; and for all, they assisted in obtaining 
local fund match and necessary governmental approval. 
These activities, which were encouraged by LE~, de
tracted from the main thrust of the pilot cities 
program. * * *" 

Ten demonstration project grant applications were sub
mitted to LEAA for approval. Many of these projects were 
"off the shelf," that is, standard projects used elsewhere 
and not based on an adequate analysis as to whether they 
satisfied Dayton's needs. Only five were approved and, as' 
a result, the team's credibility in the community diminished 
greatly. 

Charlotte and Santa Clara 

LEAA also tried to persuade the Charlotte and "Santa 
Clara teams to develop projects very quickly. According to 
the Charlotte team director, in the spring of 1971 an LEAA 
official requested him to. develop enough projects to obli
gate $1 million in addition to the normal allotment for 
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demonstration projects. About a week later, however, the 
director asked LEAA if the money was still available. He 
was told it was not, so he did not develop any project pro
posals. 

The Santa Clara team director was also asked by LEAA 
if he could quickly prepare grant applications for projects 
to help use an additional $1 million before the end of the 
fiscal year. The director said he did not agree to the 
request because to do so would have disrupted the process 
of trying to improve the local criminal justice system. 
His decision was based on three factors: 

--The allotted time was too short to develop good 
projects. 

--He did not want to raise the local community's 
expectations that more money would flow into their 
area and then not be able to produce, because this 
would damage his team's credibility and handicap its 
future efforts. 

-··r;aveloping project applications very quickly would 
have meant stopping all other pilot city activity, 
thus putting the entire project off schedule. 

As noted above, these specific adverse effe~ts occurred 
in Albuquerque because LEAA convinced the team to develop 
projects very quickly. 

We believe the problem in Albuquerque and Dayton would 
not have occurred had LEAA and the teams clearly defined the 
program's goals and emphasis before it began. Because the 
Santa Clara team had taken more than a year to refine its 
program and was clear as to what it wanted to achieve, it 
resisted LEAA's efforts which, in effect, disrupted the pro
gram. The Albuquerque and Dayton teams did not have the 
benefit of that experience; thus, they apparently did not 
sufficien~ly understand their objectives to effectively 
resist LEAA's pressures to develop projects quickly. Had 
the teams and communities not expected, probably unreasonably, 
that applications would be approved, the teams' credibility 
might not have been so greatly impaired. 
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REGIONAL GUIDANCE 

Another factor affecting the sta~ility of many of the 
pilot city teams was the inconsistent LEAA regional office 
management and gllidance of the program. Inadequate regional 
guidance was partially responsible for the Charlotte team's 
withdrawal from the program. It caused considerable prob
lems in Albuquerque, Dayton, Omaha, and apparently in 
Des Moines. 

As part of its effort to implement the philosophy of 
the "new federalism," LEAA, during 1971, gave its regional 
offices responsibility for making most decisions about how 
the states would spend and be held accountable for LEAA 
funds, including those of the Pilot cities Program. LEAA's 
decision to decentralize operations, however, adversely 
affected the program's progress for the following reasons: 

--No specific description or guidelines existed for 
regional staffs to follow. 

--Regions had just been established and knew little 
about the program. 

--Decentralization was abrupt. Each region received 
boxes of the appropriate pilot city's records, was 
briefed by LEAA headquarters staff about the program, 
and was told to designate a staff member to become 
the pilot city coordinator. 

Because LEAA headquarters staff in the National Insti
tute had not specified the program's objectives, each re
gional office coordinator's principal problem was perceiving 
the program's goals as best he could and providing guidance 
to his pilot city team accordingly. The coordinators' per
ceptions of the program's goals were not always the same. 

Also, at about this time LEAA developed and implemented 
its High Impact Anti-crime program--a 5-year program in which 
eight cities received. $20 million each to reduce rape, hom
icide, robbery, and burglary. According to LEAA officials, 
the regional offices concentrated more on implementing the 
Impact cities program than on directing the pilot cities 
effort. They believed this also con~ributed to inadequate 
direction of the Pilot cities program. 
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The Charlotte team's phase I report discussed the rea
son for the problews that arose during decentralization as 
follows.: 

"Most of the confusion stemmed from a failure on 
the part of the central administration of LEAA to 
have articulated why they had initiated the Pilot 
city program in the first place and what it was 
they were trying to accomplish. In light of that, the 
difficulty that LEAA'S regional offices later found 
dealing with the project is quite understandable." 

The Santa Clara pilot city director told us: 

"LEAA emphasis and policy shifted considerably, 
especially in the early days of the program. One 
Elxplanation we offer for the apparent ,success of 
this pilot is that the Pilot Program staff had 
some consistent internal sense of goals and ob
jectives and was able to anticipate and deal with 
the shifts. We did not have to swing radically 
from one set of goals or methods of operation to 

_ ano~~r~ aJ*' th~~ ;nscruc-l;ion:: [frOHtX.EA~cRi'!r:t.~~ • __ _ 

The Norfolk team director also believed his team 
"was able to.continue to maintain a steady and planned 
course of development." 

As early as October 1971, LEAA recognized weaknesses 
in the pilot cities Program. At that time its Inspection 
and Review Committee l reviewed thG Santa Clara program and 
noted that: 

--Various LEAA officials gave conflicting guidance 
and direction to this program. 

--LEAA did not have a carefully articulated policy for 
guiding pilot city development. 

lsubsequently called the Office for Inspection and Review 
and now the Office of Planning and Management. 
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--Each pilot city was operated differently, reflecting 
the personality and ideas of its project director. 

Overall, the committee found that the pilot Cities Program had 
unclear objectives, lacked continuity, and needed a national 
coordinator. 

LEAA headquarters staff, over a period of time, attempt
ed to improve program management by (1) providing regional 
offices with draft guidelines for establishing and managing 
LEAA pilot cities, (2) appointing a national pilot city 

'coordinator to oversee the regions' operation, and (3) issu
ing program guidelines. in 1973. 

These efforts, however, fell short of providing the 
central direction needed to insure national cohesion be
cause: 

--The Guide for the Establishment and Managemen;t of 
LEAA pilot cities was drafted but never officially 
i~sued. Thus, some regions did not believe it was 
useful because it was not an official document 
that they could refer to as a source of authority 
in their dealings with the pilot cities. 

--The national coordinator was not appointed until 3 
months after decentralization and provided very little 
coordination. Like his counterparts in the regions, 
the coordinator had other major duties and faced the 
same basic problems because the program's terms, 
concepts, and goals had never been adequately defined. 

--The guidelines for the pilot teams were not issued 
until January 1973, about 2-1/2 years after the Pilot 
Cities Program started. Moreover, the guidelines 
represented the team directors' consensus of what 
their programs had been doing up to that time. Rath
er than being a document containing LEAA's policy 
on what the teams should do, the guidelines were so 
broad that none of the pilot city teams' activities 
were excluded. 
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Inconsistent guidance 

In addition to structuring itself, each region devel
oped its own approach to managing its pilot cities. Some 
regions exercised strong control over their teams while 
others did not. The degree of regional control also varied 
within regions, owing to high turnover of regional coordi
nators and the various interpretations of program objectives. 
The following table shows the turnover from December 1971 
to September 1973. 

Region (pilot city) 

Atlanta (Charlotte) 
Chicago (Dayton) 
Dallas (Albuquerque) 
Kansas city (Des Moines, Omaha) 
New York (Rochester) 
Philadelphia (Norfolk) 
San Francisco (santa Clara) 

Coordinators 

3 
5 
3 
3 
1 
3 
1 

When the teams sought advice from the regions, the 
responses varied because each coordinator understood the 
program differently. The lack of central direction caused 
individual teams to go different ways and led some to sig
nificantly change their program's emphasis, as shown in the 
follo' .... ing examples. 

The involvement of LEAA's Dallas regional office staff 
with the Albuquerque team changed from a hands-off approach 
to one of tight control. According to Dallas regional of
ficials, while Albuquerque's program was under Washington's 
control, LEAA headquarters staff provided little guidance 
to the team. When LEAA operations were decentralized, the 
Dallas regional office became more active in overseeing th~ 
Albuquerque team. The extent to which the Dallas regional 
staff tried to direct the Albuquerque team efforts and the 
problems arising from the staff's lack of a clear under
standing of the program are discussed below. 

In November 1972, when the Albuquerque team requested 
funds for phase II operations, the Dallas LEAA staff required 

23 



871 

the team to submit a work plan as part of its application. 
The work plan was to set forth the team's proposals for 
accomplishing the program goals. 

On December 15, 1972, phase I operational funding ter
minated, but the Dallas office had not approved phase II 
funding. The Dallas staff eventually made a phase II incre
mental award of ~40,OOO to Albuquerque on January 2, 1973, 
only for December 16, 1972, to February 15, 1973, because 
of the possibility that Albuquerque's program might be 
terminated. 

The Albuquerque team director met with Dallas LEAA 
officials on January 5, 1973, and submitted the revised 
grant application based on Charlotte's grant application 
which LEAA had approved. However, LEAA officials said 
the application should also include detailed information 
on demonstration projects to be conducted by local agencies,' 
although this had not been included in Charlotte's applica
tion. LEAA Dallas officials agreed that the work plan ex
plaining proposed demonstration projects could be separate 
from the grant application. The officials then informed 
the Albuquerque team that approval of its phase II grant 
application would still be contingent upon LEAA's approval 
of the work plan. 

On February 1, 1973, the Albuquerque director submitted 
to the LEAA regional office the work plan, including infor
mation on the demonstration projects. 

The LEAA staff spent over 2 months reviewing the work 
plan and in a letter dated April 18, 1973, informed the team 
director that the work plan had to be further revised. Ac
cording to the director, LEAA had provided no written guid
ance specifying what was required in'the work plan before 
the April 18, 1973, letter. Furthermore, the Dallas LEAA 
staff could not give us any written instructions on how to 
prepare the work plan, other than its April 18, 1973, letter, 
which it agreed did not provide clear guidance. . 

The pilot city team director submitted a revised work 
plan on May 18, 1973, which LEAA did not approve. On May 
31, 1973, a meeting was held of Dallas LEAA officials, the 
team director, and local Albuquerque officials. At this 
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meeting LEAA said that the following additional information 
must be' included in the work plan: a lOO-percent account
ing of the future man-day efforts and costs of the team 
staff, the hypothesis to be tested and anticipated results 
of each research project, and the transferability aspect 
and operating agency endorsements for each project. 

On July 14, 1973, the Albuquerque director submitted 
to LEAA a revised work plan covering the period up to 
October 1, 1973. This plan was approved by the Pallas 
staff on June 21, 1973. Three work plan updates covering 
October 1973 to August 15, 1974, were subsequently submitted 
to LEAA and approved by it. • 

Because grant funding arrangements had been uncertain 
since December 1972, the team could not make any long-term 
commitments. As a result, it submitted no new demonstra
tion projects to LEAA for approval and it could not hire 
replacements for three staff members who quit because of 
program uncertainty. In effect, Albuquerque's pilot city 
team became dormant in terms of producing projects. 

According to Pallas LEAA officials, withholding phase 
II funds was not desirable but it was the only way to in
sure Albuquerque's compliance with the regional office's 
requirements. However, if the Dallas staff had specified 
work plan requirements in November 1972, many of these 
problems could have been avoided. 

Charlotte 

The actions of the Charlotte team illustrate the ef
fects of minimal LEAA regional influence over a pilot team. 
In its phase II proposal, approved by LEAA, the Charlotte 
team submitted a grant application that omitted one of the 
basic goals of the Pilot Cities Program--to use action-oriented 
teams of professionals to induce improvements in the commun
ities' criminal justice systems. The teams were to be 
active agents for change. But the Charlotte phase II grant 
application stated that the team Would not act in such a 
role: 

"The pilot Project Team exists only to provide an
alytical skill and its products. It is not directly 
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to provide the motive force for mobilizing COm
munfty energy to seek reform, or to prod action 
fro", local institutions." 

In a June 1973 interim report on its phase II activities, 
the Charlotte team indicated its philosophy more speci~ically. 

"The pilot project does not see as its mission the 
reform,\or improvement, of the criminal justice 
system. \It sees itself only as making available an 
analytica\ capability. Thus, the purpose of the 
pilot project is not to improve criminal justice, 
it is to demonstrate whether the availability of 
that analytical work will lead to improvement." 

* * * * * 
"The pilot project has gone to considerable pains 
to counteract any impression that the project staff 
has a say-so in whether or not a project is funded 
from the pilot City discretionary money. The pilot 
project sees it as entirely possible that a project 
seeking those funds could be conceived, an applica
tion for it written and submitted, its funding ap
proved, and its implementation carried out without 
any involvement by the pilot project." 

On February 18, 1974, the director of the Charlotte 
team wrote the LEAA Atlanta regional administrator that the 
team was withdrawing from the pilot cities Program as of 
April 30, 1974. Among the reasons cited were that the: 

--Pilot city effort was somewhat inconsistent with the 
grantee's other activities, which focused on more 

. statewide problems. The director stated that there 
was "little to warrant intensive focus on one juris
diction. " 

':'-Team believed it was "working in a void" because of 
an "absence of purposefulness in the administration 
of the pilot city program as a whole." 

--Team did not anticipate any sustained local interest 
in planning aimed at developing communitywide approaches 
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to solving criminal justice problems, believed it 
was improper for the team to "promotE;)" or manipulate 
towards their end," and saw little indication that 
LEAA would devise incentives for criminal jus1:ice 
planning in the pilot cities. 

--Team did not believe it was possible to disseminate 
research and planning techniques to other jurisdic
tions because: 

"there was nothing in the experience of the 
first two phases indicating any effort at the 
federal level to exploit the experience of 
the pilot project and ~here wer~ * * * no 
indications that this would change during the 
third phase." 

In December 1971, when decehtralization occurred, the 
Dayton team was still trying to recover from the effects of 
writing grants to use its first allotment of demonstration 
funds and part of the extra $1 million that was available. 
(See p. 18.) Although Dayton's phase I funding period 
expired in December 1971, the Chicago regional office 
did not approve its phase II funding request until May 1972 
because the regional office was uncertain about the program 
objectives. 

Between January 1971 and September' 1972, all the Day
ton team's professional staff members left the program, 
primarily because they were disenchanted with its efforts. 
A complete new staff was assembled by November 1972. During 
this period the team director tried to reemphasize the need 
to resea:rch the community's needs and problems" before de
veloping demonstration projects. However, LEM's Chicago 
regional office became concerned because the Dayton team 
had not submitted any proposals for funding' new demonstra
tion projects and therefore requested the team to do so. 
The team director attempted to complete the research. Be
cause LEAA and the director could not agree on the emphasis 
for the program, LEAA requested him to resign in December 1972. 

From December 1972 until October 1973, the Dayton team 
did not have a permanent director. In Apr il 1973 a con-
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sultant was hired to reorganize the team and to develop 
applications for demonstration projects. As a result, 
five projects totaling $500,000 were proposed by the team 
and approved by the regional office on July 1, 1973. The 
projects were directed toward reducing specific crimes. 
An analysis of the projects' descriptions showed that only 
one appeared to be based on adequate research into the 
area's problems and needs. 

Omaha 

Confusion between Omaha team members and LEAA's Kansas 
City staff about the way the program should develop affected 
the team's stability. 

In a letter to the team director dated July 18, 1972, 
an LEAA regional official said 

"the focus of demonstration projects should be 
designed primarily to solve specific problems 
within the criminal justice agencies of the 
Omaha-Douglas county area and to benefit emphat
ically that immediate community." 

Apparently on the basis of the above comment, a Uni
versity of Nebraska official wrote to LEAA about a year 
later and said 

"As I understand it, an agreement was reached 
among the pilot cities and LEAA that projects 
funded need not be nationally innovative so 
long as they were innovative for the jurisdic
tion concerned." 

LEAA responded, 

"Innovation as you have defined its use for the 
Omaha pilot program would in our opipion adjust 
the program from national in scope to parochial 
in nature." 

During phase I (from September 1971 to June 30, 1973)' 
the Omaha team identified potential projects and selected 
the best methodologies to study them. The team developed 
9 project proposals and discussed 25 potential proposals. 
It generally believed that any projects that were new or 
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innovative to the community could be funded. For example, 
the team proposed projects to improve law enforcement 
agencies' use of computers, to provide a new method of 
handling the drunk offender, and to ~rovide better process
ing of cOUrt information. 

LEAA approved the following three pilot city demon
stration projects during Omaha's first phase. 

project 

Community Based Resources for 
criminalistics Examination 

Approval 
date 

9-11-72 

- i'fobile Tele~ SystenL, 3-22-73 
•• - •• -.-:,~.~-'~ <~ -- --=- =-~ 

_ ~~-Resource-Investig~ ~-~--
\"'~,' Need of the Public Defender's ._ •. '., "'7",' 

Office 5-10-73 

Amount 

$ 78,687 

5,775 

None of the projects were based on adeq1,ta,1:e research 
into the community's criminal justice needs and ··priorities. 
The Mobile Teleprinter System and the Community Based Re
sources for Criminalistics Examination projects were ini
tially conceived by the Omaha police division. The Mobile 
Teleprinter System, however, was canceled because of the 
city's inability to lease equipment. The Resour,ce-Investi
gation Need of the Public Defender's Office project, which 
concerned ways for organized labor to provide employment 
for offenders, was conceived and developed by the pilot city 
team. According to a team member, all three projects re
sulted mainly from a series of meetings between team members 
and Omaha criminal justice officials. 

Through June 30, 1973, the team issued eight baseline 
data reports. But, according to the pilot city research 
associate, the only project developed as a result of the 
baseline data was not funded with pilot cities money be
cause LEAA did not find it new or innovative. The project 
was to develop and implement a crime information analysis 
unit in the Omaha police division to-directly assist de
cisionmakers. The project,. costing about $33,000, was sub-, 
sequently funded by the State with LEAA block grant funds. 
Moreover, according to LEAA's evaluation of Omaha's phase I 
activities, most project proposals submitted did not contain 
"sound research methodology and evaluation components." 
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From September 1971 to June 30, 1973, the Omaha team 
had received about $261,000 in operating funds from LEM. 
Although not many projects had been implemented, the team 
had done some research and developed some project proposals. 
LEM reviewed Omaha's phase I activities and issued a re
port on its operations concluding that the program was in
effective. As a result, there was an almost complete turn
over of staff as of June 30, 1973. 

Phase II began on July 1, 1973. However, as of Octo
ber 1973 very little had been accomplished because of the 
time needed to hire the new staff and a decision to~con
centrate on only the corrections area, rather than on all 
elements of the criminal justice system. During that time 
no additional projects were proposed by the team for funding 
with pilot cities money. According to a subsequent LEM 
review of the Omaha team's activities as of the spring of 
1974, there was still considerable instability within the 
team and little cooperation between the team and most seg
ments of Omaha's criminal justice community. 

A misunderstanding about the program's objectives be
tween the Kansas City regional office and the Des Moines 
team apparently caused some of the same type of confusion 
that existed in Omaha. Both the regional office and the 
pilot city team noted that LEM's National Institute had 
not provided adequate criteria to deterllline whether pro
posed projects were new or innovative. Te'am officials also 
said that problems resulted from regional office pressure 
to fund projects quickly. They believed it would have been 
better to initiate demonstration projects only after the 
team had had time to establish itself and develop lines of 
communication with the criminal justice community. 

SELECTION OF PILOT CITIES 

Another factor affecting the stability of one team 
was the way LEM applied its criteria'for selecting pilot 
locatiol1s. 

LEM's criteria were essentially those used by the 
American Justice Institute to select the Santa Clara area 
in which to try to implement its specific project proposed 
to LEM in 1969. One of the primary factors to be considered 
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was the exten.t to which the community and the criminal 
justice system were receptive to change. 

Specific criteria and bases to be used by LEAAto se
lect the pilot cities follow. 

1. City of 200,000 to 500,000 
population 

2. Substantial mino.r.ity popu
lation (10 to 20 percent) 

3, Average or worse crime 
problem 

4. Geographically separate 
from other major urban areaS 

1970 census 

1970 census 

FBI Uniform Crime 
Reports 

U.S. Atlas and 
other maps 

Cities not meeting these criteria were to be eliminated. 
The remaining cities were then to be examined according to 
the following: 

--Reasonable stability of local political and govern
mental management leadetship. 

--Political and governmental management leadership dis
posed to support criminal justice agency development. 

--Law enforcement and criminal justice agency leader
ship proven receptive to change. 

--Compatible relationships among political, management, 
and criminal justice agency leadership in operations 
and/or development planl1ing. 

--Some unification of law enforcement and criminal 
justice agency leadership. 

--Availability of a university or private nonprofit 
organization with law enforcement or criminal: jus
tice research capability as a possible applicant 
for the pilot city grant. 
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LEAA also believed that the pilot city teams should locate 
in the host communities and that each region should have a 
pilot city. 

Albuquerque was selected even though LEAA's analysis 
indicated it should not have been. LEAA documents show 
that Albuquerque and Tulsa were among the primary cities 
being considered.as possible pilot cities in region VI. 
National Institute staff visited the candidate cities and 
concluded that Tulsa best met LEAA's criteria and should be 
the pilot city. The staff rejected Albuquerque because it 
believed (1) the community's criminal justice leaders did 
not show much interest in the pilot city program, (2) the 
police chief appeared reluctant to implement innovative 
projects, and (3) friction between the police and courts 
on the one hand, and the city and county managers on the 
other, indicated an unstable political environment. 

The LEAA decision paper of October 21, 1970, contained 
profiles on the seven cities considered in region VI and 
recommended to the Associate Administrators that Tulsa be 
selected. LEAA's Associate Administrator in charge subse
quently told the National Institute to select Albuquerque. 
(There was no Administrator of LEAA at that time.) 

We could find no conclusive documentation indicating 
why Albuquerque was selected over Tulsa. However, New 
Mexico and Albuquerque officials, National Institute staff 
members, and LEAA Dallas r.egional office staff members in
dicated that they believed Albuquerque was chosen primarily 
for political reasons. 

Some of the problems the Albuquerque team has experi
enced--such as loss of credibility and difficulties in 
developing a phase II program--may have been partly related 
to the city's not meeting LEAA's criteria for selection. 
From the beginning there was a lack of cooperation between 
the pilot city team and some local officials. This made 
it extremely difficult for the team to try to effect posi
tive changes in the community's criminal justice system. 

Several other localities did not meet LEAA's criterion 
of having a minority population of 10 to 20 percent. For 
example, neither collectively nor individually did the 
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cities in the Norfolk program meet the minority population 
criterion. The 1970 census statistics showed the minority 
population of the four cities to be: 

Norfolk 
Chesapeake 
Portsmouth 
Virginia Beach 

28 percent 
23 percent 

.40 percent 
9 percent 

Collectively, the minority population was about 25 percent. 
Albuquerque's minority population was 37 percent: Charlotte's, 
30 per-cent: and Des Moines', 6 percent. None of these devia
tions apparently adversely affected the teams' efforts. 
But the deviatiol\s do bring into question why !.EAA developed 
criteria and then did not follow them. 
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CHAPTER 4 

ACTIVITIES OF PILOT CITY TEAMS 

Another way of judging whether the Pilot Cities Program 
should continue is to assess the teams in terms of the type 
of research and projects undertaken and the impact the teams 

. have had on their criminal justice communities. We believe 
the key question that the Federal Government must ask is 
whether the cumulative effect of the efforts of the teams is 
sufficiently innovative to justify the further expenditure of 
funds directly under LEM's control. 

Some teams were more successful than others, however, 
taken as a whole, the efforts of the eight pilot city teams 
did not appear to 'be sufficiently innovative, compared to 
efforts being undertaken in other States with LEAA block 
grant and discretionary funds, to warrant continued financing 
of the program with LEAA discretionary and National Institute 
funds. This does not mean that some of the projects developed 
by the teams were not worthwhile and should not be continued. 
But such efforts should be funded with other than pilot 
city moneys. 

Several pilot city team directors stressed that their 
efforts had benefited their communities considerably, both 
in terms of the innovativeness of the projects and in terms 
of the new way the communities address criminal justice 
planning. They therefore beli.eved it was unfair to 
characterize their programs as failures. We do not doubt 
that some of the communities have benefited from the efforts 
of the pilot city teams and that such efforts could be 
considered successful. But it is parochial to try to assess 
the need to continue a national test on the basis of specific 
benefits that might accrue to certain localities. Such an 
assessment must be based on the overall experience of all the 
teams and on an evaluation of whether the experience merits 
continual, direct Federal support. 
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RESEARCH AND PROJECTS 

The tea~s were to research the communities' crime problems, 
identify the major issues to be addre~sed, and help implement 
demonstration projects to alleviate the problems. Research 
was critical to the Pilot Cities Program. It was to be the 
basis for developing projects. It was also to be used to 
determine how to improve the communities' criminal justice 
planning. 

Although it was clear from the approved grant applications 
that the pilot city teams had to do research, LEAA did not 
clearly define the type of research to be conducted. On the 
basis of the experience of the pilot city teams, however, 
LEAA's 1973 program guidelines noted that 

"[The research was] to concentrate on common prob
lems in a real life setting and to develop tools, 
measurement techniques and methodologies which will 
be transferable to other jurisdictions. In this 
respect, the pilot city serves as a laboratory site 
to develop and test new methods for reducing crime 
in Ameri<::a." 

One type of research expected of the pilot city teams was 
baseline data research. This should haye been done with some 
consistency so the various experiences could be compared and 
conclusions could be made as to the possible transferability 
of various research methods. Once basic research was com
plete, the teams were to analyze and research specific prob
lems (pilot research) and develop demonstlation projects. 

Baseline data research 

All pilot city teams were to develop baseline data on the 
various aspects of their criminal justice systems. For 
example, LEAA required the Santa Clara team to submit a 
report outlining the scope and nature of the data to be de
veloped. Santa Clara's grant application explained how this 
requirement would be carried out: 
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"From present knowledge of the available data, it 
appears to be possible to prepare a general de
scription of each of the workloads of the criminal 
justice system during the past year. This initial 
system description will describe the workload and 
outcomes of the various phases of the criminal 
justice processes. Information will be obtained 
on the occurrence of crimes by geographical areas, 
the distribution of effort in the various depart
ments, rates (or percentages) of the outcome of 
each process. This system will be gradually im
proved as better data and additional information 
is obtained: either through research projects, 
through demonstration projects, or as a result of 
on going county efforts to improve their information 
base." 

Each pilot city obtained some information on the work
loads and problems of the various components of its criminal 
justice systems. However, the teams had to determine what 
specific baseline data they wanted to collect. 

As the teams developed the data, they realized that 
it was necessary to establi~h some common criteria because: 

--The program was supposed to be national, thus re
quiring some reporting uniformity. 

--The data would establish a common reference for 
comparing such things as different approaches used 
to solve similar problems. 

The teams met several times and discussed this problem. 
In August 1972 six of the eight teams agreed to classify their 
baseline data as follows: 

--community characteristics. 

--Crime statistics. 

--Police systems. 
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--Courts systems. 

--Corrections systems. 

--criminal justice system configuration. 

The Dayton te~m developed baseline information on the 
manpower resources, workload factors, and budgets of various 
components of its criminal justice community. The Omaha 
team published 10 baseline data reports dealing with such 
factors as crime and arrest trends and the organization of 
the components of its criminal Justice system. The Al
buquerque team obtained baseline demog~aphic data and 
developed information on such things as opinions of citizens 
and criminal justice professionals on important crime 
problems. 

The Norfolk team obtained such information as the or
ganization and functions of the area's criminal justice 
agencies, staffing patterns, budgetary data, arrest data, 
number of court cases, and criminal offense trends. When-
ever data was available, information was obtained covering 
the entire criminal justice system of each city. The in
formation was compiled and analyzed by the pilot city team. 
However, the director of the research effort said LEAA pro
vided no guidance on developing the data or using it to determine 
in which specific area the team should concentrate its pilot 
research and project efforts. 

Although the teams obtained general baseline data, most 
could not obtain accurate information on the occurrence of 
crimes by geographical area. Other types of baseline data 
are important, but, without adequate information on crime 
occurrence, it is extremely difficult to determine where the 
real crime problems are and whether the teams' efforts affect 
the problems. One way to accurately develop such information 
is through victimization studies. 
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The need for this information is supported by an LEAA 
study which showed that nationally only about a third of the 
violent crimes committed were reported to the police. l The 
data can be used to establish a baseline against which to 
measure changes in the incidence of crime and shifts from one 
crime to another or one location to another and to analyze 
other trends. Periodic collection of this data could also 
be used to evaluate the success of the teams' efforts in re
ducing crime locally and the impact of the national program. 

At the conclusion of our fieldwork in April 1974,_ most 
pilot city teams had not completed adequate-victimization 
studies. In late 1970 LEAA contracted with the Bureau of the 
Census to provide victimization studies for Santa Clara and 
Dayton for about $197,500. The reports were issued in June 
1974. According to LEAA officials, delays in completing the 
studies were caused by difficulties in computer p~ogram 
development and data analysis. 

The Charlotte team supplemented a limited statewide 
survey by adding 56 interviews to it. The survey was not 
very useful, however, because t4e number of residents inter
viewed was too small to reliably project statistics. The 
director of the Rochester program said that acommunity,wide 
victimization study was not attempted in. Rochester because 
of expense. The Norfolk director advised Us that the team 
began a victimization study in the fall of 1973 and was 
analyzing the data as of August 1974. 

The unavailability of such studies before the teams began 
developing projects to address specific criminal justice prob
lems implies that the real problems may not have been known -
and that the projects may not have been properly focused. For 
example, during one phase of its effort, the Dayton team 
focused on developing demonstration projects to reduce specific 
crimes, such as shoplift.ing and robbery, in commercial areas. 
But, because the results of the victimization su~veywere 
not known at the time, it was impossible to know whether this 
was a proper area on which to focus. In fact, according to the 
Dayton victimization study, published in June 1974, only 12 per
cent of all robberies were committed against commercial estab
lishments. The rest were committed a9ainst individuals. 

lilCrilitina1 Victimization in the United States, January-June 
1973," Department of Justice, LEAA, November 1974. 
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In the final analysis, the purpose of the Pilot Cities 
Program is to develop better. ways to reduce crime. But the 
lack of adequate victimization studies means that no quan
tifiable criteria exist against which to measure the pro
gram's impact on the true incidence of crime. 

Pilot research and project implementation 

Each team's understanding of the terms "new" and "innova
tive" greatly affected the way it approached pilot city re
search and developed and implemented projects. LEAA, however, 
did not pdequately define the terms. Consequently, the teams 
did not know whether they should implement projects that were 
(1) truly innovative, (2) newly tried and proven but not used 

widely, or (3) widely used but not employed in their respective 
host communities. Inconsistent interpretation of the terms 
affected LEAA's. decisions regarding approval of project demon
stration grants, which in turn affected the emphasis of the 
teams' operations. 

Some LEAA and pilot cities officials interpreted the terms 
literally. They believed that unless projects were truly new 
and innovative they could be considered parochial and would 
have little, if any, national application. other officials 
believed that projects did not have to be literally new and 
innovative but only new to the host community for LEAA to 
approve their implementation. 

Generally the latter view prevailed--if the projects were 
new to the pilot city communities, LEAA approved them. This 
emphasis has serious implications in deciding whether to 
continue the Pilot Cities Program. If the projects are new 
to the locations involved but have been tried elsewhere with 
LEAA block grant or other discretionary funds, is LEAAjust
ified in continuing to support such efforts with discretionary 
and National Institute funds as part of the Pilot Cities Pro
gram? From a national standpoint we do not believe so. 

No specific data was available to determine whether the 
projects were new and innovative. But available information 
indicated that the types of projects developed in most pilot 
cities were not much different from other efforts being funded 
with LEAA block grants or other discretionary funds. 
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A breakdown of the expenditures of pilot city demonstration 
funds through December 1, 1973, provided some indication of 
the program emphasis. Overall, about 27 percent of the .funds 
(about $2 million) had gone to projects to implement or update 
information systems. LEAA's National Criminal Justice Infor
mation and Statistics Service is responsible for providing 
national direction to such efforts and for making direct, 
discretionary grants to States and localities to improve 
criminal justice information systems. Through fiscal year 
1974 LEAA had spent about $52 million on such efforts. Al
though we did not compare in detail information system proj
ects funded with pilot city funds to those supported by the 
National Criminal Justice. Information and Statistics Service, 
descriptions for both types of projects were similar. 

About 23 percent of the pilot city demonstration funds 
(about $1.7 million) went to provide new types of community 
treatment efforts. These efforts included developing such 
activities as youth service bureaus for coordinating community 
services to prevent youth from committing crimes and to re
habilitate those that have and alcohol detoxification centers 
to divert persons arrested for drunkenness from the criminal 
justice system. A comparison of some of the descriptions of 
such projects with projects funded by States with LEAA block 
grant funds suggests that the projects have similar approaches 
and goals. 

The rest of the funds were allocated among the following 
programs. 

Management studies of criminal 
.justice system components 

Hiring of additional staff for 
criminal justice agencies 

Improving police training and 
training facilities 

Problem analyses to improve 
allocation of oriminal jUstice 
resources 
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Education and participation of 
the community 'in criminal justice 431,000 6 

Diagnostic' treatment and 
counseling of juvenile and 
adult offenders 627,000 __ 9_ 

Total $3,645,000 50% 

These projects included: 

--Providing funds to stores in Dayton to purchase burglar 
alarms and television security systems. 

--Supporting a full-time five-man narcotic s<;luad in 
Metropolitan Albuquerque. 

--Increasing the number of nonwhite officers in the 
Chesapeake Police Department. 

--Supporting a crime laboratory in Omaha. 

(See app. I for a complete list of projects funded.) 

In addition, all six of Albuquerque's demonstration proj
ects submitted to LEAA for a~proval during March, April, and 
May 1972 were for reducing property crimes because the team, 
in cooperation with the area's criminal justice agencies, had 
determined that such crimes were a major problem. 

From a local standpoint such an effort appears worth
while, but from a national perspective such a use of pilot 
city funds is que~tionable. LEAA's Impact Cities Program 
was designed to finance projects in certain cities to reduce 
specific types of crimes •. We question whether any national 
benefit could be gained from financing similar efforts with 
pilot city funds. 

The Dayton, Norfolk, and santa Clara teams provided 
pilot city funds to improve their localities' police plan~ 
ning. But LEAA did not approv.e a similar project in Omaha 
to assist the police to better relate crime information to 
decisionmaking. LEAA said the project was not new or in
novative. However, it was eventually funded with block grant 
funds. 
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The Norfolk team's expenditure of about $353,000 for 
. similar juvenile justice information systems in all four of 
the Tidewater's pilot cities is another example of pilot 
city funds being used to support a project similar to other 
efforts being funded by LEAA. The expenditure represented 
about 32 percent of Norfolk's pilot city demonstration funds 
spent as of December 1973. 

The Norfolk team decided to concentrate on juvenile 
delinquency and, after researching the issue, apparently de
termined that basic information on juveniles should be 
computerized. It therefore developed similar juvenile-based 
transaction statistics information systems for all four 
cil~ies • 

.'ilj J 'The LEAA regional pilot city coordinator saia that 
offerider-based tracking efforts--such as the Norfolk team's 
'system--had been tried at various locations throughout the 

I'country. Nevertheless, he recommended that they be funded 
with pilot city money because they were new to the cities in
volved and,' if successful, would help future planning, man
agement, and refo~m in the Tidewater's juvenile justice system. 
The Norfolk team direct6r said the four systems. are the~mo~t
advanced in Virginia. Irhey will apparently be of considerable 
benefit to the area if properly implemented. 

But are the systems of the four cities inhovative enough 
compared to other similar tEAA-funded efforts to warrant con
tinued use of pilot city funds? 

other localities are apparently developing similar sys
tems using LEAA funds. The Norfolk director believed his 
system's "correctional Probapility A1id Module" was unique. 
In 1971 the juvenile courts of the city and county of st. 
Louis developed an automated, juvenile-based information 
system for their administrative, judicial, and correctional 
information requirements. ~~ong the apparsntly significant, 
unique, and progressive capabilities of the st. Louis system 
is a so-called "Correctional Probability Aid Module" which 
computes correlations between a child's characteristics 
and delinquent behavior, delinquent correction program success, 
and counseling success. A statewide computerized juvenile 
information system in utah also has a module that attempts to 
predict recidivism, to evaluate and recommend intervention 
alternatives, and to refine recidivism measures and help 
develop prediction formulas. 
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According to a 1972 LEAA survey, about 27 jurisdictions 
have introduced some form of automation into their juvenile 
Cl)Urts. An official of the National Council of Juvenile Court 
Judges has noted that one of the two major trends in juvenile 
justice information systems is using the computer for diagnostic 
and predictive purposes. The other major trend involves de
veloping complete youth services information systems. Among 
other juvenile justice information systems that he believed 
were advanced were those in Florida and Colorado and local 
systems in Fulton County, Georgia (Atlanta), and Jackson 
County, Missouri (Kansas City). Many of these efforts are 
being assisted with LEAA funds--some through block grants. 
others as part of LEAA's Comprehensive Data System Program. 

The Norfolk project appears worthwhile and very advanced, 
but we question whether it is sufficiently innovative to justify 
continued funding with pilot cities moneys rather than, say, 
with other LEAA funds more directly associated with its over
all information systems improvement effort. cities without 
pilot city teams have apparently had considerable success in 
persuading juvenile courts to adopt such systems. Thus, we 
question what further national lessons or benefits can be gained 
from continued use of pilot city funds to support such an effort. 
A comparative analysis of how the Norfolk team and other 
localities implemented such systems might have greater potential 
for providing useful information about how'to get juvenile 
courts to implement such systems. 

santa Clara's efforts provide an example of a unique 
project because the team was able to follow the program's 
planned methodology--research, problem identification, proj
ect implementation. 

The Santa Clara team determined that pretrail jail over
crowding was a major problem in the county and undertook to 
develop a population control model to answer three questions: 

--Given any number or type of bookings, how long will it 
take to "fill" the jail (when will overcrowding occur)? 

--Is the overcrowding the result of an increase in the 
number of admissions or the result of changes in the 
average length of stay? 

43 



891 

--What particular "subset of prisoner types" is creating 
the problem and how much of the problem can be attrib
uted to each type? 

The answers to these questions would permit jailers to 
begin controlling the intake and discharge of prisoners to 
prevent jail. overcrowding. 

As a result of the research, the county implemented a 
demonstration project that provided a data collection and 
analysis capability for the jail population so that over
crowding could be monitored, predicted, and eventually con
trolled or prevented. The specific objectives of the project 
were to 

--collect and analyze data, 

--use the data to identify overcrowding alternatives and 
to simulate the process of implementing various alter
natives, and 

--transfer the system to other jurisdictions. 

We did not evaluate the project to determine how effective 
it was or, for example, what would occur if the jail were full 
and the police continued to arrest offenders. However, the 
project was obviously developed as a result of the type of 
process the pilot city teams were supposed to adhere to and 
appears new and innovative. 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

Providing technical assistance was to be a primary way 
for ~he pilot city teams to effect positive changes. The 
impact of such efforts, however, is difficult to measure. 

LEAA's pilot city guidelines noted that, because it was 
not visible and does not normally generate a "product," tech
nical assistance is difficult to measure. Examples cited in 
LEAA's guidelines of activities technical assistance was to 
improve were: 
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--criminal justice agency planning skills, including grant 
writing and coordination activities. 

--Criminal justice agency management. 

--Criminal justice research and evaluation. 

All pilot city teams have rendered'technical assistance 
to their localities and, if judged by this criterion alone, 
could have been considered partly successful. But, we 
believe the teams have sufficient experience for LEAA to analyze 
how they provided technical assistance and to derive in
formation on the process and that such information could 
be transferred to other criminal justice planning units. 
Examples follow of the types of technical assistance provided 
by the teams. ' 

According to the Santa Clara team director, technical assist
ance is advisory and always pcr~son to person and includes 
attending meetings, providing access to resources, helping 
people structure problems so they can be solved, and engaging 
the community in a dialog'. Various Santa Clara County criminal 
justice officials indicated that the team was successful in 
doing these things. 

For example, the county district attorney said that the 
team had been instrumental in bringing additional funds into 
the community and that because of the team's approach and 
capabilities he had supported projects that he previously 
might not have accepted. The chief adult ,probation officer 
told us that the team had suggested new ways for his staff 
to look at problems. The chief juvenile probation officer 
stated that before receiving help from the pilot city team 
his office could not prepare adequate grant applications. 
Because of the team's efforts, about $1 million in grants had 
been processed for developing projects directly affecting 
his program. He also said the team had been instrumental in 
initiating departmental planning. The director of a local 
public safety department said the team had provided invaluable 
advice on operational problems. 
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From the outset the Albuquerque team assisted criminal 
justice agencies with LEAA grant applications because the 
agencies were not capable of.submitting applications on their 
own. The team was instrumental in planning and organizing 
a local criminal justice conference in November 1971 to 
develop a strategy for improving the criminal justice 
planning and budgetary process 'for programs using LEAA and 
Model Cities Program funds. The meeting--the first of its 
kind in. New Mexico--brought together city, county, State, and 
Federal officials, who decided that reducing property crime 
should be the highest priority in the metropolitan area. 

The team also helped establish the 'regional criminal 
justice planning unit for the Albuquerque metropolitan 
area. Community criminal justice officials said the team 
had provided technical and research 'assistance which improved 
their planning and management capabilities. Thus, in spite 
o£ the other problems the team experienced, it helped improve 
the locality's systemwide criminal justice planning. 

The Nor£olk team undertook numerous technical assistance 
projects to assist noe only the four participating cities, but 
also state and regional criminal justice planning units. 
The team helped Norfolk and Chesapeake develop applications 
which resulted in LEAA funding of two major projects--the 
High Incident Target Program and the Family Crises Inter
vention Unit. The Norfolk city manager commented as follows 
about. the team's technical assistance in an April 1973 letter 
to LEAA: 

"Our criminal justice planning has benefited from pilot 
city assistance in significant ways: identification of 
priority, the agencies projecting necessary projects over 
the next five years, more sophisticated development 
appJications from state block grant funds, and develop
ment of sound juvenile projects amounting to$190/7Q9 in 
discretionary funds to date." 
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The processes that these and the other pilot city teams 
used to provide technical assistance are important for pro
viding LEAA, and thus the Nation, with program benefits. 
Factors apparently affecting a team's ability to help improve 
a locality's criminal justice planning process are the competence 
of the team, the interest of local officials in change, the 
organization of the local government, and the general political 
stability of the area. These are factors that LEAA considered 
to be criteria for selecting the pilot cities. (See pp. 31 to 32.) 

Several of the pilot city directors criticized us for not 
focusing more on the processes the teams used to effect positive 
changes in their communities. The primary purpose of our work 
was not to assess the process by which the localities benefited 
from the Pilot Cities Program, but to determine whether it was 
worth continuing as a national effort. The processes through 
which all eight teams established themselves in the communities, 
gained the criminal justice agencies' cooperation, and then 
began research and developed projects occurred early in the 
program. Each team's periodic reports on its activities 
documented this to some extent. 

We believe the appropriate question is whether there is 
a need to continue the pilot cities effort to learn more about 
the change process. Has the experience of the t~ams to date 
been sufficient to learn useful lessons? Several pilot city 
directors apparently believed so. One believed the program 
had produced considerable information on useful methods and 
knowledge for developing and evaluating criminal justice im
provements. Another said LEAA's current national evaluation 
of the pilot Cities Program (see ch. 5) should provide useful 
information about these processes. We also believe the teams' 
experiences have been sufficient for LEAA's informational 
needs. 

DISSEMINATION OF RESULTS 

Without a well-developed plan for systematically pub
licizing pilot city results, other communities may not benefit 
from the program. LE&~'s National Institute was responsible 
for developing an adequate dissemination strategy. However, 
it failed to do so. 
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Initially the National Institute's Center for Demonstra
tions and Professional Services was responsible for transferring 
research findings to criminal justice agencies at various 
levels of government and the community at large. However, 
the National Institute's newly created Technology Transfer 
Division assumed this responsibility when LEAA reorganized 
in 1971. Neither group disseminated any pilot cities infor
mation. According to its director, the Technology Transfer 
Division expects to begin disseminating information on the 
pilot cities in the middle of 1975, after the national Pilot 
Cities Program has been evaluated. The director hoped the 
evaluation would identify "something worth disseminating." 

Neither organization specified the type of information 
the teams should submit to LEAA. for further dissemination. 
The Technology Transfer Division· did not, for example, re
quire the teams to: 

--Describe the research methodology used to identify 
problems. 

--Disclose recurring and nonrecurring project costs, total 
costs, or changes in the cost of immediate and peripheral 
activities affected by the project. 

--Relate how they effected changes. 

--Show how the project was evaluated and give the evalua
tion results. 

--Provide the names of project personnel to contact for 
assistance in starting a similar project elsewhere. 

--Describe weaknesses in the project so others could 
benefit by tne teams' experiences. 

The Santa Clara director stated that "cookbooks filled 
with good. projects" mailed to law enforcement officials will 
not work. Thus Santa Clara's dissemination ~hilosophy has in
volved more than just demonstrating a project to show its 
validity. According to the director, effective dissemination 
can be achieved only by 
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"* * * training people to carry out the process. It 
requires sizing up where the client is, then working with 
him, showing him, supporting him, opening doors for him, 
helping him learn how to structure a problem7 how to 
select an alternative." 

The team has tried to follow this approach in dealing with 
other criminal justice communities in California and with other 
States. 

The teams had to develop their own criteria for transmitting 
information to LEAA. As a result, there has been little con
sistency as to the type of information LEAA has received. All 
the teams, however, on their own initiative, have distributed 
their research reports to other teams, LEAA regional offices, 
State planning agencies, and other agencies who ~equest the 
information. 

For example, the Norfolk team developed a "Police Juvenile 
Handbook" as a guide for uniformed patrol officers to follow 
when dealing with juveniles. The handbook received a favor
able response and led the team to pursue broader dissemination. 
LEAA, however, did not attempt to disseminate the handbook. 
Consequently, the Norfolk team printed about 2,000 copies 
and mailed them to numerous criminal justice agenc.ies through
out the country. All pilot cities tried to at least dis
seminate information on their activities to. other pilot cities. 
However, although the type of dissemination discus!;ed above 
is worthwhile, the process leaves too much to chance. 

The teams have done a reasonable job in d~sseminating 
their information, given the resources available to them. 
For the program to have had a significant national impact, 
however, LEAA should have been much more active in developing 
a dissemination strategy. Its failure to do so brings into 
question the seriousness of its commitment to obtaining national 
benefits from the program. 
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CHAPTER 5 

LEAA'S CONTRACT FOR EVALUATING 

THE PILOT CITIES PROGRAM 

In November 1973 LEAA's National Institnte awarded a 
contract for about $309,000 to the American Institutes for 
Research to-evaluate the pilot cities Program. The evalua
tion, estimated to take about 18 months, was initiated be
cause LEAA's Office of Inspection and Review found that no 
evaluation had previously been developed. 

The evaluation's objectives were to 

--monitor program progress, 

--measure program effects, and 

--increase understanding of change processes. 

The cohtractor was given two tasks. One was a qualitative 
evaluation of the direction taken by each team, the relation
ships between the teams and. the communities' criminal jus
tice agencies, and the improvements of such agencies' 
operations as a result of the teams' efforts. The other 
task was a quantitative evaluation of the effectiveness of 
pilot-related projects and the adequacy of existing data 
collection schemes and an assessment of possible additional 
data requirements and feasible collection approaches. 

The objective of studying the teams' efforts in terms 
of understanding the change process is worthwhile. Our 
findings indicated that many of the teams experienced con
siderable instability and that this had affected their 
ability to establish good relationships with the community, 
complete adequate research, and dev.elop meaningful demon
stration projects. Although we question whether there is 
enough data available to allow comparisons of various teams' 
strategies for effecting change, we believe the cumulative 
experience of the teams is sufficient to develop useful 
information. 

However, the need to fully carry out other aspects of 
the evaluation may be questionable. 
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'!'he contractor is to ass,ess the existing data: collec
tion scheme and suggest more data requirements and feasible 
collection approaches. But, as noted on pages 35 to 37, 
LEAA provided inadequat'1 guidance on the type of data the 
teams were to collect ar,,:; the way it was to be collected. 
There is no standard against which to compare teams' data 
collection activities. Moreover, i~ may not be reasonable 
to expect the teams to collect additional data on the con
tractor's recommendation because the evaluation will not be 
complete until the program is almost over. 

Another purpose of the evaluation is to monitor pro
gram progress, assist LEAA's regional offices in monitoring 
the program, and give the pilot city teams feedback on their 
programs and those of other pilot cities. However, this 
objective may be difficult to realize because the evalua
tion and the program will end at about the same time. 

The evaluation plan may also have difficulty address
ing the program's impact on reducing crime. As stated in 
LEAA's January 1973 pilot city Guidelines, one goal of the 
program is: 

"To demonstrate the ability of an interdisciplinary 
team * * * to work with an operating criminal jus-
tice system and within a period of five years to 
contribute significantly to the improved ability of 
that system to r.educe crime and delinquency and im
prove the quality of justice." (Underscoring supplied.) 

The evaluation plan, however, states that 

"There are serious impediments to answering this 
question. [The extent to which the pilot cities 
program helped reduce crime.] * * * such data is 
simply not available for the pilot cities." 

The evaluation will not, therefore, try to answer the 
question. Thus, in the final analysis, no specific basis 
will exist for measuring whether this goal has been· achieved. 
Although not much can be done to solve this problem, the 
evaluation's inability to relate the program's effort to 
the crime rate will make it more difficult to'convince other 
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communities that teams of experts can, through better re
search and planning, effect improvements in the criminal 
justice system. 

In summary, we believe there are important reasons 
to continue the evaluation. But, in view of the planned 
termination of the program, it may be possible to cut back 
on certain parts of the evaluation, s.uch as program moni
toring and assessing existing and alternative data collec
tion schemes. We discussed this possibility with LEAA offi
cials who said they would consider it. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS AND AGENCY ACTIONS 

CONCLUSIONS 

The Pilot cities Program has not been as successful 
as it could have beeh, primarily because of problems LEAA 
experiepced in developing and managing the program. This, 
however, does not negate'the fact that, individually, the 
communities participating in the program benefited from it. 
They received LEAA funds for projects they probably could 
not have otherwise implemented. They received the benefit 
of research and technical assistance that would not have 
otherwise been obtained. 

But, from a national standpoint, we do not believe 
the cumulative experience of the eight teams, either in. 
terms of the innovativeness of the research undertaken 
or the demonstration projects implemented, has been very 
successful in accomplishing the program's goal of develop-
ing efforts with national applicability. For example, 
many of the projects were similar to those implemented by 
other localities and States with LEAA block grant funds. 
Perhaps it was unreasonable to expect the cities to be able 
to do otherwise, but this fact brings into question the 
need to continue a test effort in which each team receives 
~20,OOO a month in operating expenses and each locality ~500,OOO 
a year in funds to implement projects. 

Another possible benefit to the Nation is the knowledge 
gained from examining the processes the teams used to try 
to effect changes. Lessons applicable to other areas can 
be learned from evaluating such efforts. That is what LEAA's 
evaluation is supposed to do. We do not believe it is 
necessary to continue the program further to gain such 
knowledge. We believe the most feasible approach is for 
LEAA to insure that its evaluation examines those processes 
so lessons learned can be used to improve the States' plah
ning for the allocation of LEAA block grant funds. 

Some of the pilot city directors were very critical 
of our efforts. They charged that we took too narrow a 
view of the program's purpose and did not emphasize enough 
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the benefits that the local communities received. From 
their perspective these benefits are significant, but from 
a national perspective we question whether that should be 
the primary concern. 

In commenting on our conclusion that the program should 
be phased out, one of the directors said: 

"If discontinuation is the only prescription for 
programs about which it is 'discovered', for ex
ample, that consistent objectives weren't agreed 
upon before implementation, that different grantees 
interpreted the program differently, that partici
pating organizations experienced instability, that 
operations reflected the personality and ideas of 
their directors, that there were no guidelines pro
viding clear answers, and that regional offices 
vacillated in their approach, there will be few 
survivors." 

Some of the problems enumerated above should not be 
grounds for discontinuing all types of programs, especially 
those of fairly long-term duration. But when such problems 
significantly affect the efforts of programs of limited 
duration designed to serve as examples of how to solve 
nationwide problems, we believe such a prescription is valid. 
Too frequently governments, at all levels, have been unwill
ing. to admit that such efforts have failed, to stop them, 
and to try a different approach. 

When resources are plentiful such an unwillingness to 
admit mistakes does not have a great impact. But when re
sources are scarce, when we do not know all the reasons why 
problems (such as the crime problem) exist, we believe the 
Federal Government must spend its moneys in the most effec
tive ways possible to try to find the answers. 

Because of our findings regarding the pilot Cities 
Program, we met with LEAA headquarters officials on June 5, 
1974, to discuss the proble·ms we found--including the 
limited achievement of the program's goals and the desir
ability of terminating the program by June 30, 1975. LEAA 
generally agreed with our observations and suggestion that 
steps be taken to terminate the program by that date. 
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AGENCY ACTIONS 

LEAA agreed to implement the substance of our sugges
tions py reviewing the actions of each pilot city team and 
determining how and when each effort should be phased out, 
and the extent to which worthwhile projects might be con
tinued with other funds. (See app. II.) LEAA said that, 
in some cases, it could not meet the exact timetable we 
suggeste~ for phasing out the program. 

on the basis of the detailed comments received from 
some pilot city teams, we believe LEAA has taken the cor
rect approach in phasing out the program. There are ap
parently some worthwhile projects that should be continued. 
LEAA is phasing out their pilot city funding in a way that en
ables them to be adequately financed with other LEAA or 
with State funds--even though some of them might continue 
receiving pilot city funds past June 30, 1975. 

Some teams also provided us additional extensive com
ments on our report. We have considered them as they ap
plied to the specific sections of the report and have 
recognized them, where appropriate, throughout the report. 
We are not including them because of their length. 
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PROJECTS FUNDED WITH LEAA PILOT CITIES FUNDS 
AS OF DECEMBER 1, 1973 

Objective 

Santa Clara: 

Center for Urban Analysis To create within the local government 
a center to provide criminal justice 
agencies with baseline data and infor
mation on crime problems. 

Countywide "CAPER" System To implement a countywide information 
system. 

Santa Clara Pretrial 
Release Program 

San Jose Police program 
Planning project 

Jail Population Manage
ment, Project 

Custody Classification 
preprocessing Center 

To provide timely data to pretrial re
lease decisionmakers; to demonstrate
that people released on well-founded 
decisions will less often fail to appear 
in court or ·commit a criminal act than 
people released on bail. 

To provide the police department with a 
program planning group for 1 year. 

To install a data collection and analy
sis system to prevent jail overcrowding. 

To sort out persons who do not require 
pretrial detention by providing for 
district attorney evaluation of the 
charge before booking. 

Amount 

$160,880 

103,137 

78,507 

91,218 

37,293 

297,913 
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Methadone Treatment and 
Rehabilitation Program 

Methadone Treatment and 
Rehabilitation Program 

Objective 

To reduce heroin addiction by estab
lishingclinics throughout the county. 

continuation of the above project. 

Alcoholism, Detoxification To divert from the criminal justice 
and Rehabilitation Plan- system persons arrested for drunk-
ning center 

Dayton: 

Police Reorientation 
Survey 

Comprehensive Delinquent 
Youth Program 

Design of a Concept of 
Informa~ion Retrieval 
for Crime and Law En
fo~cement 

Dayton/Montgomery County 
Criminal Justi~e Center 

enness. 

To determine how to decentralize the 
police department and reorient it to 
community needs. 

To implement a juvenile information 
system. 

To design an information system. 

To establish an interdisciplinary 
training institute for the criminal 
justice agencies in the Dayton/Mont
gomery County area. 

Amount 

$204,863 

195,363 

143,469 

45,000 

156,690 

210,000 

350,000 

:t>' 
." 
." 
t'l z 
t:I 
H 
X 

H 

~ 
o 
~. 



Vl 
\0 

Crime Analysis Team 

Task Force on Target 
Hardening 

Youth Service Bureaus 

Comprehensive Drug and 
Alcohol Rehabilitation 
Program 

Diagnostic and Treatment 
Center for Dayton 

.- Human Rehabilitation 
Center 

Personal crisis Inter
vention 

Objective 

To measure unreported crime levels, 
to develop mechanisms for cownunity 
involvement, to support the rational 
selection of enforcement priorities, 
and" to serve as means for crime pat
tern recognition. 

To establish task forces to reduce 
crime by promoting security through 
public education, insurance coverage, 
and financial aid for purchasing 
security devices. 

To mobilize community resources in 
a coordinated attack on juvenile 
delinquency and to develop two Youth 
Service Bureaus. 

To' provide a full range of addiction 
services and provide for central ad
ministration of these services. 

To reduce recidivism by providing 
professional diagnostic and corrective 
services. 

To intervene in a family cr~s~s and 
provide followup treatment. 

Amount 

$ 83,310 

125,000 

216,018 

375,000 

110,000 

90,000 
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Charlotte: 

Mecklenburg County 
criminai Justice 
Information System 

Mecklenburg County Crim
inal Information and 
Retrieval Study 

Comprehensive Drug Abuse 
Prevention Program 

Mecklenburg Youth Serv
ices Bureaus· 

Mecklenburg Youth Serv-· 
ices Bureaus 

Objective [un9unt 

To design and implement a court
oriented defendant-in-process system. 

$500,000 

To define the information requirements 27,112 
of the courts and to determine the best 
method for information transmission among 
the courts and related agencies. 

To reduce the factors that cause an 287,742 
individual ~o have a habit of abusing 
drugs and reduce the supply of illicit 
drugs. Not designed to solve the 
drug problem, but to test the effective
ness of proposed projects and the validity 
of the assumptions upon which these proj
ects were based. 

To establish a Youth Resources Agency 82,954 
consisting of a director and five 
counselors. To provide an alternative 
to enable the juvenile to be diverted 
from the court and to allow him to remain 
in his community. 

continuation of the above project. 68,906 
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· Community-Based Recep
tion, Diagnostic, and 
Satellite Mental 
Health Center 

Albuquerque: 

criminal Justice Agency 
Management Analysis 

Objective 

To establish a presentence psychiatric 
and psychological examination unit at 
the community level. 

To ~onduct a management analysis of 
criminal justice agencies in 
Albuquerque and Bernalillo County. 

Survey of Regional To gather data that will be used to 
criminalistic Laboratory implement a crime lab project planned 

by the StaEe of New Mexico. 

Team Policing Study 

criminal Division Ad
ministration and 
Records Improvement 

Metropolitan Narcotics 
Enforcement unit 

Property Crime Prosecu
tion 

To study various forms of team policing. 

To support a continuing data collection 
effort to evaluate the Albuquerque 
property Crime Reduction Program. 

To support a full-time five-man 
narcotics squad. 

To hire two additional assistant dis
trict attorneys to h~~dle the increased 
workload generated by the Property 
Crime Reduction Program. 

Amount 

$106,761 

43,938 

27,596 

22,971 

31,713 

65,710 

25,150 
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Property crime Reduction 
·Program, Bernalillo 
Sheriff's Department 

Race and cultural 
Relations Training 

Job-Related Spanish 
Course 

Police Salary Incentive 
Plan for Education 
Achievement 

Psychological Consulta
tion Program 

property crime Reduction 
Program, Albuquerque 
Police Department 

Reduction of Youth
Related Property Crime 

objective 

To add two new warrant officers to the 
police force; eliminating the require
ment for patrol officers to serve 
warrants, and to create a Criminal 
Intelligence unit in the Sheriff's 
Department. 

To provide police officers with train
ing in race and cultural relations. 

To develop a self-instructional Spanish 
course for Albuquerqueis policemen. 

To increase the education level of the 
members of the police department. 

To provide psychological training for 
police officers. 

To establish an operations-oriented 
crime analysis and planning unit. 

To establisn a counseling team for 
juveniles aimed at early identification 
of and intervention in regard to youths 
with a high crime potential. 

Amount 

$ 70,639 

12,174 

46,100 

9,500 

27,600 

183,527 

99,889 
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Centro Legal 

Norfolk: 

Objective 

To establish a law office with law 
students for the benefit of low
income Mexican-Americans. 

Juvenile Justice Services To develop a basic automated juvenile 
data processing system. To crea~e a 
Diagnostic and Evaluation Team for 
juveniles in Norfolk. 

Juvenile Based Transac
tion Statistics Infor
mation System 

Juvenile Based Transac
tion Statistics Infor
mation System 

Juvenile Based Transac
tion Statistics Infor
mation ~ystem 

Youth Services Unit, 
Chesapeake Police De
partment 

Chesapeake Police Minor
ity Recruitment and 
Manpower Development 
Project 

To establish a juvenile information 
system in Chesapeake. 

To establish a j,;venile information 
system in Portsmouth. 

To establish a juvenile information 
system in virginia Beach. 

To establish a Youth Services unit in 
the Chesapeake Police Departm"ent. 

To increase the number of nonwhite of
ficers in the Chesapeake Police Depart
ment. 

AmOu.\1t 

$ 25,500 

190,769 

107,250 

76,100 

73,074 

165,416 

43,313 

?;j 
'0 
1:'.1 

~ 
H 
>: 
H 

1; 

co 
o co 



,. 

0\ 
.;. 

Police Planning and 
Analysis Office 

Portsmouth Police Plan
ning and Analysis Unit 

Objective Amount 

To establish a Planning and Analysis $108,267 
Unit within the Norfolk Police Department. 

To establish a Planning and Analysis Unit 
within the Portsmouth Police Department. 

53,373 

Volunteer Program for To augment the Portsmouth probation serv- 18,727 
the Portsmouth Juvenile ices with volunteers from the commun~ty. 
and Domestic Relations 
Court 

Norfolk Juvenile Pre
Adjudication Non
Institutional Out
reach Detention 
project 

Virginia Beach Juvenile 
status Offender Diver
sion and Treatment Prc
gram 

To demonstrate the practicality of return- 36,754 
ing alleged juvenile offenders who would 
otherwise be detained in a secure facil-
ity before trial to their own or a sub-
stitute home under the supervision of an 
outreach detention worker. To eliminate 
overcrowding at the Norfolk detention 
home. 

~o establish a family cr1S1S counseling 
unit in Virginia.BeaCh that would divert 
many status offenders from the juvenile 
court. 

152,565 

Portsmouth Juvenile To decrease delinquent behavior of juve- • 91,422 
Court Specialized Serv- niles through behavior modification. 
ices--Behavior Modi-
fication Program 
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Objective 

Omaha: 

Community Based Resources To establish local scientific labor a
for Crimina1istics Ex- tory services for the police depart-
amination ment by using available community 

services and by adding a criminalist 
to the police depar~~ent. 

Resource-Investigative 
Need of the Public De
fender's Office 

Des Moines: 

Comparative Legal De
fense Services 

Model for Lay Adminis
trator Utilization 
in Medium-Sized Pro
secutors' Offices 

To develop an alternative to incarcer
ation for offenders to reduce crime. 
To develop ways for active participa
tion by organized labor in the re
cruitment, employment, and adjustment 
of offenders. 

To compare public defender services with 
court-assigned counsel services and with 
privately retained counsel. 

To analyze and evaluate the functions of 
the county prosecutor's office. To in
troduce improved management and adminis
trative techniques. To develop a plan
ning and evaluation capability in the 
office. 

Amount 

$ 78,687 

121,821 

94,914 

57,080 
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Follow-up study of state 
Training Schools 

Iowa Runaway Service 

Rochester:· 

System for Management 
Information Research 
and Control 

Police and Citizens--To
gether Against Crime 

Monroe County Family 
Court Probation Proj
ect 

Objective 

To collect data to use in a followup 
evaluation of youths committed to 
Iowa's two State training sChools. 

To reduce juvenile court referrals 
for runaways by offering an alter
native for law enforcement agencies 
other than juvenile court and deten
tion in jail. 

To establish an information system for 
the courts and related agencies. 

To assess the benefits to law en
forcement, social control, and 
police-community relations of in
corporating civilians into "para
police" roles. 

To reorganize the Family Court Proba
tion Department from a nongeographical 
case assignment system to a geographi
cal system. To establish trained pro
bationteams. 

Amount 

$ 38,820 

67,225 

314,094 

282,417 

113,068 
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Rehabilitative Inter
vention Program for 
Sentenced Prisoners 

Probation Employment 
and Guidance Pro
gram 

Objective 

To establish a service team 
which wili identify and treat 
problems which impair the 
social functioning of an of
fender. 

To help unemployed and under
employed adult probationers to 
obtain better employment. 

Amount 

$61,454 

57,633 
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APPENDIX II 

AddrtM Repl, 10 tbe 
Dlvl.lonIndlcalN 

.aid Ret", 10 [nhL-l •• nd Number 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

WASIIINGTON, D.C. 20530 

WN 1 L 1974 

Mr. Victor 1.. Lowe 
Director 
General Government Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Lowe: 

This letter is in response to your request for 
comments on the GAO draft report titled "The Pilot 
Cities Program: Inadequate Federal Management Limits 
National Benefits" (B-I71019). 

[55J . 
As indicated on page 70 of the draft report, the (See GAO 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) has noteJ 
agreed to implement the substance of the GAO recommenda
tions regarding the phaseout of the Pilot Cities Program. 
In doing so, however, the exact timetable as set forth 
by GAO in the report may not be able to be met in all 
cities. We would also like to point out that we are not 
in total agreement with some aspects of the report 
findings, but our views are being withheld because of 
our decision to fully implement the recommendations. 

The following actions have been'taken to date with 
respect to the recommendations: 

1. All Pilot City Directors and LEAA 
Regional Offices have been advised 
of LEAA's decision to phaseout the 
Pilot Cities Program. 

2. LEAA officials have met with four 
cities to discuss specific phaseout 
actions. Meetings with other Pilot 
City officials will be scheduled in 
the near future. 

GAO note: The number in bracKets refers to the final 
report. 
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3. A memorandum outlining the results 
of the meetings with Pilot City 
officials and providing specific 
recommendations for phaseout 

. implementation is being prepared 
as a basis for administrative 
review and subsequent action. 

APPENDIX II 

The recommendation that LEAA "reevaluate the scope 
of its national evaluation in light of GAO's findings" 
will be accomplished. However, since its inception, 
the national evaluation of the Pilot Cities Program 
has been structured to make a sound and objective 
examination of the program and to extract from it 
knowledge which is potentially most useful to LEAA 
in the design of future programs and strategies. 
Any significant curtailment of the contract at this 
time entails the very serious risk of wasting the 
resources that have already been put into the program. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the 
draft report. 

OD-587 o. 78 - pt,! - 50 

Sincerel.y, .. ";:'~'--':") 
.-&:. .' 

,- ;~'-';:5' /:IIf~~::~~:,,:,:,:,;~' 
Glen E. Pommerening f. '2._ ... _ 

Assistant Attorney General 
for Administration 

69 



916 

APPENDIX III 

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES 

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL: 
William B. Saxbe 
Robert H. Bork (acting) 
Elliot L. Richardson 
Richard G. Kleindienst 
Richard G. Kleindienst (acting) 
John N. Mitchell 

ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ASSIS~ANCE ADMINISTRATION: 

Richard W. Velde 
Donald E. santarelli 
Jerris Leonard 
Vacant 
Charles R. Rogovin 

70 

Tenure of office 

Jan. 1974 
Oct. 1973 
May 1973 
June 1972 
Mar. 1972 
Jan. 1969 

Sept.1974 
Apr. 1973 
May 1971 
June 1970 
Mar. 1969 

Present 
Jan. 1974 
Oct. 1973 
May 1973 
June 1972 
Fep. 1972 

Present 
Aug. 1974 
Mar. 1973 
May 1971 
June 1970 
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ApPENDIX B-6 

HOW FEDERAL EFFORTS TO COORDINATE PROGRAMS TO MITIGATE JUVENILE 
DELINQUENCY PROVEP INEFFECTIVE, APRIL 21, 1975 

'" ~ REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

How Federal Efforts To Coordi nate 
Programs To Mitigate Juvenile 

Delinquency Proved Ineffecth,e 
.' 

Department of Justice 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

GGD·75·76 

APRIL21.1975 
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COMPTROu.ER GENERIU- OF THE UNITED STATES 

WA8HINGTON. D.C. J:OI4I 

To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

This report discusses the ineffectiveness of Federal 
attempts to coordinate juvenile delinquency programs. 

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Accounting 
Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. ,53), and the Accounting and Auditing Ant 
of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). 

Copies of this report are being sent to the Dire';tor, 
Office of Management and Budget; the Attorney General; the 
Secretaxy of Health, Education, and Welfare; and th .. Admin
istrator,'Law Enforcement Assistance Administrat~on. 

Comptroller General 
of the united States 



DIGEST 

CHAPTER 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

919 

Con ten t s -------

INTRODUCTION 

DEVELOPMENT OF FEDERAL JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 
EFFORTS 

Major legislative developments 
Federal pr.ograms apparently affecting 

juvenile delinquency 

DIFFICULTIES IN DETERMINING SPECIFIC FEDERAL 
IMPACT OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY' ACTIVITIES 

Lack of awareness 
Lack of uniform definitions 
possible overstatement of Federal in

volvement 
Evaluation 

FEDERAL ATTEMPTS 'TO COORDINATE JUVENILE 
DELINQUENCY ACTIVJTIES;, 'j . 

Earlier coordination eff'orts 
The Interdepartmental Council 
Federal regional councils 

STATE AND LOCAL JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 
ACTIVITIES 

State level 
Local ievel 
Conclusions 

NEW LEGISLATION PROVIDES FOR IMPROVEMENTS 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS 
National strategy 
Compr.hensive State plans 
Coord ina tion 
Funding , 

AGENCY COMMENTS 
Lepartment of Justice 
Department of Health, Education, ,and 

and Welfare 
Office of Management and Budget 
State and local agencies 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

i 

1 

3 
3 

5 

13 
13 
15 

15 
16 

20 
20 
22 
26 

31 
31 
40 
49 

51 

54 
54 
55 
56 
56 

58 

59 
59 
59 

60 



APPENDIX 

I 

II 

GAO 

HEW 

HUD 

LEAA 

OMB 

920 

Letter dated April 4, 1975, from th~ 
Assistant Attorney General for Adminis
tration, Department of Justice 

Principal officials of the Department of 
Justice and the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare responsible f.or 
administer ing activ ities discussed in 
this report . 

ABBREVIATIONS 

General Accounting Office 

Department of Health, Education, and W~lfare 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

Office of Management and Budget 

61 

66 



COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT '1'0 THE CONGRESS 

DIG E £ ! 
\vHY 'rHE REVIEiv WAS MADE 

GAO made this review to find 
out what the Federal Government 
has done to coordinate the many 
programs--Federal, State, and 
local--which could affect the 
prevention and control of 
juvenile delinquency in the 
United States. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Juvenile delinquency must be 
reduced if crime is to be 
prevented or curbed. 
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--Total arrests of juveniles 
under age 18 rose 144 percent 
between 1960 and 1973 compared 
to a 17 percent increase in 
arrests for those 18 and over. 

--Juveniles in 1973 accounted for 
51 percent of ~ll arrests for 
property crime~, 23 percent for 
violent crimes, and 45 percent 
of arrests for se~ious crimes. 

In September 1974 the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Preven
tion Act became law; it is de
signed to improv~ the Federal 
Government's attempts to combat 
juvenile delinquency. 

Before the law, no adequate na
tional program had been de
veloped to focus resources to 

i 

HOW FEDERAL EFFORTS TO 
COORDINATE PROGRAr~S TO MITIGATE 
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PROVED 
INEFFEC'rIVE 
Department of Justice 
Department of Health, Education, 

and Welfare 

prevent and control juvenile 
delinquency in the united 
States. 

No Federal agency had 

--iden~ified significant 
causes of juvenile delin
quency, 

--determined what resources 
were available for combat
ing; juvenile crime, 

--developed a strategy to 
address the causes, or 

--informed pertinent agencies' 
officials of Federal efforts 
to do something about the 
problem. 

The Federal Government app-ar
ently relied on the myriad of 
antipoverty and social wel
fare programs to make a signif
icant impact on the problem. 

To account for the present 
situation, a summary of recent 
events is necessary. The most 
significant Federal acts, with 
amendments, dealing with the 
juvenile deinquency problem 
we(e: 

\1961 - The Juvenile Delin
quency and youth 
Offenses Control 
Act. 

GGD-75-76 



1968 - The Juvenile Delin
quency Prevention 
and.Control Act. 

1968 - 'l'he Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe 
Streets Act. 
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The responsibility for acting on 
juvenile delinquency rested 
chiefly with the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare 

, (HEW). In 1968 the Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration 
of th& Department of Justice 
also received some responsi
bili ties. 'rhe Depar tments of 
Labor and Housing and Urban 
Development and the Office of 
Economic Opportunity also oper
ated programs that affected the 
problem. (See pp. 3 to 10.) 

£~~~£~~~~~£~-~~~~~~~~ 

Coordination among these and 
other appropriate Federal 
agencies was difficult because 
they had no standard definition 
for selecting specific Federal 
programs for preventing juvenile 
delinquency or rehabilitating 
such delinquents. 

In 1971 the Interdepartmental 
Council to Coordinate All Fed
eral Juvenile Delinquency 
Programs--composed of 10 de
partments and agencies ·-was 
created by the Congress. It 
developed a definition, but it 
was too oroad to be workable. 
It defined a juvenile as anyone 
betvreen i- day- and 24 yecrr::S' o£ 
age. 

~he Council also was ineffec
tive. It effected no major Feu
eral legislative or program 
decisions because it (1) bad to 

ii 

rely on funds and staff 
provided by its member agencies 
and (2) lacked clear authority 
to coordinate their activities. 
(See pp. 22 to 26.) 

Many officials of the Federal 
agency programs ,that the 
Council had identified as af
fecting juvenile delinquency 
were unaware. that their pro
grams had such a potential. 
(See pp. 13 and 14.) 

Previous estimates of Federal 
Government expenditures for 
juvenile delinquency may not 
be accurate because of the 
absence of a workable defini
tion ofa juvenile delin
quency p'rogram. 

Congressional legislative com
mittees observed that HEW had 
failed to adequately coordinate 
Federal efforts because of in
adequate administration of the 
Juvenile nelinquency prevention 
control Act of 1968 and that 
it requested from fiscal years 
1968 to 1971 only $49.2 million 
of an authorized $150 million 
to administer the act. 

D 
A major administrative problem 
resulted from the 1968 acts' 
overlapping roles fo~ HEW and 
the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. 

!lEW was to help the States 
p~,!lId i:nrP'lt!llrEme-cum=- ,--
prehensive State juvenile de
linquency plans. At the same 
time, the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration was 
to make block grants to the 
States to address all criminal 



justice problems, including 
juvenile delinquency. 

Wi th more funds available, 
the Law Enforcement Assist

,ance, Adminis tr a tion became 
dbminaht in criminal juitice 
planning. It spent about $70 
million for juvenile delin
quency programs in fiscal year 
1971 compared with $8.5 mil
lion spent by HEW for that 
year. 

To facilitate coordination, 
the Secretary of HEW and the 
Attorney General agreed in 
1971 (1) that HEW would con
centrate on prevention efforts 
before a person entered the 
juvenile justice system and 
(2) t,hat the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration 
would focus on ef~orts once 
a person was in the juvenile 
justice system. (See pp. 20 
to 22.) 

lIT 1972 Federal regional 
counCils were established in 
the 10 standard r.egions to 
develop closer working rela
tionships between Federal 
grantmaking agencies and State 
and local governments. 

However, the Federal regional 
councils generally were not 
very involved in juvenile de
linqu~ncy projects, according 
to an official of the Office 
of Management and Budget, 
because of inadequate leader
ship from Washington. (See 
pp. 26 to 30.) 

state and local coordination 
~g:ort~ ---'0"------------
GAO's review of the efforts 
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of Colorado and Massachusetts 
and their largest cities-
Denver and Boston--showed 
that coordination problems 
in juven~le delinquency in 
States and cities were similar 
to those in the Federal Govern
ment. 

Neither State had a single 
agency or 6rganization 
coordinating the planning and 
operati6n of all programs that 
could affect juvenile delin
quency. Neither had a compre
hensive strategy to prevent or 
control juvenile delinquency. 

The State and local situation 
has resulted in part from the 
Federal Government's fragmented 
approach to the juvenile de
linquency problem. To seek 
funds, State and local agencies 
had to respond to the specific 
Federal categorical grant pro
grams, each with its own obj€c
tives, requirements, and re
strictions. As a result, State 
and local agencies had little 
incentive to coordinate their 
activities. (See ch. 5.) 

~!~~~~!~~~~~~~~~~_~~e~~~~ 
_~~~~e~~~~~~~~~ 

The Juvenile Justice and De
linquency Prevention Act of ' 
1974, if properly implemented, 
should help prevent and control 
juvenile delinquency. 

The law 

--creates an Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency 
prevention in the Law Enforce
ment Assistal')ce Administrationl 
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--provides increased visibility 
to the problem and a focal 
point for Federal juvenile 
delinquency activities1 

--improves existing Federal 
agency coordination and 
reporting requirements1 and 

--requires States to make a 
single agency responsible 
for planning juvenile delin
quency efforts to be fu~ded 
wi th Feder al moneys. (See 
pp. 51 to 53.) 

~EC~~DATIQ~~Q~_~~QQ~~!!Q~~ 

The 1974 act gives executive 
agencies a sufficient frame
work to improve their coordina
tion of juvenile delinquency 
efforts. Since the act was en
acted only shortly after GAO 
completed its review, it was 
too early to determine how the 
agencies were implementing it 
and, on the basis of such an 
assessment, to recommend to 
appropriate officials ways to 
improve implementation. 

AGSNC~ ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED issues-----------'-------
'l'ne 'Departments of Justice and 
HEW1 Office of Management and 
Budget1 and aporopriate Colorado 
and Massachusetts State and 
local agencies generally agreed 
witn GAO's findings and con
clusions. (See ch. 8.) 

The Department of Justice rec
ognized its responsibilities, 
under the 1974 act, to define 
Federal juvenile delinquency 
programs and better coo~dinatA 
their activities but noted two 

iv 

conditions which may impede 
its efforts. It has inter
preted "New Federalism" to 
mean that it cannot imoose 
substantial guidelines·and, 
definitions, other than those' 
required by law, upon State 
and local operating agencies, 
but tries to encourage move
ment in that direction by using 
funding incentives and train
ing. The Department also noted 
that its efforts will be af
fected by the aggressiveness 
with which the Office of Manage
ment and Budget actively en
courages coordinated planning 
through its funding and over
sight responsibilities. The 
Department also outlined ac
tions it had already taken to 
implement the 1974 'act. (See 
apl?' 1.) 

HEW officials expressed con
cern, based on their previous 
experiences, about the ability 
of the Law Enforcement Assist
ance Administration to effec
tively carry out its legisla
tive mandates Under the 1974 
act unless there is a commit
Qent at the hiahest levels of. 
the Federal Government to the 
effort. (See p. 59.) 

[·I.l\'rTERS FOR CONSIDERATION 
Qr::~IT~-=£QiIq~§~~------ -,---
When it passed the 1974 act, 
the Conqiess clearly expressed 
its intent to exercise over
sight over implementation 
and administration of the act. 
Among the issues the Congress 
should consider in carryl~q 
out its oversight are: 
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--The extent to which the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Admin
istration is implementing 
two bas ic par ts of the act-
developing comprehensive State 
juvenile delinquency plans and 
a national juvenile delinquency 
strategy--in a timely manner. 

--The extent to which the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Admin
istration is able to effec
tively implement certain 

/ 

/ 

v 

provlslons of section 204 
of the act, such as(b)(2), 
(4), and (f), which basi
cally give the Administration 
authority to coordinate and 
direct certain juvenile de
linquency efforts of other 
Federal agencies. 

--Whether the executive branch 
will request and allocate 
funds to adequately implement 
the act. (See pp. 54 to 57.) 



926 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In proportion to their numbers in the national population, 
young people are the largest contributors to the crime prob
lem. Reported criminal involvement of young people, as meas
ured by police arrests, is increasing. In 1973, youths under 
18 (juveniles) accounted for 51 percent of the total arrests 
for property crimes, such as burglary and auto theft; 23 per
cent of violent crimes, such as murder, rape, and robbery; and 
45 percent of arrests for all serious crimes. Total arrests 
of juveniles rose 144 percent between 1960 and 1973; at the 
same time total arrests for those aged 18 and over rose only 
17 percent. 

During this same period, violent crimes by juveniles in
creased 247 percent compared with 109 percent for adults, 
while property crimes increased 105 percent compared with 99 
percent for adults. Total juvenile arrests during the 1960s 
increased almost 7 times more than total adult arrests, and 
juvenile arrests for violent crimes increased 2-1/2 times 
more than adult arrests. 

Unreported crime compounds the problem. Studies reveal 
that perhaps 90 percent of all young people have committed at 
least one act for which they could have been brought to juve
nile court. Also, the estimated national cost of crime by 
juveniles is about $16 billion annually--an increase of about 
300 percent since 1968. 

An estimated 1 million juveniles enter the juvenile jus
tice system each year. Although 50 percent are informally 
handled by juvenile court intake staffs and released, 40 per
cent are formally adjudicated and placed on probation or other 
supervisory release. Ten percent, or approximately 100,000 
young people, are incarcerated in juvenile institutions. Re
cidivism among juveniles is more severe than among adults; 
estimates vary from 60 to 85 percent for juveniles compared 
with 40 to 70 percent for adults. 

An entire range of "juvenile status offenses," which 
includes ungovernability, truancy, and running away, also 
subjects youth to the juvenile court process. If adults 
committed these offenses, they would incur no legal conse
quences. At least half of the youth currently in juvenile 
institutions are estimated to have been incarcerated for com
mitting status offenses. 

1 
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The severity of the national problem was reflected at 
the local level in Denver and Boston--the two localities 
we reviewed. In Denver, 12,946 juveniles were arrested in 
1973. This represented an 82-percent increase over 1967 
figures •. Nonjuvenile arrests increased 62 percent over the 
same time period. A survey indicated that as much as 73 
percent of the respondents between 10 and 18 had engaged 
in acts for which they would have been arrested if a police
man 'had been present. If these results are extended to all 
Denver youth; delinquency is not only ihcreasing--it is per
meating the juvenile population. 

Boston had 3,786 juvenile arrests in 1973, a 67 percent 
, increase over 1967. Comparative data was not available on 

adult arrests for the 2 years. Included in the total were 
221 arrests for robbery, 499 for breaking and entering, 281 
for assault, 943 for larceny, 9 for rape, 23 for prostitu
tion, 823 for auto theft and related offenses, and 6 for 
homicide. 

2 
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CHAPTER ~ 

DEVELOPMENT OF FEDERAL 

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY EFFORTS 

The first Federal effort to combat juvenile del~nquency-
the establishment of the Children's Bureau in 19l2--resulted 
from a growing awareness of the problem in the first decades 
of the 20th century. 

During the 1940s other Federal agencies became involved. 
Federal activities were still relatively few, however, until 
the late 1950s, but they increased greatly in the 1960s. The 
rate of juvenile crime doubled between 1950 and 1960. 

MAJOR LEGISLATIVE DEVELOPMENTS 

Before passing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention Act of 1974 (see ch. 6), the Congress addressed the 
juvenile delinquency problem through sev~ral acts, including 
the Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Control Act of 
1961 (public Law 87-274), which gave the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare (HEW) responsibility for providing 
categorical grants to communities, institutions, and agencies 
to p'lan and initiate innovative demonstration and training 
programs. Emphasizing prevention as well as control, these 
programs included subsidized work training for out-of-school, 
out-of-work youth; sch·ool programs for the disadvantaged; 
university-based training programs; and community-based cor
rectional programs. 

The act was extended in 1964 and 1965. As it became 
clear that the Office of Ec.onomic Opportunity was developing 
a program which used similar concepts, most of the demon
strations were transferred to its antipoverty program. 
Appropriations under the act during fiscal years 1961-67 
were $47 million. 

Because of the continued increase in crime and delin
quency, resources for juvenile delinquency programs were 
increased in 1968 through the enactment of (1) the Juvenile 
Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
3811), administered by the Secretary of HEW, and (2) the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 3701), which established the Law Enforcement Assist
ance Administration (LEAA) in the Department of Justice. 

3 
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vuvenil~~elinq~ncy Prevention 
and Control Act of 1968 

. Under this act, HEW was to provide assistance for a wide 
range of preventive and rehabilitative services to delin
quent and predelinquent youth, with emphasis on new kinds 
of community-based programs. The legislation was intended 
to be administered as part of an integrated network of anti
poverty, antislum, and youth programs which were to coordi
nate all Federal juvenile delinquency efforts and provide 
national leadership in deV'el.oping new approaches to the 
problems of juvenile crime. 

Omnibus Crime Control and 
Sa!~_£~s·Act 2!_1968 

This act authorized LEAA to administer a block grant
in-aid program to provide financial and technical assistance 
to states and local units of government to improve and 
strengthen law enforcement. LEAA originally viewed its roie 
in juvenile delinquency prevention and control as a limited 
one because the act did not specify the extent to which it 
was to address the problem and because of HEW's involvement 
in the area. Although juvenile delinquency was not specifi
cally mentioned, "law enforcement" was defined in LEAA's 
act to include "all activities pertaining to crime preven
tion or reduction and enforcement of the criminal law." 

The 1971 amendments to the 1968 act specified that LEAA 
focus greater attention on juvenile delinquency by redefin
ing law enforcement to include "programs relating to the 
prevention, control, or reduction of juvenile delinquency 
* * *." They also authorized funding for the "development 
and operation of community-based delinquent prevention and 
correctional programs * * * and community service centers for 
the guidance and supervision of potential repeat youthful of
fenders." 

The amendments also added a new part to the act which 
pertained to correctional improvements. To qualify· for 
funds, a state must 'file a comprehensive plan which, among 
other things 

"provides satisfactory emphasis on the develop
ment and operation of community-based correc
tional facilities and programs, including diag
nostic services, halfway houses, probation, 
and other supervisory release programs for pre
adjudication and postadjudication referral of 
pelinquents, youthful offenders, and first 
offenders, and community-oriented p,rograms for 
the supervision pf parolees * * *. ' 

4 
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The .Crime Control Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 3701), required 
LEAA to place even greater emphasis on juvenile delinquency. 
For the first time, the enabling legislation of LE~A speci~
ically referred to juvenile delinquency in its statement of 
purpose. It also required for the first time that each 
State include a juvenile delinquency component in its compre
hensive State plan as a condition for receiving LE~A funds. 

result of the 1973 act and .con~ressional concern, 
LEAA a~ ~erated its national juvenile delinquency effort. 
Near the beginning of 1974, LEAA established a Juvenile 
Justice Division within its Office of National priority Pro
grams to develop new and innovative programs. Juvenile 
justice and delinquency prevention is now one of LEAA'S four 
top national priorities. Also, LEAA created a Juvenile 
Delinquency Division within its National Institute of Law 
Enforcemept and Criminal Justice to expand the level of 
delinquency research and sharpen the focus on delinquency 
pr even tion. 

FEDERAL PROGRAMS APPARENTLY 
AFFECTING-aITVENILE DELINQUENC~ 

The major direct Federal efforts to prevent and control 
juvenile delinqu~ncy ar~ concentrated in HEW's Office of 
Youth Development and in LEA~ as a result of specific man
dates. However, other Federal agencies apparently are 
involved. In 1971 the Congress gave all Federal coordinat
ing responsibilities to the Interdepartmental Council to 
Coordinate All Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs. (See 
p. 22.) In its fiscal year 1973 annual report, the Council 
identified 11 Federal agencies, including the Office of 
Youth Development and LEAA, that administered 116 programs 
which it believed directly or indirectly related to juvenile 
delinquency or youth ?evelopment. 

Our review concentrated on the activities and programs 
of the five Federal agencies the Council identified as being 
most directly involved--the (1) Office of Economic Opportu
nity, (2) Department of Labor, (3) Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD), (4) HEW, and (5) Department of 
Justice. A description follows of the natur~ of these agen
cies' involvement in the juvenile delinquency and youth 
development area primarily as provided by them to the Coun
cil. 

Indirect efforts 
~--------------

Qffi£~~of_Ec~omic 2EE£E.!unit¥: 

The Office's overall mission is to reduce povertY1 
youth development is secondary. In 1964 neighborhood 

5 
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community action agencies were established to administer 
grants for social programs. Later, youth development pro
grams were established to operate in communities through 
the agencies. In addition, the Office established neighbor
hood legal centers which provided legal services to low
income people , incl ud ing juveniles.!/ 

~artment of Labor 

The Department of Labor provides counseling, on-the-job 
training, vocational training, job placement, and supportive 
services to youth to increase their employability. The De
partment funds two programs specifically designed to provide 
employment. assistance to youth--the Neighborhood Youth Corps 
and Job Corps. Both programs deal with youths aged 14 to 22. 
The Neighborhood Youth Corps offers paid work experience to 
enable youths to remain in school, to return to school, or 
to improve their employability. The Job Corps trains young 
people to become more res·ponsible, employable, and proc!'lc
tive citizens. Its primary emphasis is on preparing for 
work, acguiring skills, and moving into meaningful jobs. 

In December 1973 the Comprehensive Employment and Train
ing Act was passed. This act placed additional emphasis on 
youth by authorizing funds to provide services to special 
manpower target groups, including youth and youthful offend
ers. 

HUD 

Although HUD has not been legislatively manuated any 
specific juvenile delinquency and youth development role, 
the enabling legislation of one of its major programs at the 
time of our review specifically referred to delinquency. 
Model Cities, a program of Federal financial and technical 
assistance, is designed to enable local government units to 
attack the social, economic, and physical problems of decay
ing urban neighborhoods. Through a locally developed and 
implemented plan, available efforts and resources are to be 
coordinated and concentrated into a comprehensive program to 
demonstrate methods for improving urban life. One of the 
program's statutory goals is "to reduce the incidence of 
crime and delinquency." 

liOn January 4, 1975, Public Law 93-644 extended the commun
Ity action program under the administration of the Community 
Services Administration, the successor to the Office. It 
also authorized specific programs .for low-income youth. A 
separate legal services corporation ~ssumed ~he legal pro
grams mentioned above. 

6 
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There are 147 units of local government in 45 States 
that determine the amount of HUD funds that will be allo
cated to preventing, treating, or controlling juvenile 
delinquency under their respective programs. The kinds of 
projects assisted vary according to each city's locally 
determined needs and include youth service bureaus, group 
fostex homes, police juvenile aid bureaus, teen centers, 
and public defenders for juveniles. 

After our review, the Model Cities legislation expired 
and the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 was 
passed. Communities currently involved in a Model Cities 
program will be funded through completion of their fifth 
action year, after which time the funding will be phased 
out. The new act may be placing less emphasis on juvenile 
delinquency than did the previous legislation. The new 
law's statement of purpose does not specifically mention 
delinquency. In describing the program activities eligible 
for assistance, the act limits the amount of HUD funds that 
may be used for public services and facilities, including 
those concerned with crime prevention, child care, health, 
drug abuse, education, welfare, and recreation needs. These 
services may be provided only when not available under other 
Federal laws or programs. 

HEW is the primary Federal agency whose programs are 
directed to predelinquent youth. The programs generally 
involve home, school, recreational, and employment aspects 
of youth development. Some provide special services to 
youths, including personal counseling, psychiatric and med
ical assistance, drug treatment, or referral to other social 
agencies equipped to provide such services. Also, programs 
of income maintenance, rehabilitation, and medical and social 
services are provided through State agencies to the aged and 
aging, children and youth, needy families, and the disabled. 

Within HEW, the Office of Education; the Alcohol, Drug 
Abuse, and Mental Health Administration; the Social and Re
habilitation Service; and the Office of Youth Development 
carry out these activities. The Office of Youth Development 
is the only agency specifically mandated to prevent juvenile 
del inquency. . 

gffice of Education 

The bulk of the Office of Education's funds are directed 
toward improving the Nation's public school systems. However, 
the Elementary and .Secondary Education Aot of 1965 includes 
provisions aimed directly or indirectly at reducing the 

7 
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nropout rate. If it is assumed that some of the dropouts and 
potential dropouts may become delinquents, vocational educa
tion is providing opportunities for those youth in school and 
those out of school to come back to school, take short courses 
in concentrated areas of study, and leave school better pre
pared for immediate employment. State and local correctional 
institutions also receive grants for education as part of a 
total rehabilitation program for delinquent or neglected 
children and youth. 

Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and 
Mental-Health Administration 

This Administralion conducts programs which affect youth 
and delinquency in varying degrees and include the study of 
alcohol and drug problems linked to juvenile crime. The Na
tional Institute of Mental Health, through its Center for 
Studies of Crime and Delinquency, is the agency specifically 
involved with juvenile delinquency. Its program is concerned 
with preventing, controlling, and treating deviant behavior 
which may be defined either as mental illness or as violations 
of the criminal law. It recognizes that delinquent andcrim
inal behaviors stem from interaction of biological, psycho
logical, socioeconomic, and other factors. Whether or not a 
particular pattern of behavior is considered deviant, delin
quent, or criminal depends on societal norms, reactions, and 
an administrative judgment. 

Major Institute activities relating to juvenile delin
quency are carried out through its support of research and 
training grants, research fellowships, and community mental 
health centers. Its 'research is designed to improve the un
derstanding of the biological, psychological, and'social 
forces that affect behavior. It is also concerned with im
proving treatment strategies, particularly community-based 
approaches, for juvenile delinquency and crime problems. 
The Institute also supports the development and evaluation of 
educational models aimed at training a variety of personnel 
dealing with youth and delinquency problems. 

Direct efforts 

Office of Youth Develop~~nt 

HEW's Office of Youth Development administers the Juve
nile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act as amended in 
August 1972. The Office ,of Youth Development was created 
April 1, 1973, as part of the Office of the Assistant Secre
tary ,for Human Development and incorporated the former Youth 
Development and Delinquency Prevention Administration from the 

8 
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Social and Rehabilitation Service which had been established 
to administer the 1968 act, as well as two other HEW offices. 

The Office of Youth Development has created what it calls 
a national strategy for youth development that focuses on 
social institutions rather than on persons. This differs from 
most treatment-oriented approaches to delinquency prevention. 

National strategy 

Very generally, the strategy suggests that negative con
sequences result when youth do not feel good about their own 
accomplishments and that youth often feel unsuccessful because 
they have been labeled as losers--people who do not and cannot 
do things well. Such labeling occurs in the home, school, 
and community. These labels tend to persist through a variety 
of settings and affect youth's actual ability to achieve. 

As a result of negative labeling and the problems with 
finding roles in which they find a sense of accomplishment and 
~ride, youth are often estranged and alienated from the main
stream of American life and frequently begin to experiment 
with activities that lead them further away from healthy, law
abiding lifestyles. Because of this, the national strategy 
for youth development focuses on preventive efforts earlie~ 
in the causal chain than do traditional person-centered treat
ment programs; that is, it deemphasizes the remedial treat
ment of persons who have been negatively affected by institu
tions and stresses the need to change institutional structures 
and practices identified with such effects. 

The design, however, is not to eliminate person-centered 
treatment. Such treatment and institutional change are parts 
of a whole, and any serious attempt to change deviancy rates 
requires an understanding of this concept. The national 
strategy for youth development recognizes the institutional 
impact on the creation of deviance and attempts to rectify any 
imbalances occurring in programs dealing with delinquency pre
vention. The national strategy has identified (1) limitation 
or denial of access to acceptable social roles, (2) premature, 
negative, or inappropriate labeling, and (3) social alienation 
as variables contributing to delinquent behavior. 

To implement the national strategy, the Office of Youth 
Development is providing categorical grants to State and local 
grantees to develop coordinated youth-service systems. These 
systems may consist of a central coorpinator and a network of 
local youth-serving agencies. The coordinator may also pro
vide services. A system's main function is to coordinate and 
integrate (when appropriate) diverse, autonomous youth-service 
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agencies. About 100 youth-service systems are now in various 
phases of development. 

The Office generally relies on existing community youth 
services. According to its Commissioner, the Office "seeks 
to enhance the capacity of the local community to mor.e ef
fectively support the favorable development of all youth 
through the interrelated vehicles of coordination-and insti
tutional change." The focus is on youth-serving agencies and 
personnel rather than on the individual youth in need of as
sistance. A coordinated youth-service system requires the 
active participation, support, and power of individuals in 
public and private agencies at the State, county, and local 
levels. The system, in the final analysis, will provide the 
services that will better meet the needs of individual youth. 

Deeartment of Justice I 
LEAA, as previously mentioned, is the princiJal Depart

ment of Justice agency that deals with juvenile dElinquency. 
Its enabling legislation provides for State criminal justice 
planning agencies to manage the block grant funds provide~ 
the States. Each State planning agency must develop, with 
advice from local or regional planning units, a State plan 
indicating how it will try to prevent or reduce crime, in
cluding juvenile delinquency. 

After LEAA reviews and approves the State plan, it awards 
the State a block grant to implement it. The amount of funds 
received is based on population. LEAA can also award certain 
funds, at its discretion, directly to governmental units or 
nonprofit organizations to promote national issues. 

LEAA-funded prcjects can be categorized as prevention, 
diversion, rehabilitation, upgrading resources, drug abuse, 
and Impact Cities programs. The prevention projects center 
around community involvement with youth and youth programs 
and can include community centers, counseling services, 
crisis intervention centers, education, and public relations 
activities. Diversion projects include mental health centers, 
alternative educational systems, temporary foster homes, youth 
service bureaus, and tutoring services. Rehabilitation proj
ects include residential centers, probation and parole pro
grams, community detention programs, and community-based 
counseling services. 

EmphaSis of Federal fundi~ 
of juvenile delinguency_activities 

The Senate Committee on Labor and public ,Welfare in 1968 
and the president's Commission on Law Enforcement an~ 
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Administration of Justice in 1967 have concluded that one of 
the keys to controlling u.s. crime is to prevent juvenile 
crime. In developing the 1972 amendments to the Juvenile 
Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1968, the Congress 
recognized that youth in danger of becoming delinquent must 
be prevented from coming in contact with the juvenile justice 
system. The 1971 amendments to the Safe Streets Act specifi
cally included juvenile delinquency prevention programing as 
an action grant area. However, most Federal funds mandated 
for juvenile delinquency were spent in areas other than pre
vention. 

LEAA and the Office of Youth Development are thp. leading 
Federal agencies whose funds are specifically committed to 
juvenile delinquency. In fiscal year 1973 the Office obli
gated about $10 million to pre~ent juvenile delinquency. It 
has focused its efforts on youth who are in danger of becoming 
delinquent. 

Of the $669.4 million LEAA awarded to the States for fis
cal year 1972, LEAA estimated that about $136 million was al
located for juvenile delinquency as follows: 

Rehabilitation 
Upgrading resources 
prevention 
Drug abuse 
Diversion 
Impact Cities programs 

Total 

(millions) 

$ 40.8 
32.9 
21.0 
17.7 
15.7 

8.0 

$1 36.1 
As indicated above, rehabilitation projects took the largest 
share of LEAA's juvenile delinquency funds. These primarily 
treat and serve youth within the juvenile justice system in 
institutions and community-based programs. 

A fiscal year 1971 study by LEAA found that the types of 
programs States were funding at that time could be divided 
into programs (1) within the jrvenile justice system, (2) 
targeted solely for. juvenile d~linquents and/or poten~ial de
linqu~nts, (3) ser~icing referrals from the juvenile justice 
system, among others, and (4) seeking to prevent delinquency 
by attacking the known characteristics of juvenile delinquents. 
Another LEAA study indicated that approximately 75 percent of 
the juvenile programs were exclusively devoted ,to youths within 
the juvenile justice system. In general, LEAA's prevention 
projects may be termed recidivism prevention; that is, they aim 
at preventing fUrther delinquency by reducii~ recidivism. 
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, 
LEAA's emphasis appeal:s to be changing. According to the 

Director of its Division of Juvenile Delinquency~ LEAA is at
tempting to reduce the role of the criminal justice system 
while strengthening that of service delivery systems. Re
cently LEAA indicated in a proposed position paper on juve
nile delinquency that it is concerned with children and youth 
who have had no contact with the criminal justice system and 
will 

"* * * take an active role in developing methods and 
systems designed to help all children and youth achieve 
their positive potential as the way to reduce the 
likelihood of their future involvement in the criminal 
justice system." 

The Federal Government has made some specific efforts to 
combat juvenile delinquency. Numerous programs administered 
by a variety of Federal agencies may be affecting the preven
tion and control of juvenile delinquencY7 however, not all of 
these programs may be significantly affecting the problem. 
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CHAPTER 3 -----
.QIF~!.CULTiE~!~~!:!INING 

SPEC~FEDERAL I~! 

OF~UVENILE DEL!!iQUENCY ACTIVITIE~ 

The extent of Federal impact on juvenile delinquency is 
difficult to precisely determine because, for the most part, 
Federal programs which might have had a positive effect have 
not been administered with that specific intent. Because of
ficials have not been aware of their programs' relationships 
in this area, no effective strategy has been developed and im
plemented to coordinate Federal efforts. 

LACK OF AWARENESS 

The Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 
1968, as amended, required all Federal juvenile delinquency 
programs to be coordinated, but it did not define the term 
"juvenile delinquency program." No Federal executive agency 
had developed a definition or criteria to be used to select 
and designate particular Federal programs as juvenile de
linquency programs. 

The Interdepartmental Council, through information com
piled under contract with the Bureau of the Census, developed 
a directory of Federal juvenile delinquency and youth develop
ment programs, but its definition was so broad that it in
cluded all of the possible resources that could conceivably 
be brought to bear on the problem. In effect, its philosophy 
was that prevention begins at preschool age. It defined 
"juvenile" as peroons between I day and 24 years of age •. 

In developing the directory of programs, the Council 
grouped similar youth programs from different agencies to 
identify all of the programs which covered a particular need 
and to point out overlaps and gaps. The programs have been 
put into such categories as general youth improvement, l1igh
risk youth, and delinquent youth. Apparently, all of the 
programs can affect youth in some way and at various stages 
of their lives, but their significance to juvenile delin
quency, if any, is not known. Little has been done to deter
mine the programs' impact, significance, or relationship to 
any aspect of the juvenile delinquency problem; to develop 
any action plans; and to notify the administrators at all 
levels of government of the action. . 
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using the directory as a guide, we asked appropriate 
Federal officials about their programs' relationship to 
juvenile delinquency. Most were not aware of the directory 
of programs. They believed that most of the" listed programs 
and/or their programs did not significantly affect juvenile 
delinquency. Some could not see any relationship. 

Many Federal officials we talked to did not administer 
their"prpgrams with intent of affecting the juvenile delin
quency problem, unless the programs were specifically es
tablished for that purpose. Many of the five agencies' of
ficials were unaware of what their programs' roles in prevent
ing or controlling juvenile delinquency could or should be. 
For example, Office of EJucation officials considered their 
personnel and programs to be youth development related for 
educational improvement. They told us that, except for the 
Program for Neglected and Delinquent Children in Sta te
Operated or Supported Institutions, no Office of Education 
programs were designed or administered specifically to affect 
or reduce juvenile delinquency. Officials stated, however, 
that the results of programs could indirectly affect juvenile 
delinquency prevention by, for example, reducing school 
dropouts, 

Social and Rehabilitation Service officials said their 
programs are not intended to deal specifically with youth 
development or with juvenile delinquency but that they could 
be considered to prevent delinquency or rehabilitate delin
quents. This, however, would be an indirect benefit. 

The Associate Regional Health Director for Mental Health 
in. the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration 
in Denver estimated that, although about 25 percent of the 
staff's time was related to youth activities, this effort was 
not specifically intended to affect juvenile delinquency. 
Administration officials said all mental health centers 
should help prevent delinquency, but they are not aware of 
the extent or type of effect their programs have on the 
problem. 

A HUD headquarters official believed ~hat none of HUD's 
programs involved any direct efforts or activities. to prevent 
or control juvenile delinquency, although youth development 
and criminal justice are a necessary component of HUD's as
signed goal of helping upgrade urban )ife. In contrast, a 

. Boston HUD official believed that the [-Iodel Cities program 
significan~ly affected the juvenile delinquency problem. 

~e believe that all government officials should be 
more aware of their role in the remediation of juvenile de
linquency. Strategies should be developed to provide guid
ance and resources to State and local governments. 
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In implementing programs or projects, generally no at
tempts were made to classify how a project or program affected 
juvenile delinquency; that is, whether it focused on preven
tion, rehabilitation, or diversion. Except in LEAA and the 
Office of Youth Development, these terms had little impact 
on Federal officials' decisions in managing programs related 
to juvenile delinquency. LEAA regional-office officials did 
not use these terms as a management tool in approving State 
plans, although LEAA provided this type of information at 
the national level. 

All levels of government lacked uniform definitions for 
Such terms as juvenile, juvenile delinquent, prevention, 
and diversion. Some agencies had formalized definitions, 
and some had no definitions at all. 

Although the ultimate goal in preventing and controlling 
juvenile delinquency is to insure that youth's needs are 
adequatelY provided for, the availability of generally ac
cepted definitions might help agencies provide services more 
effectively because program administrators would be more 
aware of whom they are trying to reach and of their program 
goals. It would also be useful in developing informational 
systems so that activities pertaining to juveniles could be 
uniforml~ reported. 

~osg~QY~g§!ATEt!E;!i!_QL.KE;~~g~~!.~!!Yft!~~ 

Ostensibly, a considerable amount of Federal funds is 
available for youth development and/or juvenile delinquency 
programs. The Interdepartmental Council has estimated that 
as much as $12 billion has been spent on youth development 
or juvenile delinquency. However, most of this appears to 
be only tangentially related to delinquency. 

There are programs in the Interdepartmental Council's 
directory that can be considered juvenile delinquency related 
only by using the very broadest interpretation. For instance, 
the Office of Education in HEW administered a program to 
assist low-income and physically handicapped students with 
academic potential to initiate, continue, or resume their 
postsecondary education. Because of its definition of "juve
nile," this and some of the other programs in the directory 
affect older youth rather than those normally considered as 
juveniles. In Denver, HEW's Office of Education in fiscal 
year 1973 funded 26 programs considered by the Interdepart
mental Council to be related to youth and delinquency preven
tion. Funds for these programs went to 21 separate grantees, 
13 of which were either business schools, colleges, 
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universities, or parochial seminaries. The aga of students 
at these schools was 18 and above, which is beyond the general 
statutory age of 17 for juveniles. 'l'herefore, these 13 pro
grams appear to have no significant. relationship to the preven
tion and control of juvenile delinquency. 

Another indication of the Federal Government's impact 
on juvenile delinquency is the number of juveniles actually 
being served. by a federally funded program. A nationally 
defined juvenile delinquency program must be determined to 
be actually affecting local youth. Many of the programs 
that could be considered as juvenile delinquency programs 
at the national level may not exclusively or significantly 
deal with juveniles. Stati~tics on the number of juveniles 
served may not be available. 

For example, in fiscal year 1973, the Alcohol, Drug 
Abuse, and Mental Health Administration provid~d funds to 
seven grantees under three Denver mental health programs 
which the Interdepartmental Council considered to be related 
to youth development and delinquency prevention. The Director 
of the Division of Mental Health, Colorado Department of In
stitutions, said mental health services and Federal funds for 
services are not generally available unless a youth has been 
arrested or adjudicated as a delinquent. Information on the 
number of youth actually treated by the Denver mental health 
centers was not available. 

We contacted five of the seven grantees to determine how 
their programs were related to youth development or juvenile 
delinquency. The grants provided services to persons aged 
1 day to 85 years. The grantees did not know the extent to 
which the programs were related to juvenile delinquency 
prevention, and some grantees did not believe the programs 
had any relationship to it. 

Officials at two major hospitals in Denver said they 
could not determine the number of youth served or whether the 
mental health programs had direct or indirect impacts on 
preventing or controlling juvenile delinquency. A spokesman 
for another hospital told us that the program he was operat
ing, funded by the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health 
Administration, had no relationship to youth development or 
juvenile delinquency prevention. 

EVALUATION -----
Little is known about (1) which Federal programs affect 

juvenile delinquency and (2) the impact and its extent. As 
indicated previously, many Federal administrators do not see 
their programs' roles in juvenile delinquency. As a result, 
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they neither administer their programs with the intent to 
affect specific aspects of the juvenile delinquency problem 
nor generally emphasize juveniles. 

Except at LEAA and the Office of Youth Development, 
Federal officials in the regional offices said their head
quarters offices had not given them any guidance or direction 
indicating their programs' relationship to juvenile delin
quency. Although their programs could have had impacts, the 
officials were not aware of the extent and type. 

The agencies generally did not evaluate their programs 
to determine their effects on preventing and controlling 
juvenile delinquency. If those whose programs dealt mainly 
with youth evaluated their programs at all, they did not do 
so in terms of their effectiveness and impact on the problem. 
Other agencies whose programs were geared to the general 
population usually did not determine the impact on youth or 
delinquency. 

The Boston and Denver LEAA regional offices did not 
evaluate juvenile delinquency projects but required the State 
planning agencies to do so. Although Boston officials made 
an occasional financial audit, they said they did not have 
th~ resources to evaluate their projects. Although the State 
planning agencies evaluated juvenile delinquency projects, 
the LEAA Chief of Operations said that the evaluations needed 
improvement. In Denver, final reports on juvenile delinquency 
projects from the Sta te planning agencies had not been com
pleted and received. 

One official said that, in general, evaluation of all 
Social and Rehabilitation Service programs is weak. Programs 
are not evaluated to determine Whether they affect juvenile 
delinquency. He said HEW has never evaluated one program 
designed to develop preventive or protective services which 
will prevent the neglect, abuse, exploitation, or delinquency 
of children. However, we are reviewing the program. 

The Interdepartmental Council, through its Evaluation 
Task Force, contracted with the .BUreau of the Census to con
duct a comprehensive governmentwide study to describe selected 
Federal juvenile delinquency and youth development programs 
and evaluations of them. The study was conducted on fiscal 
year 1971 program and project information. 

Although the study did not assess the quality of program 
evaluations, the results indicated that they varied in quality 
and quantity from program to program and from agency to agency. 
The Census staff noted that the approaches of only a few of 
the 148 evaluations submitted by the agencies were objective 
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and scientific. The study indicated that the overall program 
evaluation effort for Federal juvenile delinC:llency and youth 
development programs was sUbstantial; howevf(, there was 
little interagency coordination and participation in evalua
tion efforts. The study showed that, compared with other 
Federal agencies' evaluations, LEAA's tended to focus more on 
programs aimed at incarcerated offenders and at delinquent 
youth. 

The National Council on Crime and Delinquency noted in 
1972 hearings before the senate Judiciary Subcommittee to 
Investigate Juvenile Delinquency that, although millions of 
dollars from LEAA have been spent to reduce c'rime and delin
quency, no more was known in 1972 than in 1969 about what 
were the most effective crime reduction programs. The 
Council's Research Center estimated that an adequate research 
and evaluation design would represent, at most, 14 percent of 
the cost of any program. The Census study indicated that the 
cost of Federal-level program evaluation is typically less 
than 1 percent of the total program funding. 

In discussing the evaluation of juvenile delinquency 
prevention programs, a report of the Task Force on Juvenile 
Delinquency of the President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice points out that a serious need 
exists for research on both individuals and society--including 
the family, school, labor market, recreation, courts, and 
corrections. potentially hundreds of kinds of programs can 
be suggested, and hundreds have been operated to prevent de
linquent behavior. The overwhelming need is to find out how 
well they work. Only by evaluating their outcomes, compar
ing their effectiveness, discarCling those that do not work, 
and giving greater support to the successes, can society 
begin to make real inroads on the problem. 

The report adds that, in measuring the effectiveness of 
a prevention program, the issues confronting evaluation are 
not really technical but center on the 

--resistance to evaluation by program practitioners 
an:'! supporters; 

--limitation of evaluation to the specific current 
features of the program, thus making generalizations 
to other contexts difficult; 

--choice of indicators that mark program success; 

--piecemeal, relatively haphazard way evaluation has 
been conducted; and 
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--conclusions of sound studies being ignored. 

Decisions about the future of programs are affected by organ
iz.ational self-protection, ideological fashion, practitioner 
defensiveness, and a host of other factors unrelated to pro
gram outcomes. 

Although we did not evaluate any of the programs or 
projects of the five agencies reviewed, we recently issued a 
report on "Difficulties of Assessing Results of Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration Projects to Reduce Crime" 
(B-171019, Mar. 19, 1974). Two of the four types of LEAA 
projects we reviewed--youth service bureaus and group homes 
for juveniles--pertained to juveniles. Common difficulties 
involved in trying to assess the impact of the four types of 
projects were: 

--No standards or criteria for success rates had been 
established. 

--Similar pr9jects did not maintain adequate and com
parable data. 

--Project evaluations used different techniques and 
different information sources and had different scopes. 
Moreover, most evaluations did not present data on 
project effectiveness and, for those that did, the 
evaluators had no nationally acceptable standards or 
criteria to use in evaluating project achievement. 

Without comparable data, adequate standards and criteria can
not be developed and objective decisions cannot be made. Our 
report made recommendations for improving LEAA's evaluation 
efforts. 

In its multiagency study, the Census staff encountered 
similar difficulties in identifying the universe of Federal 
invOlvement in juvenile delinquency and youth development 
programs and projects and the extent to which they had been 
evaluated. They found that Federal departments and agencies 
had virtually no standardized collection of information on 
juvenile delinquency and youth development projects. They 
encountered differing policies on the location of program 
and project information. A wide variety of formats-
ranging from computer printouts and worksheets to State 
plans, project files, and grant books--was used to record 
data. Even when the same data was collected, different 
definitions were often used. In short, they concluded that 
anyone seeking standard information on juvenile delinquency 
or youth development programs and projects throughout the 
Federal Government faces a virtually insurmountable problem. 
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CHAPTER 4 -------

t'EDERAL ATTEMPTS TO COORDINA'rE ---.-------------------

A national strategy has not been developed to focus the 
Nation's resources in a concerted effort to prevent and con
trol juvenile delinquency. Officials administering many 
health, education, social, welfare, and employment programs 
g"enerallY are not aware that their programs may affect juve
nile delinquency, either alone or in conjunction with other 
programs. 

No Federal agency has identified the most significant 
causes of juvenile delinquency, determined the resources 
available for combating them, developed a plan to implement 
a strategy to address one or more aspects, or informed the 
pertinent agencies' officials of efforts to make an impact 
on the problem. Any accomplishments thus far have been made 
in isolation and not as part of an ongoing national strategy 
to prevent and control the problem. 

Other than the efforts of LEAA and some HEW agencies, 
few identifiable attempts are being made to address the prob
lem directly. The Federal Government's major strategy to 
prevent juvenile delinquency apparently has been to rely on 
the myriad of antipoverty and social welfare programs to 
hopefully make a significant impact. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974 should make it easier to address these issues because 
it assigned the responsibility for all Federal efforts to a 
new Office of Juvenile Justice and Delihquency Prevention in 
LEAA. The Office's ubjective is to achieve a coordinated and 
integrated Federal, State, and local juvenile delinquency 
prevention and control program. (See pp. 51 to 53.) 

EARLIER COORDINATION EFFORTS ------------------
As early as 1948, the Federal Government attempted to 

coordinate its juvenile delinquency programs, but these ef
forts met with apparently littlp success. In that year, the 
Interdepartmental Committee on Children and Youth was created 
to coordinate Federal agencies engaged in youth programs. In 
1961 the President's Committee on Juvenile Delinquency and 
Youth Crime was established and charged with coordinating the 
Federal antidelinquency effort and recommending innovative 
policies, programs, and legislation. However, it failed to 
provide the impetus for coordinated planning and funding of 
Federal programs. 
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The Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 
1968 made the Secretary of HEW responsible for coordinating 
all Federal activities in juvenile delinquency, youth develop
ment, and related fields and for providing national leadership 
in developing new approaches to juvenile crime problems. How
ever, the Secretary did not adequately fulfill his responsi
bilities. The HEW annual report released in March 1971 con
cluded that there was 

"* * * Ii t tIe coheren t national planning o~ es tab
lished priority structure among major programs 
dealing with the problems of youth development and 
delinquency prevention * * *. The present array of 
programs demonstrates the lack of priorities, em
phasis, and direction in the Federal Government's 
efforts to combat delinquency." 

In commenting on HEW's administration during considera
tion of the 1971 amendments to the 1968 act, House and Senate 
committees noted that reasons for this failure included 
(1) HEW's failure to request more than small proportions of 
the amounts authorized by the Congress and (2) inadequate 
administration. In fiscal year 1970, for example, $50 mil
lion was authorized; however, only $15 million was requested 
and only $10 million appropriated. In fiscal year 1971, 
$75 million was authorized, $15 million requested, $15 mil
lion appropriated, and about $8.5 million spent. In con
trast, LEAA spent about $70 million for juvenile delinquency 
in fiscal year 1971. From 1968 to 1971 HEW requested only 
$49.2 million of a total authorized $150 million. Except for 
that spent on State comprehensive juvenile delinquency plan
nin~~ the funds were spread throughout the country in a series 
of underfunded, and generally unrelated, projects. 

One of the major problems in administering the 1968 act 
was confusion of the roles of HEW and LEAA in juvenile delin
quency because the scope of ·their two acts overlapped some
What. Under the 1968 act, HEW was to assist States in prepar
ing and implementing comprehensive State juvenile delinquency 
plans. At the same time, the Safe Streets Act authorized 
LEAA to make block grants to the States to address all cr~mi
nal justice problems, including juvenile delinquency. With 
its vastly larger resources, LEAA soon became dominant in 
criminal justice planning. 

In 1971 the Secretary of HEW and the Attorney General 
redefined their roles. They agreed that each State should 
develop a Single comprehensive criminal justice plan which 
would comply with the statutory requirements of both acts. 
HEW was to concentrate its efforts on prevention and rehabili
tation programs administered outside the traditional juvenile 
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correctional system, while LEAA was to focus its efforts on 
programs within the system. 

In 1971 the Congress agreed to extend for 1 year the 
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Aci of 196B to 
allow HEW tb (1) refocus its program by funding preventive 
programs principally for youths who had not entered the juve
nile justice system, (2) improve its. administration of the 
act, including eliminating the maze of conditions required 
of applicants for funds, and (3) coordinate its overall ef
~orts. The Congress found thct HEW was not providing the 
national direction and leadership intended by toe legisla
tion. To facilitate coordination of all Federal juvenile 
delinquency programs, the legislation authorized the estab
lishment of an interdepartmental council. 

In 1972 the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control 
Act of 196B, as amended, was extended until June 30, 1974. 
The new role of HEWts program was to fund preventive pro
grams, involving schools, in local communities which showed 
the greatest need for assistance. HEW was to develop co
ordinated youth services systems, whose administration the 
Congress was to review in assessing HEW's role in juvenile 
delinquency. 

About this time the Federal regional concept was also 
estatlished to decentralize program~ and program administra
tion and also provide a mechanism for coordination among 
Federal departments at the regional level with national 
goals and policies to be set in Washington with State and 
local input. 

THE INTERDEPARTMENTAL COUNCIL --------------_._---_._-

The Interdepartmental Council to Coordinate All Federal 
Juvenile Delinquency Programs was established in July 1971 by 
amendment to the 196B Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and 
Control Act. Membership on the Council, as designated by the 
President, included representatives from the Departments of 
HEW, Justice, Labor, HUD, Interior, Transportation, Agricul
ture; the Office of Economic Opportunity; the Special Action 
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention; and the Office of Manage
ment and Budget. 

In addition, representatives from District of Columbia 
City Council, Ve~erans Administration, ACTION, the White 
HOUse, National Institute of Mental Health, Office of Child 
Development, Department of Defense, and the Bureau of Pris
ons were invited to be ex-officio members. The President 
designated the Attorney General as Chairman of the Council. 
The Attorney General in turn named thp. LEAA Administrator as 
Chairman-Designate. 
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As outlined at its first meeting~ the Council's goals 
were to (1) coordinate all Fede;al juve~ile delinquency pro
grams at all levels of government and (.2) search for: ansrAlers 
that would immediately affect the prevention and reduction 
of juvenile delinquency and youth crime. To date, the Coun
cil has not met its mandate to coordinate all Federal juveM 

nile delinquency programs. 

Co~~£!~_~s££~e!i~~~en~s 

Except during fiscal year 1972, tho first yeat of its 
operation, the Council accomplished little other t.h;;ln develop
ing and submitting its annual repoiCt to the Congr'ess. In fis
cal year 1972, the Council met 12 times r Qur ing which i'c.: 

--Conducted a juvenile delinquency l::taining session fot 
its members. 

--Developed proposed national policy objectives. 

--Contracted with the Bureau of Census to identify the 
universe of Federal juvenile delinquency and youth 
development programs and the evaluations conducted 
on them. 

--Aided the youth Development and Delinquency Prevention 
, Administration, which was to coordinate interagency 

efforts in LEAA'S Impact Cities program by (H p.rovid·· 
ing leadership in developing a youth component in the 
progri:\m QY assisting in the planning of LEAl-~1 s porticlO 
of the community system in the rehabilitati.on of youth·
ful offenders, (2) coordinating existing and plannad 
Council member agency-funded programs in each city, in
cluding both juvenile delinquency and youth develop~ent 
programs, and (3) identifying program gaps in each com
munity system and developing and implementing strategies 
to fill the gaps. 

--Contracted for (1), a study of the management of Federal 
juvenile delinquency programs and (2) the development 
of a directory of all major Federal programs. 

--studied existing coordinating mechanisms that might be 
used to coordinate the planning, funding, evaluation l 

and technical assistance functions of all Federal 
juvenile delinquency efforts. 

--Held public hearings on its proposed national policy 
objectives and coordination mechanisms and strategies. 
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During fiscal year 1973, the Council failed to fulfill 
its mandate of meeting at least six times annually; it met 
only on September 18, 1972, and May 29, 1973. No program 
activity occurred during that year. The Council did little 
until January 1974, when LEAA initiated efforts to revitalize 
it. From February through June 1974, the Council convened 
six times to fulfill the required meetings for fiscal year 
1974. Generally, these meetings focused on the Council's 
revitalization, but the 1974 act preempted most of these 
effo·rts. 

Re~~_for2.l!~ff~ct!~~~ 

The lack of adequate funds and staff and the Council's 
uncertainty about its authority to coordinate Federal juvenile 
delinquency efforts impeded its coordination attempts. 

The Interdepartmental Council had to rely on resources 
provided by its member agencies. During its first year of 
operation, the Council members agreed to the following. 

--The five'agencies with major involvement in juvenile 
d~linquency (LEAA, Youth Development and Delinquency 
Prevention Administration, the Department of Labor, 
HUD, and the Office of Economic Opportunity) would set 
aside $100,000 each for approved contracts or programs,' 
and the three departments with less responsibility 
(Interior, Agriculture, and Transportation) would each 
set aside $50,000. 

--LEAA would provide space, overhead and operating cost 
for the core staff, the staff director, legal counsel, 
and publi~ information and other needed services. 

The Council found it difficult to meet its financial re
sponsibilities under this method of funding. Initial confu
sion concerned what each'agency could or could not fund with 
its contribution to the Council. 

Getting funds from member agencies for Council contracts 
proved to be a major undertaking. For example, the Census 
Bureau was not reimbursed for work it had done under contract 
until over a year beyond the due date. Eventually, LEAA had 
to pay for HUD's share ($18,000) of the contract cost. 
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The members agreed that the Council's initial staffing 
by the five major agencies would. consist of one professional 
person each, and the other three agencies would provide one 
secretary each. The Department of Justice provided a staff 
director and three line staff. 

As it turned out, the member agencies generally did not 
appoint people with decisionmaking authority to the Council, 
which contributed to its failure in achieving its proposed 
programs. Several officials who worked on the Council stated 
that, because most of the designated Council members were 
midlevel eKecutives, they could not speak for their agencies 
nor commit funds for Council activities. 

The Council found it difficult to maintain the continu
ity of its Chairman, members, and staff. The Council Chair
man has continuously been the LEAA Administrator, as desig
nated by the Attorney General. Since inception of the Coun
cil in 1971, there have been 5 different Attorney Generals, 
and 8 of the 10 member agencies have changed their designated 
representatives from 1 to 3 times. After the first year of 
operation, the support staff donated by the member agencies 
dissipated. The agencies continuously resisted Council re
quests to furnish staff. 

La£~_~au!~~rity 

The Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 
1968, as amended, stated that the Interdepartmental Council's 
function was to coordinate all Federal juvenile delinquency 
programs and prepare an annual report on all Federal juvenile 
delinquency and youth development activities and related 
fields. But the act did not indicate what authority the 
Council was to have to coordinate the agencies' activities. 
Congressional intent was to have the Council meet regularly 
to review the various agencies' efforts in combating juvenile 
delinquency and make certain the overall Federal effort was 
coordinated and efficient. 

After its first year of operation, the Council concluded 
that it had identified a number of major problems and policy 
issues which required White House guidance. In a February 7, 
1973, memorandum to the White House, the Council sought guid
ance on: 
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--Proposed national policy objectives and specific 
agency objectives for both short- and long-term 
impacts on the juvenile'crime problem. 

--A proposed restructuring of the Council which would 
give it authority to i~plement the propoSed objec
tives, insure the sup~ort of its constituent agen
cies, and provide it with permanent staff and funding 
support. 

--The drafting of major juvenile delinquency legisla
tion. 

The White House did not act on this request for guidance. 

Another mechanism available to the Federal Government 
for coordination is the Federal regional councils, esta~
lished in 1972 in the 10 standard regions to develop closer 
working relationships between Federal grantmaking agencies 
and State and local governments and t~ improve coordination 
of the categorical grant-in-aid system. Each Federal re
gional council was to be a body within which participati~g 
agencies, under general policy formulated by the Under Secre
taries Group for Regional Operations, were to jOintly conduct 
their grantmaking activities by: 

--Developing short-term regional interagency strategies 
and mechanisms for program delivery. 

--Developing integrated program and funding plans with 
Governors and local chief executives. 

--Encouraging joint and complementary grant applications 
for related programs. 

--Expediting resolution of interagency conflicts and co
ordination problems. 

--Evaluating programs in which two or more member agen
cies participate. 

--Developing long-term regional interagency and inter
governmental strategies for resource allocations to 
better respond to States' and local communities' 
needs. 

--Supervising regional interagency program coordination 
mechanisms. 
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--Developing administrative procedures to facilitate 
day-to-day interagency and intergovernmental coopera
tion. 

Each council is headed by a chairman designated by the 
President from among the regional heads of member agencies. 
A council chairman may invite the regional head or other 
appropriate representative of a nonmember agency to deliber
ate when the council considers matters significantly affect
ing the interests of that agency. 

Representatives of the Office of Management and Budqet 
serve as liaisons between it and the councils and participate 
in council deliberations. They are primarily responsible for 
carrying out the Office's role as general overseer and moni
tor of interagency and intergovernmental coordination efforts 
within the executive branch. They are also expected to sup
port the council system and help make it more effective by 
assisting the chairmen and councils as necessary and by 
generally helping to expedite and facilitate solutions to 
interagency and intergovernmental problems. 

The councils provide a structure, subject to improve
ments as noted in a previous GAO report (see p. 29)~ which 
should be considered as a possibility in coordinating juvenile 
delinquency efforts. However, they have not been used sig
nificantly in this area. 

~~_E£!oritx 

According to Federal Regional Council System Guidelines, 
the councils are to formulate initiatives responsive to re
gional needs on the basis of analyses of regional problems 
and assessment of available resources. Individual agencies 
in Washington, D.C., may also initiate assignments, but they 
must first be reviewed and approved by the Under Secretaries 
Group. Each council is to prepare an annual workplan. Dur
ing fiscal year 1974 a management-by-objective approach was 
introduced. 

Neither of the two Federal regional councils we visited 
regarded juvenile delinquency as a high-priority area. The 
Boston council, which was chaired by LEAA's regional director 
at the time of our review, had undertaken only one activity 
relating to youth development and juvenile delinquency. In 
November 1973 it sponsored a I-day seminar on juvenile delin
quency prevention, treatment, and control. The seminar, with 
speakers from the Department of Labor, HUD, LEAA, and HEW, 
was to inform Massachusetts and regional criminal just~e 
program planners of available federally funded programs. 
COUncil officials said that the seminar was not a formal 
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attempt to coordinate juvenile delinquency efforts. According 
to LEAA·s Massachusetts representative, the seminar was held 
to make LEAA fund recipients aware of each other's activities 
to .avoid duplication. 

Council officials in Boston said they would not consider 
doing work in juvenile delinquency unless mandated by the 
Office of Management and Budget. However, at the close of 
our fieldwork, the representative of the Office of Economic 
Opportunity said he had been appointed head of a Federal re
gional council task force to coordinate Federal juvenile de
linquency programs. The workplan had been revised and in
cluded a task to coordinate Federal juvenile delinquency 
effor ts. 

The Mountain Plains Federal Regional Council in Denver 
has also done little in youth development and juvenile delin
quency. Its initial workplan f~r fiscal year 1973, submitted 
t~ the Office of Management and Budget in May 1972, provided 
for a Committee on Crime Control, Delinquency Prevention, and 
Offender Rehabilitation. 

The committee was created on June 17, 1972, to assist 
the Mountain Plains council in developing policy and program 
recommendations aimed at improving State and local govern
ments' capability to address the problems of crime control, 
delinquency prevention, and' offender rehabilitation within 
their jurisdictions. The committee proposed developing an 
inventory of all federally funded programs concerning crime 
and delinquency. The committee was continued in the fiscal 
year 1974 workplan submitted to the Office of Management and 
Budget in May 1973 and retained the same objective. Addi
tional planned tasks included: 

--identifying problems with existing program delivery 
systems by evaluating the existing level of integra
tion and coordination of complementary Federal pro
grams and resOUrces aimed at crime, delinquency, and 
offender rehabilitation and 

--evaluating the compatibility and coordination between 
criminal justice and related program planning systems 
for crime and delinquency. 

Afte r review, the Office of Managemen t ana-Blllt"get· re
quested the Mountain Plains council to revise the fiscal year 
1974 workplan to conform to the management-by-objective 
format. The committee's activities were not included in the 
revision, and at the time of our review no committee was deal
ing with youth or delinquency matters. However, a committee 
on children and youth was then defining its objectives. 
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Members of the Committee on Crime Control, Delinquency 
Prevention, and Offender Rehabilitation told us that it was 
dissolved in December 1973 because the participants and the 
Mountain Plains council could not adequately define its 
role, concept, definitions, and comm~n range of activities. 
Although the committee had made several proposals and recom
mendations to the Mountain Plains council, the only council 
crime and delinquency objective met was the preparation of 
the "Compendium of Federal programs Relating to Crime Con
trol, Delinquency Prevention, and Offender Rehabilitation." 
The Mountain Plains council had 500 copies of the 90mpendium 
printed, but they were never distributed because many of the 
Federal categorical programs were being phased out and others 
were to be converted to special revenue sharing. 

The other Federal regional councils also did not give 
juvenile delinquency a high priority. In March 1974 we asked 
Office of Management and Budget officials to review Federal 
regional council workplans and current management by objec
tives dealing with juvenile delinquency. The Deputy Asso
ciate Director for Field Activities replied that 

"* * * there has been minimal involvement by the 
Federal Regional Councils in juvenile delinquency 
projects * * * due to the inadequate Washington 
leadershi~, an absence of national goals and stand
ards in the juvenile delinquency area, the overlap 
between HEW's Youth Development and Juvenile 
Delinquency Administration, the President's Council 
on Youth Development, the Domestic Council and 
finally the lack of leadership by LEAA at the 
Regional level." 

In September 1972 the Under Secretaries Group approved an 
LEAA proposal to establish Public Safety Task Forces in each 
Federal regional council to coordinate the interagency aspects 
of the Impact program, Comprehensive Offender Program Effort, 
and juvenile delinquency programs. The task forces were to 
be comprised of the Office of Economic Opportunity, the De
partments of Labor, HEW, and HUD, with LEAA acting as the lead 
agency. Other agencies would participate as appr.opriate. In 
commenting on this coordination effort, the Deputy Associate 
Director stated that, although juvenile delinquency was one 
of the three major programs, the task forces concentrated on 
the Impact program and the Comprehensive Offender Program 
Effort. He said that inadequate leadership and followup by 
LEAA at the Washington and regional levels prevented these 
programs from getting a good start. 

In our "Assessment of Federal Regional Councils" report 
(B-176319, Jan. 31, 1974), which discussed the overall organ i-
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zation and activities of four Federal regional councils, .we 
noted that l.!i1provements could be made to make them more 
effective. We reported that coordinating mechanisms the 
councils were implementing helped state and local govern
ments to coordinate the administration of Federal grant-in·
aid programs; however, these were experimental and reached 
only a limited number of potential recipients. We pointed 
out in the report that the councils were impeded from being 
more effective by such factors as 

--member agencies' lack of or variations in decentral
ized decisionmaking authority, 

--limits on the authority of council chairmen, and 

--division of time and effort by council members, 
staffs, and task force members between council and 
agency affairs. 

We recommended that the Under Secretaries Group improve 
the councils' effectiveness by being more assertive and pro
viding definitive direction and firm support, including pre
scribing planning and reporting standards, providing for 
councils' participation in the planning stages of mandated 
projects, and assuming responsibility for determining the 
appropriateness of uniformly decentralizing grant programs 
of Federal agencies. 
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CHAPTER 5 

STA!~~D LOCAL JUVENILE DELINQUENCY ACTIVITIES 

State and local circumstances were similar to those at 
the national level: 

--Officials of agencies and organizations th~t had a 
mandate in t,he juvenile delinquency area or worked 
with delinquent or high-risk youth were most aware 
that their programs could help prevent and control 
juvenile delinquency. 

--No single agency was responsible for implementing a 
comprehensive strategy to systematically approach the 
juvenile delinquency problem and coordinate the ef
forts of agencies serving youth. 

--Very little evaluation had been do'ne to determine the 
programs' impact on the problem. 

This situation was due, in part, to the Federal Govern
ment's fragmented way of handling the problem. To help fund 
their activities, the State and local agencies had to respond 
to the Federal agencies' specific categorical grant programs, 
each of which had its own objectives, requirements, and re
str ictions. They could not look to one Feder al agency to 
obtain information on funding and other Federal juvenile 
delinquency resources. Thus, the State and local agencies 
had little incentive to coordinate their activities. 

Officials in Colorado and Massachusetts said they be~ 
lieved the Federal Government contributed to the fragmented 
approach to juvenile delinquency prevention and control. 
The Assistant Commissioner for Children's Services in the 
Massachusetts Department of Mental Health: 

--stated that the lack of a nationally accepted strategy 
for juvenile delinquency has contributed to fragmen
tation. 

--Suggested that the Federal Government establish coordi
nating mechanisms at the Federal level for juvenile 
delinquency planning and funding and devise an over
all strategy 011 how to approach the problem. 

As at the Federal level, Colorado's and Massachusetts' 
planning and coordination of juvenile delinquency and youth 
development activities were not centralized. 
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Lack of comprehensive, -
coordinated plannIng-and programing 

preventing and controlling delinquency requires a 
joint effort of law enforcement and social, welfare, and 
other agencies. ~his would suggest the desirability of a 
formal coordinating mechanism to integrate, through plan
ning, all of the rel.evant programing. Colorado and Mas
sachusetts had little planning' across functional lines of 
effort~ health and welfare activities, for instance, were 
normally not planned and carried out in conjunction with 
law enforcement activities and vice versa. They need not 
be in all cases, but when programs of both types of agen
cies are supposed to affect similar problems, coordina
tion is necessary, especially to prevent duplication. 

Colorado 

Colorado had four state agencies specifically respon
sible for addressing juvenile delinquency. HEW had ap
proved and funded three of them, each of whose objectives 
included identifying and coordinating existing resources 
for youth and identifying youth's needs and gaps in the 
resources for those needs. The agencies were the Colorado 
Office of youth Development: the Advocacy for Children 
and Youth, Colorado Coalition~ and the Colorado Commission 
on Children and youth. The fourth agency, the Colorado 
Criminal Justice state Planning Agency, received and dis
tributed Federal funds from LEAA. 

HEW provided the three agencies with $311,810 in 
1973, as follows: 

Office of Youth Development 
Colorado Coalition 
Commission on Children and Youth 

Total 

$225,000 
64,590 

_22,22Q 

$311,810 

The Colorado Office of Youth Development was estab
lished as the organizational counterpart of HEW's Federal 
Office of youth Development. Although the Office was to 
establish a state youth services system administrative 
mechanism a-ndt:o support the developme'nt of a youth serv
ice system in Denver; the Federal Office directed it to 
concentrate its technical assistance effort in Denver. 
As a result, $160,000 of the $225,000 was allocated to 
Denver and about 80 percent of the Office staff's time 
was devoted to the Denver youth service system. 

\ 
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The Colorado Coalition was established in 1973 and, 
under a l-y~ar contract from the National Institute of 
Mental Health, was to develop a model child and youth 
advocacy system for monitoring and caring for the needs 
of children. The contract required the coalition to re
main independent of State government, so it developed 
a statewide child and youth advocacy system by creating 
regional advocacy councils in 12 State regions. The di
rector told us that, because the coalition is independent 
of State government, its, activities are not coordinated 
with other State agencies which serve youth. 

According to an official of the National Institute 
of Mental Health, the project will not be statewide as 
originally planned because, after work began, the coali
tion found that the job was too big to do on a State 
basis. However, the personnel training phase is expected 
to be conducted statewide, as originally planned. 

presently, the coalition reports to the Institute 
on one rural area, Delta County, and one urban area, the 
city and county of Denver. The reports contain basic 
social data, such as population by age group, educational 
data, community information on housing, and juvenile jus
tice information. The coalition's reports also contain 
an inventory of needs and resources, including information 
on education, foster care, day care, homemaker services, 
runaways, drug abuse, vocational guidance, and the mentally 
retarded and emotionally disturbed. 

A Governor's executive order in September 1971 created 
the Colorado Commission on Children and Youth as a result 
of the 1970 Colorado White House Conference on Children 
and Youth. It is to coordinate the efforts of Federal, 
State, and local agencies and private programs dealing 
with youth. Its major efforts have been in the 'mental 
health area. It has conducted mental health workshops 
at 21 localities to learn the needs of children and youth 
and has planned a statewide conference on teenage pregnancy 
and childbirth. 

The Colorado Criminal Justice State Planning Agency 
is responsible for law enforcement planning throughout 
the State. It distributes LEAA funds to grantees ac
cording to a State plan. Under the 1974 State plan, the 
State planning agency will award $5,748,000 in block 
funds for specific projects. Of this amount $1,215,500, 
or approximately 21 percent, will be awarded to projects 
for combating juvenile delinquency. For fiscal year 1974, 
LEAA has allocated $~18,000 to the agency to plan for 
activities to be funded with block grant funds. 
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The state planning agency had one full-time delinquency 
specialist on its staff but did not have any specific goals 
or strategies for juvenile delinquency. Its policy was 
to cover all areas of crime control equally. This cover
age included, but did not emphasize, juvenile delinquency. 

Other State ag<encies, whose programs might have had 
an impact on youth and delinquency, had developed State 
strategies for their functional areas. However, because 
they were not mandated or instructed to do so,. they did 
not plan their activities with the intent to address any 
specific aspect of the problem. Any favorable impact on 
the problem was concomitant to the benefits derived from 
their operations. 

For example, the Division of Occupational Education 
of the State Board for Community Colleges and Occupational 
Education is the single agency responsible for vocational 
education in Colorado and for developing a state plan for 
vocational education. The division does not have a strategy 
for preventing or reducing juvenile delinquency. The di
rector told us that, altnough the programs--identified in 
the Interdepartmental Council's directory--for which he 
received Federal funds could affect juvenile delinquency, 
generally the effect was not known, since the programs 
have not been evaluated in those terms. Division officials 
were not. aware of and therefore did not coordinate pro
grams with any of the above-mentioned agencies. 

Coordination of planning among the three HEW-funded 
organizations and the State planning agency has been 
minimal or nonexistent. The Office of Youth Development 
had made no input into the State planning agency's com
prehensive state plans for the last 4 years, although 
meetings had been held from 1970 to 1973. The number of 
meetings, however, had decreased from 40 in 1972 to 4 in 
1973. The Office was represented on the LEAA-funded 
Impact City Youth Development Task Force in Denver. How
ever, the Director of the Office stated that a significant 
contribution was neither asked for nor made. 

The Office's regional program director said that of
ficials of the Denver Anti-Crime Council (see p. 41) ini
tially were interested in reserving about $230,000 in 
planning funds to coordinate the Denver youth service 
system and the Impact Cities program. However, because 
of differing priorities, the Council withdrew the funds. 
The regional program director said that this was a good 
example of how Federal programs get locked into provin
cial postures to meet legislative or program guideline 
requirements. 
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He also said that, although the Office is to coordinate 
the activities of S~ate youth-serving agencies, nothing 
tangible beyond the mutual attendance at meetings has oc
curred. The state agencies which he believes should be 
coordinated include the 

--Department of Education, 

--Department of Social Services, 

--Department of Health, 

--Board for Community Colleges and Occupational Educa-
tion, 

--The Division of Mental Health and Mental Retardation 
of the Department of Institutions, 

--Colorado Commission on Children and Youth, and 

--Advocacy for Children and youth. 

The director said the following reasons eccount for 
the lack of coordination between the Office and state youth
serving agencies: 

--HEW has directed the Colorado Office of Youth Develop
ment to concentrate its efforts on the Denver youth 
Service System. 

--No Colorado statute, executive order, or State mandate 
sets fo~th the requirement for coordination, and no 
sanctions are available to hold Stat~ agencies account
able for not coordinating their activities with the 
youth service systems. 

--The State legislature was considering reorganizing 
the State government. 

The director told us that Federal coordination of pro
grams is needed, as well as a logical extension of the co
ordinated youth service system concept at the State and 
local levels. He saie that Federal funding practices con
tribute to coordination problems at the State level because: 

--Some funds' go directly from Washington to the State 
and other funds go to the Federal agencies' regional 
offices. 

--Federal categorical grant programs are administered 
by function, such as health, education, welfare, and 
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criminal justice, and each program has separate 
policies, guidelines, and regulations. 

--Federal programs create competition for talent at the 
State and local levels because of salary differentia:s 
among programs and differences in the amount of pro
gram funds. 

--Federal programs have conflicting strategies. For 
example, the youth service system concept is attempt
ing to coordinate existing services, while Impact 
Cities projects are crenting new services which may 
duplicate those already available. 

The Commission on Children and Youth had not been very 
effective since its inception because of uncertainties about 
its role, confnsion over responsibilities in relationship to 
such other agencies as the Office of Youth Development and the 
Colorado Coalition, and its la=k of authority within the 
State government. The commission has not coordinated its 
activities with other Colorado State agencies. The (;ummis
sion's functions are duplicated by the Office of Youth De
velopment and the Colorado Coalition but much more so by the 
coalition because it has been active in the same areas as the 
commission. 

Massachusetts -----------

The lack of planning across functional lines was also 
evident in Massachusetts. Of the 10 agencies 'which provide 
services to youth, we contacted the Criminal Justice State 
Planning Agency; the Departments of Youth Services, Mental 
Health, public Welfare, and Education; and the Office of 
Children. 

As in Colorado, the State planning agency's function 
was to advise the Governor on all phases of adult and 
juvenile law enforcement and administer LEAA-funded activi
ties through a State plan. 'For fiscal year 1974, LEAA 
allocated $1,277,000 to the agency to plan for activities 
to be funded with blQck grants. One of the agency's re
sponsibilities was to prevent or reduce juvenile delinquenci; 
it had two people responsible for planning in this area. 

The State planning agency had developed juvenile delin
quency goals which included support for the deinstitutionali
zation of services and the design of programs to provide 
youth with legitimate access to society. The agency's 
plan~ing director stated that its local planning agencies 
are responsible for coordinating criminal justice planning/ 
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including juvenile delinquency. Juvenile delinquency project 
proposals from local groups, if accepted at the State level, 
become part of the state plan. The agency's director stated 
the agency knows some of the needs of delinquent youth; how
ever, additional research is needed. He said the agency has 
not received research funds to identify the causes of delin
quency and the needs of delinquent ·youth. 

The Department of Youth Services' mission was to prevent 
juvenile delinquency and provide rehabilitation in the form 
of supervised residential and nonresidential care to of
fenders between the ages of 7 and 17. Such youth were 
either referred or committed by the courts. The Department 
was also responsible for detaining youths awaiting court 
action. 

The Department's recently appointed juvenile delinquency 
planner said he did not have sufficient time to plan because 
most of his time has been devoted to trying to secure LEAA 
grant money. The Department has, however, coordinated its 
planning and funding for some juvenile delinquency activities 
with the State planning agency and the Department of Mental 
Health. In fiscal year 1974 the State Planning Agency awarded 
$891,000 to the Department to help it reorganize. It also 
assigned the Department a juvenile delinquency planner whose 
chief duty was to help develop juvenile delinquency plans 
for community-based services. 

Since the Department's mission is to prevent juvenile 
delinquency and rehabilitate offenders, these activities 
are the first priorlty. The state planning agency, on the 
other hand, is responsible for many crime prevention activ
ities. Its juvenile delinquency planning specialist said 
that juvenile delinquency W3S considered the lowest priority 
within nine categories of assistance. 

The executive director of the State planning agency 
stated that the lack of coordination prevents the problem 
from being effectively addressed because each agency looks 
at the problem differently. In addition to the delinquency 
grants of his agency, similar grants were awarded by the 
Department of Youth Services, the Office for Children, the 
Department of Public Welfare, and the Department of Educa
tion. He said that Massachusetts had no interdepartmental 
coordination of juvenile delinquency efforts at the State 
level and no comprehensive plan to attack the problem. No 
one was taking an overall view of the juvenile delinquency 
prob1~m to see what was needed. 

The Office for Children was created to serve as an ad
vocate for children and to coordinate and monitor children's 
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services. throughout Massachusetts. It is tr~'ing to do this 
by working closely with line agencies to strengthen their' 
capacities to carry out their legislative mandates, to 
develop their programs, to improve their management prac
tices, and to more effectively coordinate with their sister 
agencies. Its activities are to also include the develop
ment of standards and the licensing of day care, foster 
care, grou~ care, and adoption placement agencies. 

The Office for Children is helping such agencies as 
the Departments of Public Welfare, Youth Services, Mental 
Health, and public Health plan for activites. However, it, 
is just getting started in its efforts. According to the 
Office's Director of Planning and project Management, the 
State planning agency has asked the Office to become in
volved in planning and evaluating some of its programs 
locally. The Office has verbally agreed to help but has 
made no effort yet. 

The Office for Children is set up to provide services 
through an interdepartmental approach. It has in each of 
its seven regional offices an interdepartmental team of 
professional staff members from the Departments of Youth 
Services, public Health, public Welfare, and Mental Health. 
The team is to receive referrals of cases that do not come 
under the specific jurisdiction of existing agencies. It 
prepares a service plan and first attempts to get an exist
ing State agency to accept responsibility for providing 
the needed services. If this is not possible, the team 
authorizes the expenditure of direct service funds from the 
Office for Children. I 

In September 1973 a group of representatives--including 
doctors, probation off~ger~, t~ach,rs, and various State 
personnel within a court clinic--informed the heads of 
the Department of youth Services, the Department of Mental 
Health, the Department of Public Welfare, and the Office for 
Children that: 

"* * * the absence of appropriate planning 
on the part of the combined agencies sets a 
model of delinquent behavior on our part that 
is disastrous when amplified through the inner 
mechanisms of these sever-ely delinquent prone 
and in our opinion, mentally ill people. Our 
buck passing is felt to constitute such a 

,delinquency encouraging attitude that is re
flected onto the delinquents." 
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Lac~_~~~~~~~ 

One of the reasons for the lack of planning for the 
prevention of juvenile delinquency was that the officials 
of the State agencies were not aware that their programs 
might impact on the problem. Except for the agencies 
and programs which specifically address juvenile delinquency, 
the officials generally were not aware that their programs 
could play a role in juvenile delinquency prevention and 
did not administer them with that intent. 

In Colorado, officials of the Department of Education 
could not agree on whether the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act programs were related to delinquency preven
tion. One official told us that the programs were not 
conceived, planned, administered, or evaluated with the 
intent of having an impact on juvenile delinquency, although 
the programs could tangentially affect the problem. Another 
official told us that the programs do affect delinquency . 
to the extent that they reduce dropout rates. A division 
director of the Colorado State Board for Community Colleges 
and Occupational Education told us that, if a correlation 
exists between reducing dropouts or providing youth with a' 
marketable vocational skill, then the programs would impact 
on the juvenile delinquency problem. However, generally 
the effect on. delinquency is not known, sjnce the programs 
are not uvaluated in those terms. 

The Colorado Department of Social Services received 
about $87 million under five programs the Interdepartmental 
Council considered to be related to youth development and 
juvenile delinquency. Both the Director of public Welfare 
and the Director of Rehabilitation told us that these 
programs could affect the juvenile delinquency problem; 
however, the programs were not administered with that in
tent. The Department did not consider delinquency prob
lems when setting program priorities. 

State officials in Massachusetts made similar re
marks. Only officials of LEAA's State planning agency 
and the Department of Youth Services, both of which serve 
delinquent youth, regarded their programs as specifically 
related to juvenile delinquency. Officials from other 
agencies which deal with youth do not see themselves as 
being involved with juvenile delinquency. 'For example, 
an official of the Massachusetts Department of Mental 
Health stated that the Department is concerned with the 
mental health of all youth, but it does not consider 
itself as being involved with juvenile delinquency. An 
official of the Department of public Welfare said that, 
although the Department had some residential treatment 
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care programs which could be treating potential delinquents, 
it did not generally consider any of its programs to be 
related to juvenile delinquency. An official of the De
partment of Education said that the Department's programs 
were oriented primarily toward educating children and young 
adults and that any juvenile delinquency prevention or con
trol efforts would be incidental to that. 

Little evaluation geared to 
juveni~deli!!9:uency 

Few of the state agencies we visited evaluated their 
programs to learn how they affected the juvenile delinquency 
problem. The State planning agencies in Colorado and Mas
sachusetts contracted for their program evaluations. The 
evaluations of the Colorado State Planning Agency's programs 
show the impact on juvenile delinquency mainly through 
changes in recidivism rates. In 1973 the Massachusetts 
State Planning Agency contracted with a private agency to 
evaluate 15 of its juvenile delinquency projects. Accordin~ 
to the director of evaluations for the State planning agency, 
the evaluations were descriptive and not oriented to results. 
The director stated his agency had not determined whether' -
its projects were successful in reducing or controlling 
juvenile delinquency. projects continue to be funded solely 
because they appear cost effective and thus discontinuance 
cannot be justified. 

The Department of Youth Services in Massachusetts has 
evaluated some of its juvenile delinquency programs. Since 
1969 it has evaluated the-effectiveness of programs spon
sored by several agencies from which it purchased services. 
It has stopped purchasing services from two agencies as a 
result of the evaluations. The director of evaluations 
stated that results are usually disseminated only within 
the Department. 

LOCAL !!~yEL 

Denver ----
Approximately 175 agencies were serving youth in Denver 

in 1973. Before that, many of the aq~ncies were not. aWlue 
that others offered similar services. Many had not worked 
together. Officials of nearly every local agency we inter
viewed said the Federal Government contributed to the frag
mented approach 1 most said the reason for this was its 
funding but not coordinating many small categorical programs. 
They overwhelmingly believed an overall Federal youth str<ltegy 
was needed. Categorical grants often carry many restrictions 
as to how the funds must be spent. Nearly everyone said that 
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the availability of Federal funding, rather than need, often 
suggested local priorities. 

LEAA had one and HEW had two federally funded efforts 
to coordinate the activities of the youth-serving agencies. 
One of the HEW-funded projects, a citywide youth services 
system, did not normally provide direct services to youth 
but was designed to coordinate activities to bring about 
greater efficiency and better services to youth. The other 
HEW-funded project and the LEAA-funded project were trying 
to coordinate the delivery of services to youth. 

In July 1973 the Denver mayor created the Mayor's 
Commission on Youth to coordinate the youth activities in 
the city. The office of the mayor is the grantee and co
ordinator of the HEW-funded commission, which is the city
wide youth service system in Denver. The commission's 
primary mission is to prevent juvenile delinquency through 
youth development by coordinating the city's existing 
youth-serving agencies to provide more efficient and effec
tive services and to facilitate favorable institutional 
change at the administrative level. These actions are to 
increase youth access to socially acceptable and personally 
gratifying roles, reduce negative labeling of youth by social 
institutions, reduce youth alienation, and develop needed 
direct services for youth. 

The other HEW-funded project, the westside Youth Develop
ment project, was established to coordinate the delivery of 
services to all youth and thereby prevent delinquency and 
divert known delinquents within a specific location in Denver. 

The third major coordinating effort in Denver was op
erated by the Denver Anti-Crime Council. It has developed 
a network of nine youth-serving projects that received about 
$1.7 million under LEAA's Impact Cities program. The pro
gram is an intensive planning and action effort to reduce 
the incidence of stranger-to-stranger crime (including homi
cides, rapes, aggravated assaults, and robberies) and burglary 
in eight cities by 5 percent in 2 years and 20 percent in 
5 years. 

The Council's projects differ from those funded by HEW 
in that they primarily serve youth who have already been 
apprehended. Three of these projects are youth service 
bureaus that receive delinquent youth, primarily from the 
police and juvenile court, and refer them to one or more of 
the remaining six agencies in the local LEAA network or to 
one or more of the other agencies serving youth in Denver. 
The youth are tested by the youth service bureau psychologists 
or test data is gathered from the schools, juvenile court, 
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police, or welfare office to assess their problems and needs. 
The bur ea us become advoca tes for the del inquent you th and 
closely followup on all referrals made to other agencies. 

Problems in achieving coordination 

The Mayor's Commission on Youth had difficulty achiev
ing coordination in Denver. To prevent juvenile delinquency, 
the commission used a systems approach to institutional change 
in which agencies had to work together. Cooperation was not ' 
easily achieved, however, whenever the commission had to tell 
the agencies to change their approach in dealing with youth. 
The commission recognized this and spent much of fiscal year 
1974 trying to bring agencies together and familiarize them 
with each other and with itself. The commission hoped that 
the agencies would eventually formally agree to work together. 

The commission's task is compounded by its lack of legal 
authority over certain agencies. Many are nonprofit corpora
tions that are not responsible to the mayor and thus do not 
have to work with the commission. It has to operate through 
persuasion, which often achieves results only after develop
ing a solid trust relationship. In addition, the Coloradio 
Constitution has separated the schools and courts from polit
ical control, and they too are not responsible to the mayor. 
Consequently, the commission must also use persuasion to 
achieve coordination with the schools and courts. 

Aside from getting the agencies' assurances that they 
will work together, the commission's primary accomplish
ments in fiscal year 1974 were (1) completing surveys 
identifying youth needs and agencies that offer services 
to youth and (2) developing task forces dealing with some 
of the most pressing needs--employment, recreation, run
aways, and truancy. Although the survey of agencies has 
been completed, the commission has not published the re
sults because it does not feel all of the information re
ceived is reliable. Although the recreation, runaway, 
and truancy task forCes had each met several times during 
our survey, no problem-solving proposals or guidelines re
sulted because they had not been in existence long enough. 
The employment task force, however, had developed and ~Ias 
impl~menting a plan .aimed at wo.rld,ng with employers, job 
development agencies, schools, and youth referral agen
cies to try to provide summer jobs for 400 high school 
youths. 

Planning for youth activities in the city was not 
centralized. The commission and the Denver Anti-Crime 
Council were two of the major agencies involved in citywide 
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planning for youth development and delinquency control. Each 
agency was aware of the other agency's activities, but coordi
nation of their activities was limited. According to a com
mission official, each city executive agency had its o~m grant 
writer in addition to the grant writers for the numerous pri
vate and state agencies. The council's assistant director 
said that the council was limited ·in its freedom to cooperate 
with the commission because the council and its projects ·were 
concerned primarily with "impact" crimes and offenders, not 
all youth. He said he did not coordinate his activities with 
HEW, HUD, the Department of Labor, or the Office of Economic 

. Opportunity. 

The delivery of services for predelinquent and delin
quent youth in Denver has had some systematic coordination. 
However, no significant coordination has occurred in the 
planning and funding of youth activ i ties.. The 175 agencies 
still individually plan activities and receive funds for them 
from whatever Federal, state, and local sources they can 
fi7td. 

Boston 

Boston had over 200 public and private agencies that 
could deal with youth and therefore affect juvenile delin
quency. The two primary city agencies were the youth Activ
ities Commission and the Mayor'S Safe streets Act Advisory 
Committee. Others included the Bos~on Police Department, 
Boston School Department, Boston Juvenile Court, and Action 
for Boston Community Development. 

The Massachusetts legislature established the Youth 
Activities Commission to prevent or reduce the incidence 
of delinquency in Boston. It operated five LEAA-funded 
youth Resource Centers which tried to maximize referrals 
from the police, courts, and schools and reduce recidivism 
among juveniles and act as a focal point for community 
delinquency prevention efforts. According to the director 
of the youth Activities Commission, 50 to 70 percent of 
the clients at the centers have been arrested previously. 
The youth Activities Commission also conducted a number 
of special projects and summer programs aimed at delin
quency prevention and acted as the conduit for funds from 
the State Department of youth Services to various private 
social agencies for delinquency prevention programs. In 
this capacity, it was designated prime contractor and is 
responsible for the general administration of these pro
grams, including monitoring, evaluation, and fiscal ac
countabili ty. 
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The Mayor's Safe Streets Ac.t Advisory Committee is LEAA'.s 
'planning agency for the city of Boston. Its strategy is to 
fund programs that provide services that existing institu
tions, such as courts, police, and schools should but are 
unable or unwilling to provide. The committee is designed 
to ·,effect changes in these. institutions' attitudes toward 
predelinquent and delinquent youth. 

programs_~!!U!:!nd~~ 

Because of the numbar of programs that could affect the 
delinquency problem and the diversified sources of funding, 
we were not able to determine the total Federal, State, 
local, and private resources affecting delinquency preven
tion and control in Boston. However, the following are 
indicative of some of Boston's activities. 

The Boston Youth Advocacy program is the Mayor's Safe 
Streets Act Advisory Committee's juvenile delinquency pro-. 
gram. Its main emphasis is to try to divert juveniles from 
the justice system. For fiscal year 1974 LEAA, through the 
State planning agency, granted the Advisory Committee a 
total of $660,895. In addition, the State provided $36,105. 
The youth Advocacy Program provided overall funds for. eight 
projects. 

In addition to operating five Youth Resource Centers 
throughout Boston, the youth Activities Commission con
ducted a number of special projects and summer programs aimed 
at delinquency prevention. We estimated its local funding 
for fiscal year 1974 at about $1.9 million, including $711,000 
from the city, $271,607 from the State, $865,000 from Federal 
agencies, and $22,000 from private sources. In addition, 
the National Institute of Mental Health in July 1973 condi
tionally awarded it a categorical grant of $1,180,177 for 
developing and coordinating a juvenile drug program. It 
has yet to receive the money. (See p. 47.) 

The State planning agency has awarded the Boston Police 
patrolmen's Association a grant of $37,895 for a recreation 
program. It consists of a summer camp where disadvantaged 
youth can meet police officers in a relaxed atmosphere. It 
also awarded the Hoston police De~artment, through the y~uth 
Activities Commission, a grant of $31,263 for a Police Liai
son project. The project is a joint effort of the depart
ment and the 'commission, and caseworkers and juvenile of
ficers work together in helping youths obtain needed services. 

A Boston School Department official advised us that, be
cause most school programs could have an effect on delinquency, 
it is impossible to determine the amount of Boston school 
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system funds used to prevent juvenile delinquency. HEW, 
however--under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act's 
title III--awarded the Department $50,000 and $60,00G for 
fiscal years 1973 and 1974, respectively. The funds were 
for a crisis prevention program that was to include delin
quency prevention. 

Through its Model Cities program, HUD provided $170,855 
for two ongoing projects, a drug abuse project ($71,698) and 
a youth development project ($99,157). 

The Office of Economic Opportunity has awarded the Ac
tion for Boston Community Development $558,916 for youth 
programs. These programs, involving various services, op
erate in 11 neighborhoods throughout Boston. 

Many private social agencies, such as the Boston 
Children's Service Association, work with children and 
youth. One program, project Juvenile, deals specifically 
with delinquents. It offers such services as tutoring, 
medical and psychiatric help, counseling, and emergency 
placement for youth who have appeared before the Boston 
Juvenile Court. In fiscal year 1974 the ~assachusetts De
partment of public Welfare gave the Association $603,872 
to conduct this project. . 

The United Community Services, in conjunction with the 
Massachusetts Bay United Fund, funds over 200 agencies of
fering various services, some of which can impact on the 
juvenile delinquency problem. The agency's total income 
for 1972 was about $10 million. 

The Tufts-New England Medical Center operates the Anchor 
Worker project which offers intensive counseling to troubled 
youth. Each child is assigned a caseworker who counsels the 
child and refers him to needed services. For fiscal year 
1974 the program received a total of $255,000 as follows: 
$90,000 from the Office of Youth Development in HEW, $70,000 
from LEAA, $12,500 from the Department of Youth Services, 
$12,500 from the Office for Children, and $70,000 from the 
Tufts-New England Medical Center. Officials consider the 
program to be a long-term delinquency prevention effort. 

R~~!:?lems !~~hieving coot'dination 

Boston had no comprehensive coordination in the planning, 
funding, monitoring, or evaluation of juvenile delinquency 
and youth-rel~ted projects. No single organization had 
identified available resources for youth, youth needs, and 
gaps in the resources and developed one or more strategies 
to prevent and control juvenile delinquency. Individual 
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agencies have, however, worked ,with others in jointly funding 
delinquency'projects and in coordinating planning efforts. 

~everal agency officials believed that the Federal 
Government's fragmented approach to delinquency prevention 
and control contributed to the fragmented approach at the 
local level. For example, one. said his office was not 
aware of all Federal funds available to combat juvenile 
delinquency because a number of Federal agencies are in
volved. Another said that diverse Federal funding sources 
tend to encourage local project directors to take a paro
chial view toward the delinquency problem. 

No single city agency had formulated comprehensive 
plans to address Boston's juvenile delinquency problem. 
Most efforts were made on an individual or one-shot basis. 
For instance, the Youth Activities Commission did seek 
funds from and had submitted to the Advisory Committee 
juvenile delinquency prevention or control project proposals. 
They maintained contact to avoid duplicating projects. 

According to the Advisory Committee's Juvenile Delin
quency Grants Manager, Boston has a need for a concentrated 
attack on delinquency. He believes a central planning 
agency wou'ld (l) reduce the number of grant requests sub
mitted to various Federal agencies, (2) reduce administra
tive expenses, and (3) make more funds available for direct 
services to juveniles. 

The Advisory Committee coordinated to a limited degree 
with some city, State, and Federal agencies in planning 
and funding juvenile delinquency programs. Officials at
tempted to establish comprehensive planning with the State 
planning agency, but the effort, for reasons unknown to them, 
was subsequently terminated. The Advisory Committee has 
jointly funded juvenile delinquency projects with various 
city agencies and maintains contact with the Youth Activi
ties Commission to insure that projects are not duplicative. 

The Boston School Department has received HEW grant 
money for its Crisis prevention program, but it does not, 
formally coordinate with anyone in planning, funding, 
monitoring, or evaluating juvenile delinquency project~. 
Similarly, Roston Juvenil~ Court's cnief probation oH1cer 
stated that, despite the court's implementation of the 
Department of public Welfare's Project Juvenile and its 
cooperation with the Citizens Training Group project person
nel in referring youths, the court does not cooperate with 

·anyone in planning, funding, monitoring, or coordinating 
juvenile delinquency projects. 
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No concerted effort was underway to identify all 
available Youth resources, youth needs, gaps in serving 
youth needs, and possible duplication. However, individ
ual agencies, including the Youth Activities Commission, 
the Advisory Committee, and private social agencies, have 
identified residential facilities, detention facilities, 
alternative education programs, job placement programs, 
family counseling, vocational training programs, and legal 
services as some of the more pressing needs of delinquent 
and predelinquent youth. According to Department of 
youth Services and Advisory Committee officials, few of 
these needs are being adequately satis~ied. 

An Advisory Committee official acknowledged the need 
for additional research into the causes of delinquent 
behavior, "the number of juveniles involved, and the serv
ices best suited to remedy the situation. Officials of 
the Youth Activities' Commission also believe that re
search is needed, particularly at the neighborhood level, 
on the needs of youth and the causes of delinquency. Of
ficials of several private social agencies also indicated 
a need for additional research. 

Several city and private agency officials stated that 
city, State, and private agency activities duplicate and 
overlap each other: however, they did not consider it 
serious, since delinquent and predelinquent youth's needs 
are great and the resources limited. 

£~£Ien~El~~for_form~! coordination 

Two current attempts to formally coordinate juvenile 
delinquency activities in Boston are the Treatment Alterna
tives to Street Crime-Juvenile program and the Fields 
Corner Delinquency Task Force Committee. Neither was 
operational at the time of our fieldwork. 

In December 1972 representatives from the Special 
Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, the Massachusetts 
Office of Human Services, and Boston's Coordinating Council 
on Drug Abuse met to discuss a Boston proposal for a juvenile 
drug abuse program. The discussion centered on whether money 
available under the Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime 
program, an adult drug prevention program, could be used for 
a program to treat.juveniles. As a result of the meeting, 
the Special Action Office instructed the Boston representa
tives to develop a national pilot program for juveniles 
titled Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime-Juvenile. The 
youth Activities Commission was selected to manage the grant. 
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In developing the program, officials of the Youth 
Activities Commission found that many juvenile drug users 
were also delinquents1 it then revised its proposal from 
a purely juvenile drug diversion program to a juvenile 
delinquency prevention program. 

The Special Action Office informed the' Youth Activ
ities Commission that the project's sourc~'of funding 
was changed in May 1973 from LEAA· to the National Institute 
of Mental Health, On June 4, 1973, the Youth Activities 
Commission submitted a $1,180,177 proposal to the 'Special 
Action Office. On July 19, 1973, the Institute conditionally 
awarded the full amount. 

Under the proposal, Boston has developed and proposed 
to implement a service delivery system for juveniles. In
formation on services and needs was solicited from over 
200 public and private social organizations and interes'ted 
individuals. The program is intended to fill a gap in the 
availabil i ty of setv ices for Boston's youth. Another pur
pose is to take the best knowledge of youth serv ice proce
dures and policies and use it in a valuable and cost
beneficial demonstration of youth services. 

Specific goals of the program are' to reduce entry 
and reentry into the juvenile justiOe system, coordinate 
and make best use of existing serifices, avoid duplication, 
and minimize the potential discrimination inherent in many 
services' need to define" ta>:get population" (which labels 
potential service recipients). As of May 31, 1974, the 
program had not been implemented. 

Another planned effort which may have some impact on 
the juvenile delinquency problem is that of the Fields" 
Corner Delinquency Task Force Committee. Dorchester is 
the single largest community in Boston, and it has a serious 
juvenile delinquency problem. The Fields Corner neighbor
hood area has had various delinquency prevention programs 
at different times. At the time of our fieldwork, an 
estimated 21 groups were providing services 'to youth, 13 of 
which united to form the Task Force- Committee to better 
coordinate their efforts and to advance joint planning 
and decisionmaking. To do this. it has applied "for a' 
$10,000 grant from the Advlsory Committee to be used to 
hire an independent researcher to determine the extent 
to which exi'sting services are meeting needs. The appli
cation was being processed at the ~ime of,our field~ork. 
T)1e Task Force Committee intends to identify each member's' 
resources and, on the basis of the research"data plans, 
to narrow existing service gaps by' comprehensively coordi
nating their juvenile delinquency effor~s. 
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The Federal and local juvenile delinquency efforts in 
Boston were summarized in a letter from the director of 
the Delinquency Prevention program, Tufts-New EngLand 
Medical Center Hospital, to a Senator in 1973. It reads, 
in part: 

"Funding for programs to meet this problem 
(juvenile delinquency] has been fragmented 
through several federal agencies.. There is no 
single agency with adequate funding to develop 
coordinated and integrated services for the 
children and youth who have developed anti
social modes of behavior, much less services 
that attempt to prevent and intervene early 
in delinquent behavior. The lack of such a 
commitmen~ by the federal government is re
flected at the local level. 

"We believe that this situation holds true for 
all services to children. Health, welfare, 
education, rehabilitation and social services 
for children are scattered through many govern
mental agencies, often leading to fragmenta
tion, duplication and poor coordination. Too 
often the children who need these services 
the most do not receive them or, at best, 
receive them in a hit or miss fashion. We 
have had the experience more than once of an 
agency informing us that certain parts of a 
proposa~ for funding integrated services to 
children belongs to another agency or that 
no funds are available. * * * We would like 
to recommend a commitment on the part of our 
government to fund adequately comprehensive, 
integrated and coordinated services to 
children through a single ag.ncy." 

CONCLUSIONS ------
State agencies receive sUbstantial amounts of Federal 

funds for programs which could affect juvenile delinquency. 
However, there was a general lack of goals, strategies, or 
priorities as to how to prevent or reduce juvenile delin-
quency. ' 

There was very little evidence of a conscious, com
prehensive, coordinated effort by State agencies to deal 
with delinquency. Much of the lack of coordination by 
State agencies is caused by the lack of coordination by 
the Federal agencies which administer these programs. 
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In Colorado the Federal Government contributed to the problem 
by providing funds to three agencies with similar objectives 
and activities. 

The greatest impact on the juvenile delinquency problem 
is made at the local level where the community's resources 
are used to serve youth. In launchin9 a coordinated attack 
to prevent and control juvenile delinquency, the basic areas 
for action, as suggested by the 1962 report of the president's 
Committee on Juvenile Delinquency and youth Crime, appear to 
be as valid today as they were 13 years ago. The committee 
believed that, among other things, planning and programing 
were inadequate and should be improved if a significant im
pact was to be made on the problem. The same factors still 
need to be addressed more effectively. 
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CHAPTER 6 

NEW LEGISLATION PROVIDES FOR IMPROVEMENTS 

The Federal Government has largely relied on a variety 
of antipoverty, social and welfare, education, and employ
ment programs to help improve and upgrade the standard of 
living and, at the same time, hopefully attack the root 
causes of juvenile delinquency. 

Specific efforts to address the juvenile delinquency 
problem have been limited to either planning and funding 
programs outside of the justice system or programs within 
the justice system. They have not been used in conjunction 
with each other because of the legislation of the Federal 
agencies involved. No effective mechanism has been de
veloped for planning and funding programs and projects 
across functional lines. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency prevention Act of 
1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601), enacted on September 7, 1974, if 
properly implemented, should contribute significantly to 
the prevention and control of juvenile delinquency and im
prove the Federal Government's coordination of such efforts. 
The law provides increased visibility to the problem and a 
focal point for juvenile delinquency activities in the 
Federal Government by creating an Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention ·within LEAA. This will be the 
first organizational unit that can identify existing and 
needed resources, identify and set priorities, and develop 
strategies to implement a comprehensive attack on juvenile 
delinquency.' Also for the first time, specific efforts to 
both prevent and control juvenile delinquency will be one 
agency's responsibility. This should provide for innovative 
prevention programs. 

The law also establishes within the Office a National 
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
to provide ongoing research into new techniques for working 
with juveniles, to serve as a national clearinghouse for in
formation on delinquency, and to offer training to personnel 
who will work with juveniles. 

To make the executive agencies more accountable, the 
law provides for a series of requirements which should help 
focus Federal efforts more precisely and increase Federal, 
State, and local officials' awareness of their roles in 
the prevention and control of juvenile delinquency. The 
LEAA Administrator is required to submit two annual reports 
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to the Pre,sident and the Congress--one analyzing ahd eval- j 

.uating Federal juvenile delinquency programs and recommend
ing modifications to any Federal agency's organization, 
management, personnel, standards, or budget requests 
to increase juvenile delinquency progr~m effectiveness 
and the other containing a comprehensive plan for the 
programs. The President, within 90 days of receiving the 
report containing recommendations, must report to the 
Congress and the Coordinating Council detailing the action 
he has taken or anticipates taking. 

In the reports to the president ,and the Cbngress, the 
LEAA Administrator is also required to submit information 
in each of the first 3 years which would, in each year, 

--enumerate specific criteria to be used to idehtify 
.pecific Federal juvenile delinquency programs, 

--identify specific Fedetal juvenile delinquency pro
grams, and 

--identify the procedures to be used in submitting ju
venile delinquency development statements by Federal 
officials whose programs the Administrator has iden
tified. 

If Federal programs are to be coordinated, specific 
programs will have to be identified as significantly helping 
to prevent and control juvenile delinquency. If not, vir
tually every Government social and welfare, education, and 
employment program will need coordinating. Once relevant 
programs and agencies are identified, all appropriate of
ficials should be notified that planning for youth develop
ment and juvenile delinquency prevention and control should. 
be addressed. 

Provisions have been made for improving the coordina
tion of Federal juvenile delinquency programs, policy, and 
priorities. The law establishes a Coordinating Council on 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention as an independ
ent executive branch organization of persons who exercise 
significant decisionmaking authority in their respective 
Federal agencies. It authorizes staff and funds for 
adequately carrying out Council functions. . 

The law also establishes a National Advisory Com
mittee for Juvenile JUstice and Delinquency Prevention 
whose duties include making annual recommendations to the 
LEAA Ad~inistrator ori planning, policy, priorities, opera
tions, and management of all Federal juvenile delinquency 
programs. Membership will include both government and 
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public representation to help insure broad expertise as 
well as new views on methods to combat juvenile delinquency. 

The law authorizes new programs of delinquency preven
tion, diversion from the juvenile justice system, and 
community-based alternatives to traditional incarceration. 
It also requires LEAA's State planning agencies and re
gional planning units to include representatives of 
citizen, professional, and community organizations related 
to delinquency prevention. This will help insure that not 
all programs will emphasize law eriforcement and that pre
vention programs will be developed to prevent juveniles 
from entering the justice system rather than preventing 
recidivism. 
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CHAPTER 7. 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS 

The Juvenile Justice and'Delinque~cy Prevention Act of 
1974 was enacted a few months after we completed our review. 
Consequently, it was too early for us to determine how the 
executive branch was implementing the act and, on the basis 
of such an assessment, to recommend to the appropriate of
ficials ways to improve implementation. 

The Congress, however, clearly expressed its intent to 
exercise oversight over the implementation and administra
tion of the act. Therefore, although we do not have any 
specific recommendations to make, we believe the Congress 
may wish to consider and discuss several interrelated issues 
with the executive branch. 

NATIONAL STRATEGY 

The Congress may want to examine the way LEAA is 
developing a national juvenile delinquency strategy. Many 
factors should be considered in developing such a strategy, 
but perhaps the most basic is the emphasis that the Nation 
should give to delinquency prevention or rehabilitation 
programs. Should the emphasis be on preventing children 
from committing delinquent acts or on reducing recidivism? 

Considerable effort, in past years, has been aimed at 
reducing recidivism for both adults and youth. Because 
recidivism among juveniles is extensive, past efforts at 
reducing it need to be assessed to shape future planning 
and programing. 

Also important is the consideration of how and when 
Government should intervene to prevent delinquency. 
Should primary efforts be focused in the schools or in the 
home or should special institutions and organjzations be 
established to address the problem? At What age group 
should programs b~ directed? How should resources be 
mobilized? 

In examining LEAA's actions to develop a national 
strategy, the C~~ress may wish ro discuss ,,dth LEAA ques
tions similar to those noted above. It is probably unreal
istic to expect that such a strategy could be develoPed to 
the point where other Foderal agencies' and the States' 
fiscal year 1976 juvenile delinquency funding decisions 
could be based on such a strategy, especially since no 
such plan existed before the 1974 act was passed. Such a 
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strategy should be developed, however, during fiscal year 
1976 and should affect fiscal year 1977 funding decisions. 

The Congress may want to investigate the means used to 
develop the national strategy, including the methods devel
oped to determine needs and priorities at various levels 
and. the type of analyses and evaluations made of Federal 
agencies' programs. The Congress could appropriately stuay 
the criteria used to identify juvenile delinquency charac
teristics and prevention and those applied to Federal juve
nile delinquency programs. 

COMPREHENSIVE STATE PLANS 

The State plans, which determine how most of LEAA funds 
will be spent on juvenile delinquency, will have to be 
closely related to the national strategy to achieve a coor
dinated effort to combat juvenile delinquency. Therefore, 
the extent to which the State plans reflect the national 
strategy will depend, in part, on the timeliness with which 
the national strategy is completed. 

The State plans must be comprehensive to insure that 
all pertinent issues are addressed and that all available 
resOUrces are used best and most effectively. The Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, as amended, requires 
the State plans to include priorities and comprehensive 
pr0grams for improving juvenile justice before they may be 
approved. However, LEAA has not given the States specific 
guidelines for developing this portion of the plans. 

The guidelines the States do have are very limited and 
require the State plan to include a summary page giving a 
page reference to all pertinent text and data relevant to 
the State planning agency's and other State agencies' 
juvenile justice activities. 

LEAA and the States are developing guidelines to 
improve juvenile delinquency planning; these should affect 
how fiscal year 1976 funds are spent. The Congress may 
want to examine the adequacy of the States' fiscal year 
1976 juvenile delinquency plans in terms of meeting the 
requirements noted in section 223 of the 1974 act and the 
extent to which they reflect the national strategy at a 
time that would permit implementation of any needed im
provements before fiscal year 1977 plans were developed. 
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COORDINATION 

The Congress also may want to examine the extent to 
which LEAA is able to' effectively implement certain pro
visions of sect~on 204 of the act, such as (b)(2), (4), and 
(f), which basically give LEAA authority to coordinate and 
direct certain juvenile delinquenCY-related efforts of 
other Federal agencies. LEAA's effective use of such au
thority and other agencies' acceptance of it is essential 
if Federal efforts are to be truly coordin~ted. 

The State plans submitted to LEAA for approval must be 
comprehensive and address the need to coordinate State and 
local efforts. This should include providing for coordi
nation of juvenile delinquency programs in such ar~as as 
education, health, and welfare. If not, most funds will 
probably continue to be spent :i:n a relatively uncoordi
nated way, as in Colorado and Massachusetts during our re
view. 

Such coordination should become a reality for fiscal 
year 1977, once LEAA has developed a national strategy and 
the States have made funding decisions based on comprehen
sive juvenile delinquency plans. 

FUNDING 

A basic issue which could be addressed is the extent 
to which the executive branch will request and allocate 
funds to adequately implement the act. The Administration 
did not request any new funds to implement the act for 
either fiscal year 1975 or 1976. Limited funding wou14 
almost preclude adequate implementation. 

For example, some state criminal justice planning 
agencies (which are responsible for developing other LEAA 
plans as well as plans under this act) apparently are not 
able to develop adequate, comprehensive plans for spending 
other LEAA funds. Yet these same agencies are also required 
to develop more plans since the 1974 act was passed. Plans 
may be noncomprehensive because of inadequpte fundi~g of 
planning efforts or because of the way LEAA and the States 
have worked toqether in terms of common purposes and aqreed 
objectives. But the 1974 act gives specific, more extensive 
emphasis to juvenile issues which may well require addi
tional funds for adequate accomplishment. 

Accordingly, the Congress may want to examine the 
extent to which the executive branch is willing to request 
funds to implement the act. Since juveniles account for 
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almost half the arrests for serious crimes in the Nation, 
adequate funding of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
prevention Act of 1974 would appear to be essential in any 
strategy to reduce the Nation's crime. 

Section 544 of the 1974 act amends the Safe Streets Act 
of 1968, as amended, to require at least the same level of 
financial assistance for juvenile delinquency programs from 
law enforcement appropriations as was expended during fis
cal year 1972. Because of the Administration's proposed 
budget cuts to LEAA's program, the Congress may want to 
look for the fulfillment of this requirement during any 
hearings held on the funding issue. 
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CHAPTgU!. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

DEPARTMEN~QLJUSTIC~ 

By letter dated April 4, 1975, the Department stated that 
it generally agreed with our findings regarding the need to . 
address the problem of coordinating the many Federal, state, 
and local pr,ograms which could affect juvenile delinquency 
prevention and control. (See app. I.) 

While recognizing its responsibilities to improve coordi
nation as a result of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974, the Department pointed out two condi
tions which may impede its efforts. 

The Department has interpreted "New Federalism" to mean 
that it is "restrained from imposing substantial guidelines 
and definitions other than those implementing statutory re
quirements and statutory standards upon State and local law 
enforcement and criminal justice operating agencies." It 
did note, however, that it attempts to utilize more indirect 
means, such as funding incentives and training, to encourage 
movement in this direction. 

The second condition relates to the aggressiveness with 
which the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) actively en
courages coordinated planning through its funding and over
sight responsibilities. The Department stated that it looked 
forward to the assistance of OMB, in its role as an over
sight body, to support its efforts in implementing any na
tional strategy to resolve juvenile justice issues. 

This observation is very important in terms of how ef
fectively LEAA is able to implement certain provisions of 
section 204 of the act, which basically give LEAA authority' 
to coordinate and direct certain juvenile delinquency
related efforts of other Federal agencies. This is an area 
that we suggested the Congress examine. (See p. 56.) 

Regarding actions already taken to implement the act, 
the Department statea that LEAA had begun developing a na
tional strategy for the effective coordination of juvenile 
delinquency activities and had established written objec
tives for implementing and administering the act. Because 
LEAA was faced with the complexities inherent in develop
ment of a new office without an appropriation, it created 
a Juvenile Delinquency Task Group and gave it responsibility 
for both on going LEAA juvenile justice activities under the 
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Crime Control Act of 1973 and planning and developing 
activities associated with the implementation and adminis
tration of the 1974 act. The Department spells out in 
some detail actions already taken by the task group on 
pages 63 to 65. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATIQ~AND WE~~ARE 

On April 3, 1975, we discussed our findings and con
clusions with HEW officials responsible for administering 
its juvenile delinquency prevention program. They generalkY 
agreed with our findings and conclusions. 

They pointed out, however, that coordinating juvenile 
delinquency efforts is difficult and requires cooperation 
at all levels of government, particularly at the local 
level. They also expressed concern, based on HEW's pre
vious experiences, about the ability of LEAA to·effectively 
coordinate Federal juvenile delinquency programs Unless 
there is a commitment at the highest levels of the Federal 
Government to develop specific goals in the area and agree
ment in the legislative and executive branches as to the 
emphasis the goals should take. 

The officials also noted that since enactment of the 
1972 amendments to the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and 
Control Act of 1968, about $35 million has been expended 
for developing a comprehensive network of youth services 
in the communities, linking together public and private 
agencies and organizations. At the same time, HEW has 
sought changes in the practices, policies, and procedures 
of these agencies and organizations to make them more re
sponsive to youth's needs. 

QF!~OF_!:!~NAG~ME~~!:!D BUDGET 

On April 4, 1975/ we discussed our findings and con
clusions with an appropriate official of OMB. He stated 
that OMB generally agreed with our report. He also stated 
that, as indicated in his statement issued at the time he 
signed the 1974 act, the President supported the need for 
policy centralization and bette, coordination of the ·Fed
eral Government's juvenile delinquency efforts. 

~~~~~ A~~Q£~!:!£IES 

Colorado and Massachusetts State and local officials 
generally 'agreed with our findings and conclusions. In 
addition, Boston officials also noted that more attention 
could be directed to coordination at the local level, but 
that without more Federal interest in and support of this 
type of effo~t, real achievement will be difficult. 
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CHAPTER 9 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

We reviewed the activities of the Office of Economic 
Opportunity and the Departments of Labor ; Housing and Urban 
Development: Health, Education, and Welfare; and Justice to 
determine the type and extent of Federal efforts to prevent' 
and control juvenile delinquency and the attempts made to 
coordinate these efforts. Also, we reviewed the impact of 
Federal activities in two States and cities. Work was done 
at the national level in Washington, D.C., and 'the regional, 
State, and local levels in Boston and Denver. 

We interviewed officials and reviewed records at the 
5 Federal agencies and interviewed officials at 2 Federal 
regional councils, 14 State agencies, 29 city agencies, 
and 17 Federal grantees. Our fieldwork generally was done 
between January and July 1974. 
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APPENDIX I 

UNiTED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Addrea. Reply to tbe 

DI""ton Indlatcd 
Ind ReId' 10 Inhl"!.lnd Number 

Mr. Victor L. Lowe 
Director 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 

APR 4 1975 

General Government Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Lowe: 

APPENDIX I 

This letter is in response to your request for comments 
on the draft report titled "Ineffectiveness of Federal Attempts 
to Coordinate Juvenile Delinquency Programs." 

Generally, we agree with the report findings regarding 
the need to address the problem of coordinating the many Federal, 
State and local programs which could affe9t juvenile delinquency 
prevention and control. Furthermore, the brief historical 
overview of juvenile delinquency prevention and control progress 
presented in the report indicates that the Department will face 
a difficult challenge in its efforts to cr.eate a nationally 
coordinated approach. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974 authorizes the establishment of mechanisms within the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) to attack 
the coordination problem; but the Department foresees two 
conditions which may impede efforts in carrying out the pro-
visions of the Act. These are: . 

1. The limited role of the Federal Government 
in establishing uniformly-defined national 
criteria: and 

2. The aggressiveness with which ·the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) actively 
encourages coordinated planning through 
its funding and oversight responsibilities. 
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The first condition presents a serious policy problem. 
The Department has interpreted "New Federalism" to mean that 
it is restrained from imposing substantial guidelines and 
definitions other than those implementing statutory requirements 
and statutory standards upon State and local law enforcement 
and criminal justice operating agencies. For example, 
interpretation of exactly what constitutes a "juvenile" or a 
juvenile delinquency program varies among States and juris
dictions within States. An essential first step to coordinated 
planning is agreement regarding appropriate terminology. 
Although the Department is not authorized by law to establish 
such uniform definitions, it does attempt to utilize more 
indirect means such as fllnding incentives and training to 
encourage movement in this direction. 

The second condition refers to a recurring theme throughout 
the report that fragmentation of effort on the' State and local 
level is directly related to fragmentation of effort 'on the 
Federal level. The GAO report asserts that the Department of 
Health, Education and W~lfare's Interdepartmental Council to 
Coordinate All Federal ,~'uvenile Delinquency Programs 
" .•• has not met its mandate. II The Council's efforts to 
bring about sustained inter-agency cooperation were impeded 
by the lack of adequate staff and funds and because the 
Council was not certain about the authority it had to coor
dinate Federal efforts in the juvenile delinquency area. 
We look forward to the assistance of OMS, in thUir role as 
an, oversight body, to support our efforts in implementing 
any national strategy to resolve juvenile justice issues. 

T.hrough the authority vested in it by the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601), LEAA 
has initiated a concerted effort to resolve many of the problems 
that have traditionally limited Federal efforts to coordinate 
juvenile delinquency programs. LEAA has already begun d.evelop
ing a national strategy for the effective coordination of these 
activities. 

Written objectives have been established for implementation 
and administration of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974. These objectives provide for develop
ment of the capability within LEAA to organize, plan for, and 
coordinate LEAA and Federal efforts aimed at supporting programs 
that will foster improvement in the juvenile justice system 
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and aid in the prevention of juvenile delinquency. These 
objectives also provide for development of a plan to establish 
a National Institute of Juvenile Justice and implement all 
other provisions of the new juvenile delinquency pr~vention 
legislation. In addition, special emphasis will be placed 
on the development of standards for juvenile delinquency. 

On August 8, 197~, a task force was established to develop 
plans for integrating the new office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention into LEAA. Task force membership included 
high level, representatives from every division in LEAA. 

Because LEAA is also faced with the complexities inherent 
in developing' a new office without an appropriation, ,a Juvenile 
Delinquency Task Group has been established. The Task Group, 
under the,leadership of a newly appointed Acting Assistant 
Administrator, consists of LEAA personnel who were working 
in the area of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention 
prior to the enactment of the new juvenile delinquency legisla
tion. The Task Group has been delegated the authority and 
responsibility for both on-going LEAA Juvenile Justice 
activities under the Crime Control Act of 1973 and for the 
planning and development activities associated with initial 
implementation and administration of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. In addition, the 
Task Group has been delegated the responsibility for coordi
nating its functional activities with other LEAA offices and 
other Governmental agencies to avoid duplication of effort and 
ensure effective program delivery. Ten of the fifteen individuals 
on the Task Group are professionals, and the group has been 
allotted five additional temporarY profeSSional positions. 
To date, the operations of the Task Group have included such 
activities as: 

1. Development of Guidelines. Guidelines are 
being developed in a variety of areas under 
the new legislation. The need for guidelines 
can generally be broken down into those which 
are required immediately and those that will 
be necessary for the proper implementation 
and administration of the new Act on a con
tinuing and long-term basis. Among the 
guidelines required immediately are those 
(a) specifying the mechanism needed to meet 
the fiscal year 1972 level of funding as 
required by the new Juvenile Delinquency Act, 
and (b) assuring representation of individuals 
on the State advisory board who are knowledgeable 
of juvenile justice and youth programs. 
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2. Developruent of Fiscal Plans. Essentially, two 
fiscal plans have been developed to fund new 
juvenile justice programs. One involves $20 
million of LEAA fiscal year 1975 discretionary 
funds, and the other involves $10 million of 
LEAA fiscal year 1974 reversionary funds. 

Public Law 93-415 authorizes $75 miliion to LEAA for 
implementing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Act of 1974. No new funds have been sought by the 
Department as the President, when signing the Act 
into law, indicated he would not seek new monies 
due to his policy of fiscal contraint. However, 
preliminary discussions to reprogram $10 million 
of reversionary funds for juvenile justice pro
grams are currently underway among the Department, 
OMB and the Congress. The reversionary funds 
are intended to supplement the approximately 
$20 million in discretionary grant monies 
budgeted by LEAA in the juvenile. area during 
fiscal year 1975. 

Actions are already underway to implement the 
plan involving LEAA discretionary funds. The 
primary thrust of this plan involves the dein
stitutionalization of statu& offenders. This 
effort is designed to have a significant and 
positive impact on the lives of thoasands of , 
youths who are detained and/or institutionalized 
each year for having committed offenses which 
wQuld not be co.nsidered criminal if committed 
by an adult. 

It is contemplated that the above plans will 
provide the necessary impetus to launch the 
juvenile justice program and enable the 
orderly and efficient use of funds under the 
new Act without requiring major amounts of 
current year funds or committing the Adminis
tration to substantial additional funding 
in future years. No effort can be made to 
begin a State formula grant funding activity 
under the new Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act until funds are provided under 
the new legislation. 

3. Development of a Work Plan. One of the first 
objectives of the Task Group was to develop a 
~ork plan for fiscal year 1975. This objective 
entailed reviewing and integrating the existing 
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juvenile delinquency work plans of LEAA's Office 
of National Priority Programs and National Insti-' 
tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. 

4. Information Dissemination. As a means of 
disseminating information pertaining to 
provisions of the Act to affected and/or 
interested parties, a slide presentation has 
been developed. The slides have been used to 
orien.tate both central office and regional 
office personnel of LEAA, the Executive Com
mittee of the State Planning Agency National 
Conference, and several public interest groups 
that have requested information about the new 
legislation. 

5. Transfer of Functions from the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) to LEAA. 
There have been several for-mal meetlngs 
between the staffs of HEW and LEAA to facili.
tate the effective and orderly transfer of 
program responsibilities from HEW to LEAA 
in accordance with the new legislation and 
to lay the, groundwork for further coordinat
ing efforts. 

In addition, the President has appointed 21 representatives 
to the National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention as mandated by the Act. The members 
of the Committee are scheduled to hold their first meeting 
April 24-25, 1975. The Interdepartmental Council established 
in the HEW Act and charged with the, responsibility to coordinate 
all Federal juvenile delinquency programs has ·been replaced under 
LEAA's legislation with the Coordinating Council on Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The first meeting of this 
counci.l has been delayed due to the recent turnover in the 
PreSident's cabinet. All relevant material has been'sent to 
the Office of the Attorney General. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft report. 
Should you have any further questions, please feel free to con
tact us. 

en E. Pommerening 
Assistant Attorney Genera 

for Administration 
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PRINCI!'.!!~FFICIALS OF 

!~DEPART~ENT Q~USTI£E AND TH~ 

QEPART~~~T OF HEALTH, .EDUCATION, AN~~LFARE 

,gESPONS~BL~JOR ADMINIS,!:ERING ACTIyITI~§. 

DISCUSSED IN THI~_~EPORT 

Tenure of office 
--~roiii----- '£2. ---

QEP.r..RTMENT OF JUSTICE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL: 
Edward H. Levi Feb. 1975 Present 
William B. Saxbe Jan. 1974 Feb. 1975 
Robert H. Bork (acting) Oct. 1973 Jan. 1974 
Elliot L. Richardson May 1973 Oct. 1973 
Richard G. Kleindienst June 1972 MliY 1973 
Richard G. Kleindienst 

(acting) Mar. 19n June H72 
John N. Mitchell Jan. 1969 Feb. 1972 

ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION: 

Richard W. Ve1de Sept. 1974 Present 
Donald E. Santarelli Apr. 1973 Aug. 1974 
Jerris Leonard May 1971 Mar. 1973 
vacant June 1970 May 1971 
Charles H. Rogovin Mar. 1969 June 1970 

SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDU91'.TION, 
AND'WELFARE: / 

Caspar W. Weinberger Feb. 1973 Present 
Frank C. Carlucci (acting) Jan. 1973 Feb. 1973 
Elliot L. Richardson June 1970 Jan. 1973 
Robert H. Finch Jan. 1969 June 1970 
Wilbur J. Cohen Mar. 1968 Jan. 1969 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
HUMAN DEVELOPMENT: 

Stanley B. Thomas, Jr. Aug. 1973 Present 
Stanley B. Thomas, Jr. 

(acting) Apr. 1973 Aug. 1973 
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Tenure of office 
Fr~!!! To 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, A~D WELFARE (cont'd) 

COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF 
YOUTH DEVELOPMENT: 

James A. Hart 
Robert M. Foster (acting) 
Robert J. Gemignani 

o 
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Sept. 
May 
Jan. 

1973 
1973 
1970 

Present 
Sept. 1973 
May 1973 




