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Preface 
R. Thomas Parker 

For me, the "War on Crime" of the late 1960's began in the waning 
months of 1968 with the award of a $75 grant to a suburban Michigan 
community for the purchase of a megaphone-a piece of equipment 
believed essential by that community's leadership to its "riot control" 
efforts. Today, those of us who have gone the distance with the Law 
Enforcernent Assistance Administration's program offederal assistance 
to the crime control efforts of the states and their local units of 
government might eye that purchase critically, an army of sophisti
cated, analytic, planning and evaluative tools at the ready. But on that 
first work day in 1968, there were no criminal justice planners, re
searchers, evaluators, statisticians ... no plans, or sense of compre
hensiveness or system to steer that huge federal initiative. There were 
just cops, prosecutors, judges, and jailers faced with an angry and 
frightened public and a new cache of resources to spend on bringing 
crime under control in this nation, whatever that meant or might 
require. 

Much changed within the field of criminal justice from 1968 to 1983, 
on that social scientists and criminal justice practitioners alike will 
agree. The extent and nature of the contribution of the LEAA program 
to progress made within that field is a subject of this volume and one 
on which there is less accord. 

Importantly, however, as I have reviewed this volume and thought 
back on the many people involved in the LEAA program at all levels 
of government, it has become clear to me that the LEAA experience 
was characterized throughout by an intensity of purpose, and a level 
of energy and enthusiasm which fostered experimentation and, by trial 
and error, moved this nation forward in its efforts to constructively 
confront and manage its crime problem. Not the least of the contri
butions of the LEAA program was the evolution of a perception of 
system, of the practical significance of the interrelationships of the 
various functions of the criminal justice process, and the institution
alization of that perception as a fundamental principle underlying the 
efforts of criminal justice professionals to bring about improvements 
in the administration of justice. 

The LEAA program has been analyzed, scrutinized and criticized 
by people within and outside the criminal justice system. It is clear, 
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however that the overwhelming majority of that which has been writ
ten abo~t the program has been written from the national p~rspective. 
For some time, many of us who have shared some portlOn of the 
responsibility for the LEAA program at the state and local levels have 
felt the need to examine that program from a state and local perspec
tive ... to consider the special perspective of those individuals who 
were involved in the day to day process of program development and 
implementation ... who bore witness to the impact of the LEAA pro
gram in their individual systems ... who would assess the before and 
after, so to speak. ... . 

Many people, hearing of this project, have InqUIred whether It IS 
the purpose of this volume to make an argument. for futu~e federal 
state and local assistance initiatives. In your readIng of thIS volume 
you will find that our overriding intent is to present a fair and balanced 
accounting of the state and local perspective on the legac~ of the 
LEAA program ... a perspective that is long overdue. A~d In gath
ering the information that provides the basis for our analysIs, we. have 
received outstanding cooperation from all persons contacted. It IS my 
sincere hope that this volume will not only be read by those who 
participated in the LEAA experience, but by federal, state and local 
policy makers and students of government who will necessarily ~e a 
party to the ongoing sensitive debates con~emi~g the role of th~ van?us 
levels of government in the efforts of thIS nailon to control ItS cnme 
problem. . .. 

Finally, I would like to extend my SIncere app~eClatlOn firs~ to Dr. 
John Hudzik the author of this volume, who dedIcated a consIderable 
portion of hi~ life over the past year to this project and who exhi~ite~ 
diligence and sensitivity in his interactions with the numerous mdl
viduals who contributed to its completion. To Dr. Nolan E. Jones, I 
extend my gratitude for his efforts in coordinating this project. And 
last, but certainly not least, to Mr. Robert F. Diegelman, who was 
acting director of the Office of Justice Assistance, Research and Sta
tistics at the inception of this project, I extend my profoundest thanks 
for his understanding of the necessity of this volume. 
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Introduction 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration produced marked 
changes and improvement in criminal justice, and many of the changes 
form the basis for future innovation and development. Although LEAA 
did not achieve all that its proponents hoped, there clearly is an LEAA 
legacy worth examination. Part of the legacy resides in what has been 
learned from mistakes. Part may be found in understanding what 

. worked. And part resides in what remains after the effort. 
Few if any of LEAA's legislative authors saw the program as an 

experiment. Yet clearly, many of its key legislative and program fea
tures (its objectives, funding provisions, and approach to intergovern
mental crime-fighting relationships) were new and, thus, untested. In 
this sense, the program was experimental and no experiment is without 
substantial trial and error. So, too, efforts to improve any complex 
system such as criminal justice will be full of blind alleys and char
acterized by painfully slow progress; the twelve-year, federally led 
LEAA effort had its share of both. Yet even the casual observer 
looking back from the vantage point of the early 1980s, must see ~ 
criminal justice system substantially improved over that of the late 
sixties. The criminal justice landscape is different, and is different 
because of LEAA. 

Perhaps most importantly, however, and as a result of LEAA at-. , 
tltudes and beliefs about crime and knowledge and skills to deal with 
it effectively have evolved significantly and provide the foundation for 
additional and substantial innovation-not only the attitudes and be
liefs of system professionals but those of the general public as well. 
As the lead editorial of the New York Times on April 21, 1982 put 
it, "Whatever it did not do, LEAA advanced public understanding of 
criminal justice out of ~ndergarten and through some primary 
grades ... [and LEAA's] successes demonstrate that Washington can 
in fact do much to help local law enforcement." With regard to the 
change that LEAA sought to prompt, it can be argued that the toughest 
part of change, that of initial experimentation and searching, has been 
passed through. The LEAA effort played a key role in this rite of 
passage, and this is not an insubstantial accomplishment. 

Specific advances in criminal justice prompted by the LEAA initi
ative include the development of criminal justice system personnel 
through education and training programs; increased use of technology 
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in many forms to improve efficiency and effectiveness; the advancement 
of planning, coordination, and cooperation among system components; 
growth in the use of both research and information systems to improve 
the development, monitoring, and evaluation of agency programs and 
activities; and the inculcation of more sophisticated understandings of 
crime and means for dealing with it. Also notable are the testing and 
implementation of many program innovations-for example, Career 
Criminal, PROMIS, ICAP, STING, and TASC-programs targeted 
toward more effective systemic management of agency response to 
cnm~. 

There have been numerous prior assessments of LEAA. Most of 
these, however, have had a national focus-that is, determining what 
happened at the national level and using nationally oriented criteria 
for measuring success and for evaluating what was accomplished. The 
analysis that follows differs from most previous assessments because 
added attention is directed toward the state and local levels, deter
mining what happened at these levels and using criteria germane to 
their needs and goals to determine what was accomplished and what 
of value remains. This seems appropriate if for no other reason than 
that LEAA was intended primarily as a means of funding innovation 
and development at the state and local levels. 

A Context for Assessment 
Many of the goals set early on for LEAA were clearly unrealistic, 

having been dictated in part by the original legislation and by the 
political rhetoric of the age: to wit, a "war on crime." No system of 
crime-fighting agencies can be expected to eradicate crime when the 
caUSeS of crime are outside its control in the broader social, cultural, 
and demographic environments. The critics of LEAA nonetheless held 
the effort accountable in terms of such goals. Failure was guaranteed 
because of rather strict assumptions about what could be accomplished 
within a relatively short time frame, especially as the changes required 
in systems and organizations to achieve the goal would of necessity 
have to be substantial. What Seems principally to have been ignored 
is that complex systems and organizations of necessity change slowly, 
and that one of the most time-consuming aspects of such change is 
alterations in beliefs and attitudes and the development of knowledge 
and skills required to implement change, particularly so when goals 
and expectations. are set high. 

LEAA should be understood and assessed from within the context 
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of similar federal programs of the age, all of which were a part of the 
"great society" approach to public policy and social change. As the 
last major piece of great-society legislation, LEAA's objective as seen 
by Congress was to "make war on crime." Like Pearl Harbor, the 
riots of the sixties mobilized public opinion and political sentiment to 
take action. And like the mobilization for World War II, LEAA's 
objective was not merely containment but rather effective control and 
even amelioration. The politicization of the war on crime had its special 
effects as well. During the 1964 presidential campaign, Barry Gold
water effectively focused public attention on the crime problem. Pres
ident Johnson's response was to develop federal programs of assistance 
to state and local criminal justice agencies (law enforcement primarily). 
The Nixon Administration endowed LEAA with both power and 
money to win the war against crime through technology . No one is 
likely to have seriously believed that the effort would eradicate crime, 
but the generally accepted goal was significantly to reduce its occur
r~nce and effect. And clearly the objective for many was to return the 
nation to times past when, as it was assumed somewhat inaccurately, 
crime had been far more exceptional than commonplace in every day 
life. 

The means chosen to pursue this goal was federally led innovation 
through discretionary grants and block grants to the states, with strings 
attached to ensure that the "right" things were done. The block-grant 
concept was consistent with the view of the age that the revenue
generation capability of the federal government to fund innovation, 
improvement, and change far outstripped that of any other level of 
government. And in an age of affiuence, money was often assumed to 
be the solution to problems (e.g., with enough funding, a man could 
be put on the moon and safely returned; with enough money to fund 
research, cancer could be controlled in our lifetime; with enough 
money, ':Ilanpower, and materiel, the war could be won in Vietnam). 

Because the capability of the states and localities to provide equally 
and effectively for all of its citizens varied widely, federally led in
novation was also taken to mean federal leadership. Thus, strings Were 
attached to the awarding of block grants to ensure that certain 
minimal conditions wef\~ uniformly met and in such a way that sub
stantial innovation and improvement would be possible. To no one~s 
great surprise this led to substantial conflict between the national and 
state governments over program priorities and methods. The situation 
was further exacerbated by conflict between the cities ana---nIe states, 
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with the former complaining vociferously that federal funds should be 
targeted directly to the cities where crime most seriously manifested 
itself. In an effort to balance these interests, LEAA, in the early days, 
was ruled by a troika to ensure an appropriate balance among these 
political interests. Yet, the troika arrangement did more to guarantee 
misdirection and confusion than it did to guarantee an effective policy 
and program balance. 

Many other difficulties were encountered as policy was put into 
action. Quite probably the greatest difficulty was the inability to achieve 
and to demonstrate measurable reductions in crime rates. Indeed, 
reported crime grew alarmingly during much of the LEAA period and 
directly challenged not only the prime political goal of LEAA but the 
underlying concept that money solves problems. Few considered 
whether these increases in reported crime rates were at least partially 
attributable to more accurate reporting procedures engendered through 
LEAA efforts. 

It was also incorrect to assume that "nationalization," prompted by 
New Deal policies and by the realities of meeting the challenges of 
World War II, had effectively minimized states rights, making the 
acceptance of federal strings and controls by states and localities some
thing easily accomplished. The complexities and constraints inherent 
in setting national standards and national priorities and offering these 
to the states and localities for acceptance were rarely fully appreciated. 
Tremendous variations among states and from one locality to another 
in priorities, in preferences in policy and programs, and in the kinds 
of community problems faced could not be easily or quickly reduced. 
And, as many will effectively argue, the lifeblood of American fed
eralism is that local and regional variations are not only a fact of life 
but are necessary. 

There was also a rather pronounced imprecision in the legislation 
itself about crime and how to deal with it. Comprehensive planning 
was touted as one means of dealing with crime, but operationally no 
one really knew what this included. Coordination among components 
of the system was also advanced as necessary, but the impediments to 
getting historically and constitutionally independent agencies to co
operate were often underestimated. And the introduction of technology 
and sophisticated hardware, although offering concrete indicators of 
an LEAA effort, were found to be by themselves insufficient devices 
for improving system performance. Perhaps most importantly, the 
legislation and political commentary surrounding its passage gave the 
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impression that matters would improve rapidly if only comprehensive 
planning, coordination, and hardware were sufficiently funded. This 
was most unfortunate because the complexity of the crime problem 
was thereby minimized and substantially false expectations were cre
ated about how easily the crime problem could be dealt with. 

In sum, the context for assessing the LEAA effort and for identifying 
its legacy is much broader than any simple-minded notion of mounting 
a war on crime through the use of federal funds to bring new technology 
into the criminal justice system. The far more appropriate context for 
assessment is to examine LEAA's role as the primary change-agent 
in a very complex system-that role arising out of numerous as
sumptions inherent in great-society programming and confronting the 
realities of crime as well as the realities of American federalism and 
diversity. The pertinent questions for assessment are what of value 
happened and what of value remains. 

Contents 

The material that follows is presented in two parts. The first part, 
divided into five chapters, is an assessment of the LEAA effort in 
general and more specifically of the LEAA program at the state level. 
Chapter 1 sets the stage for the assessment by examining the social, 
cultural and political contexts for the "war on crime." It briefly ex
amines the history of federal involvement in state and local crime
fighting efforts, and looks in some detail at the events and forces 
between 1960 aVid 1968 that were particularly important to the shaping 
of the 1968 Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. Chapter '2 focuses 
attention on the enabling legislation and its subsequent amendments 
and on the resulting kaleidoscope of LEAA administrative arrange
ments and policies that evolved between 1968 and 1980. 

Chapter 3 examines the LEAA program in the states between 1968 
and 1980. Of particular concern are the formal and informal admin
istrative structures and procedures adopted by the states and by their 
state planning agencies (SPAs). We also examine in this chapter how 
federal legislative goals and objectives came to be defined and redefined 
at the state level, what the programmatic and funding priorities were 
and evolved toward, and what the major strengths and weaknesses 
were of the LEAA program in the states. 

In all there are four phases of development in the states to account 
for. The first covers the period from 1968 to about 1973 and may be 
seen as developmental. The second, running from 1974 to about 1977, 
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includes further development and maturation. The third (1977;.1980) 
encompasses moderate reconfiguration, heightened challenge, decline, 
and demise of a federally led initiative. The fourth, beginning in 1980 
and running into the near future, covers the period of LEAA phase 
out and the return to a criminal justice system that is without sub
stantial federal-grant support. Chapter 3 concerns the first three phases. 
Chapter 4 examines the phase-out period (1980 to 1982) and presents 
data collected in 1983 concerning the survival of LEAA-initiated in
stitutions and programs at the state level and reaches some conclusions 
about the present situation and that in the near future. 

Chapter 5 ends the first part of the report with a general assessment 
of what can be learned from the LEAA experience, providing a sum
mary view of what seemed to work, what didn't, and why. But ulti
mately, the most important questions addressed in this chapter are the 
following: (1) What difference, if any, did LEAA make? (2) What of 
value remains? (3) What can be learned from the LEAA experience? 
Answering these questions is, finally, the objective of the entire as
sessment, but in chapter 5 the objective is to summarize the most 
salient points. 

Part two of this volume is a compilation of papers that focus attention 
on the LEAA legacy within specific criminal justice components: law 
enforcement, corrections, the courts, prosecution, and at city/county 
levels of government. The National Criminal Justice Association. in
vited five experts each to prepare a paper on one of these components. 
They were asked to address what the contributions of LEAA had been 
to their respective fields, what legacy remained, and what lessons could 
be learned. The resulting papers comprise part two of the report. 

" 

Chapter 1 -",,-

THE ORIGINS OF LEAA 

There is a lengthy history of criminal justice system reform beginning 
in the Progressive Era and running to the present. 1 Part of that reform . 
movement has included a long-term and inexorable drift toward what 
has been referred to as the "nationalization of crime."2 The creation 
of LEAA gave recognition to the fact that crime is not just a local 
problem, but one far more complex and multi-jurisdictional in scope 
than heretofore admitted. With the creation of LEAA, a more sub
stantial and sophisticated federal, state, and local partnership to fight 
crime was envisioned. 

The political environment that shaped the birth of LEAA provides 
a context for interpreting what LEAA became~ for understanding what 
worked, and for understanding what didn't, and why. Part of the 
environmental context resided in the public's fear of crime and part 
certainly resided in subsequent political responses that were meant to 
garner political support as well as genuinely to re~:t>ond to public 
concerns about crime. Importantly, however, the legislation also grew 
out of public fear over the riots and other mass disturbances of the 
mid- and late sixties. The crime bill of 1968 was a reaction to these 
crises and was passed in a crisis environment. As a result, many of 
its programmatic features were untested and not very well thought
out measures that not only promised too much but adopted rather 
simplistic notions about the causes of the crisis and how it could be 
ameliorated. 

But it would be a mistake to assume, as some have assumed, that 
the crime bill and LEAA were created from scratch without some 
prior experience with federal assistance to state and local units of 
government in dealing with crime. There is a substantial record of 
federal involvement beginning in the early twentieth century and build
ing to comparatively substantial proportions before 1968. Much of 
what came to be incorporated in the Crime-Control Act of 1968 was 
philosophically consistent with this experience and the lessons learned 
from it. Some of it, however, was not. 
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The Environment for Criminal Justice Innovation 
Herbert Packer believes that two prescriptive models of the criminal 

justi~e process have guided criminal justice reform movements over 
the last several decades. The models have substantially different policy 
implications for criminal justice reform in general and for nationalizing 
society's response to crime more particularly.3 The crime-control model 
emphasizes efficient and effective performance of the criminal justice 
system through detection, apprehension, conviction, and incapacitation 
of offenders-done swiftly, efficiently, and with certainty. Alterna
tively, the due-process model is oriented toward protecting the rights 
of the individual, especially the powerless, and toward getting at the 
root causes of crime (poverty, discrimination, inadequate education 
and lack of opportunity). Although the two models need not be set in 
opposition to one another, the attachment of the crime-control model 
to conservative political ideologies and the due-process model to liberal 
political ideologies resulted in just that. The public debates and com
ments of those political leaders who helped shape the Safe Streets Act 
reflect that Packer's two models were set in substantial opposition to 
one another. 

Presidential politics also obviously helped to shape the 1968 Safe 
Streets Act. In both the 1964 and 1968 presidential campaigns the 
major-party candidates displayed wide differences over the practical 
meaning of federalism (national and state relations and respective 
powers). And as an extension of this general debate, conservative 
RepUblicans were greatly concerned with the possible federal en
croachment of state police powers, while liberal Democrats champi
oned the qualities of federal "leadership" in the fight against crime. 
The public debate and legislative aftermath pitted liberal against con
servative, rural against urban interests, states rightists against "fed
eralists," segregationists against integrationists, and the establishment 
against the hippie. But most importantly, a heightened public fear of 
crime, supported in part by rising crime rates and by large-scale public 
disorders is probably chiefly responsible for what to this day has been 
the most massive and concerted federal effort to control crime. 

The Fear of Crime and Civil Disorder 
From roughly the close of World War II to 1960 crime rates in

creased comparatively slowly and some rates for violent crimes actually 
decreased. Indeed, in the 1950s Sociologist Daniel Bell argued that 
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the United States was then probably safer from crime than the nation 
had been twenty-five, fifty, or a hundred years earlier.4 Beginning in 
1963, however, rates of reported crime dramatically increased. From 
1960 to 1974 there was an increase of over 200 percent in total reported 
crime; and violent crime rates, adjusted for population changes, grew 
even more dramatically (over 300 percent in some cases).5 The reasons 
for these apparent increases continue to be debated, but several factors 
seem clearly to have been involved: (1) disproportionate growth in the 
crime-prone fifteen- to twenty-four-year-old population bracket; (2) 
increased drug usage; (3) the growth of affiuence, rising expectations, 
and materialism creating new opportunities for crimes related to pos
sessions, goods, and services; and (4) the greater reporting of crime 
by the public. 

To put matters in perspective, a distinction must be drawn between 
changes in actual crime levels and changes in levels of crime reported. 
Statistics about rates of reported crime, coming mainly from the Uni
form Crime Reports (VCR), are subject to substantial error and in
terpretive manipulation and were particularly so before 1970.6 And 
not all crime is reported. On the basis of victimization surveys, for 
example, there have been estimates that less than half of all crime is 
reported. 7 Even more revealing for our purposes, victimization survey 
data for the period 1973 through 1978 indicate a relatively stable rate 
of crime; UCR data for the same period indicate substantial increases, 
perhaps reflecting not so much a growth in overall crime levels as a 
growth in the proportion of crime reported.s Nonetheless, it is clear 
that reported violent crime increased steadily after the late fifties and 
contributed greatly to a heightened public fear of crime. And with 
actual crime levels probably double that reported, it is little wonder 
that Barry Goldwater was able to tum crime into a major issue during 
the 1964 presidential campaign. Both the facts of crime and the politics 
of the 1964 election succeeded in engendering a widespread public fear 
of crime that pushed aside any technical consideration about the ac
curacy of crime statistics and reported crime trends. 

But it was not "traditional crime" that created the greatest fear. 
Civil disorders evolving out of reactions to discrimination as well as 
out of broad-based challenges to the established order contributed 
greatly to the public hysteria over crime in the mid-sixties. In 1967 
alone over 150 American cities reported riots and disorders. Nonviolent 
civil disobedience, urban race riots, political and antiwar demonstra
tions all were manifestations (in the public view) of the crime problem 
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and became major public symbols of decay in the quality of life and 
of the subservience of the world's most powerful country to crime. 
Unfortunately, when it came to action, distinctions between traditional 
fonns of criminal behavior and those arising out of basic social unrest 
and disruption were blurred; great confusion resulted in subsequent 
action programs meant to address this complex crime and social dis
order phenomenon. The point lost in the furor was later clarified by 
Nicholas Katzenbach in 1969: 

There is no real connection between the rise in street crime and 
other forms of civil disorder. If there had been no "Negro revo
lution," no civil-rights movement, no riots, no war in Vietnam, 
no political furor about four-letter words, and no change in the 
law or its interpretations by the Supreme Court, we would still 
have a serious and growing crime problem.9 

The fear of crime, especially violent crime, is not the product of 
hobgoblins and ghosts; the bases of fear are real. The United States is 
today the most violent of the world's developed industrial democracies 
(it has a homicide rate, for example, almost double that of any of these 
other industrialized nations). 10 Further, all types of crime considered, 
figures indicate that nearly a third of all American households were 
subject to some kind of criminal behavior in 1980. Of course, the fear 
of crime is nothing new in the nation's history. Beginning in the 
twenties there arose substantial fear over organized crime. In 1947 J. 
~dgar Hoover called attention to the alarming rate of delinquency 
Increase, and many authors have noted that the 40s and 50s reflect a 
national anxiety about juvenile crime. During the 1950's the National 
Institute of Mental Health set up a center for delinquency and crime 
studies, and was, during this period, a major source of research and 
demonstration-project funds for inquiry into the causes of crime. 1 1 

There had been riots before the mid-sixties, most notably in 1943 
in Detroit, Los Angeles, and New York. And the depression itself 
spawned several public events with "crime-fearing" and public-disorder 
implications: militant unionization efforts and the stimulation of so
cialism and communism. The marijuana scare of the mid-thirties, the 
communist scare of the fifties, and the increasing prevalence of drug 
usage during the fifties and early sixties were all part of the national 
awareness before the mid-sixties. 

What made the public fear of crime particularly strong by the mid
sixties, however, was that all of these threats to "law and order" seemed 
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to hit the nation particularly hard at once. The dimensions of the 
public's fear were clearly registered in a 1966 nationwide survey con
ducted by the National Opinion Research Center that found that 
citizens listed race relations and crime as the nation's most serious 
domestic problems. I2 And in January of 1968 Congressmen returning 
from the holiday break reported to Associated Press poll takers that 
their constituents were more concerned about crime than other public 
issues. Thus, crime became not only a national issue but a greatly 
political one as well, and a national solution in the guise of substantial 
federal assistance to states and localities gained ready acceptance. 

A Federal Role in Crime Control 

A comparatively massive and concerted federal role in crime control 
was without precedent in 1965. However, since the New Deal a general 
constitutional theory permitting such a role had evolved, and from the 
earliest days of the nation there had been numerous instances of direct 
national involvement in problems of crime and crime control. Of course 
the weight of constitutional interpretation and anti-crime practice has 
placed the greater burden of responsibility at the local level. And since 
the birth of the nation, public distrust and fear of a national police 
force has not subsided. But as a nation we have yet to develop a 
practical consensus about the degree to which police powers should 
be reserved to the states. Whenever there is discussion about enhancing 
the federal role, concerns are also voiced about encroachment on states 
rights. Indeed, the 1965 Law Enforcement Assistance Act took such 
concerns expressly into account and attempted to head off any ac
cusation of federal encroachment. 

Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed to authorize any 
department, agency, officer, or employee of the United States to 
exercise any direction, supervision, or control over the organi
zation, administration or personnel of any State or local police 
force or other law enforcement agency.13 

The traditional constitutional interpretation giving states "sover
eignty" over anti-crime activity is that of dual federalism."14 As was 
stated most clearly perhaps in a 1936 Supreme Court opinion,15 the 
federal government under dual federalism has powers only insofar as 
they are expressly delegated to it in the Constitution. Other powers 
not reserved to the people or expressly given alone to the federal 
government reside at the state level-among these powers, in partic-
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ular, the police power. Yet, the doctrine of dual federalism is not 
without challenge among legal scholars and as a result of practice. 

The alternative interpretation, espoused by the constitutional scholar 
Edward Corwin, is that of cooperative federalism. 16 Under it the na
tional and state governments are in a partnership to resolve problems, 
including especially the resolution of those problems that threaten the 
public tranquility. Which level of government does what seems to be 
a matter of effectiveness (what combination of national and state effort 
best resolves the problem) rather than a matter of constitutional inter
pretation alone (questions about exclusive or reserved powers). Cer
tainly, the New Deal era and its steady movement tm,,'ard a larger 
federal role in nearly all domestic matters did much to bolster support
in-practice for cooperative and concurrent federalism, and it is probably 
no accident that Corwin first proposed the idea in 1937 after four 
years of New Deal legislation. Nonetheless, and most importantly for 
our purposes, Corwin notes that the best example of cooperative and 
concurrent federalism prior to the New Deal concerns the shared 
responsibility between national and state governments in the control 
of crime and disorder. 17 

From the eighteenth century on, events have forced an increasing 
federal role in anti-crime activity. Shay's rebellion in 1786-1787 and 
the Pennsylvania Whiskey Rebellion forced a federal response and 
strengthened the federal role in providing for domestic tranquility when 
state and local authorities were unable or unwilling to do so. President 
Hoover, concerned with rising crime rates associated with Prohibition, 
appointed the Wickersham Commission in 1929. The Commission 
produced a comprehensive report about criminal justice in the United 
States, and one of its volumes, "Lawlessness in Law Enforcement," 
called into question many of the practices of local law enforcement 
agencies, giving strong support to those critical of the behavior of local 
police. In the thirties bank robbery and kidnapping were made federal 
crimes. The U.S. Children's Bureau since its inception in 1912 has 
worked closely with those involved in dealing with juvenile delinquency 
at the local level. The Bureau and the National Probation and Parole 
Association published the Standard Juvenile Court Act in 1925. In 
1927 the Bureau began publishing juvenile court statistics. In 1930 
The Federal Bureau of Investigation was given the responsibility of 
collecting and reporting national crime statistics through the Uniform 
Crime Reports. By the late thirties, J. Edgar Hoover, director of the 
FBI since 1924, had established the FBI as a highly professional law 
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enforcement agency and had also established himself as the nation's 
"top cop." 

Thus, by the end of the thirties, and regardless of constitutional 
debates among legal scholars, the doctrine of cooperative federalism 
appeared, with respect to anti-crime activity, to have significantly 
evolved. To be clear, however, the federal crime-fighting role evolving 
to this point did not include federal financial assistance to state and 
local governments. Rather, the evolving role seemed twofold. The first 
was "example" setting and the development of new ideas and tech
nologies applicable to crime fighting. The second, consistent with fed
eral powers to regulate interstate commerce,18 recognized the necessity 
of federal law-enforcement activity where crime crossed state bound
aries, and where states acting individually were incapable of effective 
prevention or enforcement. As the pattern and nature of crime ex
panded increasingly to cross political boundaries, the federal law
enforcement role expanded (e.g., the federal role in efforts against 
organized crime). 

But an increasing federal role in nearly every other area of domestic 
policy (exclusive of crime until the mid-sixties) included federal grants
in-aid to states and localities. This began with New Deal legislation 
and grew to the point that by 1967 there were 379 intergovernm{)ntal 
grant programs, including by this time the Office of Law Enforcement 
Assistance (OLEA).19 With these grants, however, came increasing 
federal control and, hence, reaction from states rightists. By the 1964 
presidential elections, the challenge to states' rights had become a 
significant political issue, in part because of federal grant strings but 
also because of the effect of Supreme Court decisions (antidiscrimi
nation and due-process cases particularly). 

Through several landmark Supreme Court decisions, the Bill of 
Rights was made to apply directly to the conduct of the criminal 
justice system at the state and local levels, '\' ith the effect that decisions 
about what was permissible and impermissible behavior on the part 
of local criminal justice authorities was "nationalized." For example, 
evidence obtained through unreasonable search was disallowed,20 the 
right to an attorney during investigation and interrogation was guar
anteed,21 individuals had to be warned that they have the right to 
silence and the right to an attorney,22 and juveniles had to be granted 
the same due process rights as adults.23 Many viewed these decisions 
(and others24) as directly hamstringing the efforts of local law enforce
ment officials to apprehend offenders and to secure convictions. By 
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the mid-sixties the due process revolution had begun to produce its 
own counterrevolution among states' rightists and conservatives who 
saw the states' police powers significantly eroded by the actions of the 
national court and more broadly by the general movement toward 
nationalization in all domestic policy areas, crime control included. 

Thus, when LEAA and the federal effort directed against crime 
were introduced and debated, a mixture of opinions, yiewpoints, and 
sentiments regarding states' rights and federal leadership were pre
sented. On the one hand, the growth in federal grants, leadership, and 
anti-crime activities seemed to set the stage for a federal assistance 
effort. On the other hand, the doctrine of dual federalism and the 
primacy of local control of the police was still very l1iluch alive. !o 
no one's great surprise the 1968 Safe Streets Act was a compromIse 
of these various viewpoints. 

Liberal Versus Conservative Viewpoints on Crime 

It is always dangerous to characterize liberal and conservative view
points as monolithic and mutually exclusive ideologically supported 
positions. There are substantial differences in ideology and policy pref
erences among those referred to as "liberal" or as "conservative." 
Some conservatives, for example, emphasize authority and govern
ment's role in maintaining order, hierarchy, and discipline. Other 
conservatives emphasize laissez-faire policies and seek to ~inimize 
governmental interference in th~ lives of individuals .. Th~se dIfferences 
are. hard to reconcile under a smgle label, and cautIon IS therefore to 
be advised.25 

Conservatives and liberals do generally differ substantially when it 
comes to defining what a crime is, what the causes of crime are, and 
what is to be done about it. The deepening crisis of law, order, and 
justice confronting the nation in the mid-sixties evoked both politically 
liberal and politically conservative responses, and the responses were 
in very large measure set in opposition to one another. From the liberal 
point of view, crime was a product of poor education, poor. housing, 
economic inequality, discrhnination, and the lack of opportumty. From 
the conservative point of view, crime was a product of moral decay 
in society, disrespect for the law and for authority, a breakdown in 
the family unit, and the mollycoddling of offenders. Both of t~ese 
positions reflect the eighteenth-century origins of mo~ern. conservatIsm 
and liberalism. On the liberal side greater attentIon IS devoted to 
humankind's higher characteristics and basic decency; on the con-

1 

I 
~ 

I 
~. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
t 

The Origins of LEAA 9 

servative side, there is a tendency for greater attention to be paid to 
the darker side and the need to control antisocial behavior. The con
servative is much more ready to accept the existence of natural elites 
in society; the liberal is much more predisposed toward viewing these 
"natural elites" as power-wielding minorities who guide society for 
the benefit of the elite. For the liberal, crime is defined by the powerful 
elite according to their own self-interest, the law is differentially en
forced against the rich and the poor, and the rights of the accused are 
different for the rich and for the poor. For the conservative, crime is 
simply breaking the law, disrupting social order, and threatening le
gitimate authority. From these two positions evolved many essential 
aspects of the debate about crime and the subsequent legislation to 
deal with crime. . 

By the mid-sixties the conservative and liberal orientations had 
fastened themselves onto several related areas of policy dispute that 
were subsequently bound closely to the legislative consideration of 
crime. The due-process revolution guided by the Supreme Court was 
applauded by liberal thinkers who saw in it the protection of basic 
human rights; conservative thinkers roundly condemned it for its sup
posed overindulgence of the criminal at the expense of society and its 
rights. Evidence to the contrary notwithstanding/6 many conservatives 
felt that guaranteeing due-process rights to the accused made it more 
difficult for society to apprehend and to convict criminal perpetrators, 
and led to a loss of social control. 

The civil pghts movement also split liberal and conservative, al
though not cleanly. The goal of the civil rights movement to redress 
discrimination and to broaden opportunities for all was more attractive 
to liberals; but some of the tactics employed by the civil rights move
ment, including violent and nonviolent civil disobedience, were viewed 
as particularly threatening by conservatives (especially Southern con
servatives) who saw in these tactics not only a threat to the order of 
society but to the status quo. For the liberal, the lack of civil rights 
was a cause of crime; for the conservative, civil disobedience in any 
form was a part of the crime problem, contributing to further social 
decay and disorder. 

The federal role in both the due process revolution and the civil 
rights movement fueled resentment among states' rightists against the 
ever-widening sphere of federal-government control and "manipula
tion" of state and local prerogatives. The issue of states' rights was of 
course a prominent one from the beginning of the New Deal; yet, 
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many conservatives had come to accept the necessity of several "lib
eral" New Deal programs such as social security and grants-in-aid to 
the states, and many begrudgingly acceded to federal strings attached 
to these programs. However, a peculiar feature of American political 
conservatism is its preference, when it comes to matters of domestic 
affairs, for local and state control and disdain of a strong, highly 
centralized national government. The New Deal liberalism of Franklin 
D. Roosevelt was more nearly attuned to the concept of cooperative 
federalism and to an expanded and strong federal role in domestic 
affairs. Already threatened by a pervasive growth in federal powers, 
conservatives by the mid-sixties were at the breaking point because of 
the due process and civil rights movements; crime was a problem and 
needed to be dealt with but not at the expense of further erosion of 
states' rights and state and local control of the criminal justice process. 

In 1958, under a grant from the National Institute of Mental Health, 
a program entitled Mobilization for Youth began planning a client
oriented approach to youth needs. In 1961, the President's Committee 
on Juvenile Delinquency and the Office of Juvenile Delinquency con
tinued this by focusing programs more directly toward the needs of 
juvenile clients. Many observers believe that these efforts are examples 
of what was then a new kind of liberal approach to solving social 
problems-including the problem of crime. From an anti-crime per
spective the new "liberal" approach was consistent with Packer's due
process model and from a broader social-programming perspective it 
was a precursor to the great-society programming of the Johnson era. 

Republicans and Southern Democrats were the conservative oppo
nents of liberal Democrats, especially those liberal Democrats from 
the industrial Northeast. By the 1964 presidential elections conserv
ative and liberal partisan lines were clearly drawn, with Barry Gold
water championing the former and Lyndon Johnson the latter. 
Goldwater emphasized states' rights, retreat from federal encroach
ment, clamping down on social disruption arising from civil disorder 
and the civil rights movement, reversing the moral decay of society, 
and reversing the negative consequences of the due-process revolution 
on the criminal justice system's capability of fighting crime. Lyndon 
Johnson championed the great society and its attendant implications 
for increased federal funding across the whole range of social pro
gramming; crime in Johnson's view was caused by unequal opportunity, 
poverty, lack of education, and by a decline in the quality of life in 
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the urban core. Goldwater's remedies included reversal of Supreme 
Court due-process decisions, stiffer punishment for offenders, and a 
resurgence of moral leadership. Johnson's remedies resided in the Great 
Society and its longer-term "cures." 

Crime-Fighting Events: 1965-1967 

Johnson was no doubt reluctant to involve the federal government 
in a massive crime-control effort. In part the reluctance grew out of 
a fear that any massive federal role would be misinterpreted as invasion 
of states' rights and local control over the administration of justice?7 
Further, crime control taken to include the adoption of stronger (per
haps more repressive) means of dealing with crime and civil disorders 
wo~ld seem at odds with the objectives of the antipoverty and great
socIety programs. Senator Goldwater also avoided prescriptions that 
included an expanded federal role, largely because he seemed to have 
felt that the long-term solution to the crime problem lay with re
establishing a proper mora] climate (something hardly to be undertaken 
by the federal government) and because of his opposition to further 
federal encroachment on states' rights.28 

Nonetheless, Johnson won the election and was faced with the ne
cessity of dealing with a thorny political issue created by his opponent. 
If nothing was done and crime continued to emerge as a national issue 
it might form a backlash among middle-class whites, focusing thei; 
attention on "reactionary" solutions such as repressive crime-control 
legislation at the expense of the "liberal" solutions proposed by the 
great society.29 

President Johnson offered a solution in March 1965 in a presidential 
message on crime entitled, "Crime, Its Prevalence, and Measures of 
Prevention." The proposed solution was consistent with a limited fed
eral role and gave the appearance of doing something about crime by 
calling for two distinct actions. The first was to create a National 
Crime Commission, and the second was to establish a grant-in-aid 
program for law enforcement. The Commission was to "deepen our 
understanding of the causes of crime and how our society should 
respond to the challenge of our present levels of crime." Inherent in 
the idea of establishing a commission was an unwillingness readily to 
accept the conservative view that crime was caused simply by moral 
decay and that its amelioration resided in more rigorous crime-control 
activities by government. Establishing the Commission also gave con-
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scious recognition to the fact that little was known about the nature 
of crime, how and how well criminal justice agencies performed, an'd 
what the range of solution options were.3D 

The objective of the grants-in-aid progam was limited to funding 
innovative programs in law enforcement agencies. The intent was not 
to foster a massive infusion of federal funds into state and local law 
enforcement efforts: a modest, by today's standards, $10 million dollars 
a year was requested for the grant program. And to make this limited 
objective quite clear, Attorney General Nicholas Katzenbach, testifying 
before the Senate Judiciary Committee in 1965 set the stage for what 
would become a major criticism and reason for termination of the 
LEAA program some fifteen years hence. Katzenbach's statement was 
also a harbinger of the kind of federal role increasingly judged of merit 
by a nation moving into the decade of the eighties. 

A massive federal subsidy (emphasis added) program is, in my 
judgment, undesirable. It would alter and undermine the tradi
tional division of responsibility for law enforcement among federal, 
state and local jurisdictions. The Federal Government can, how
ever, provide selective support for model progranls, programs to 
show what is possible.31 

Both the Commission and the grant program were approved without 
substantial negative reaction. Although conservatives may have looked 
on the commission idea as a delaying tactic, no one seems to have 
seriously argued against the idea of thoroughly examining the issue of 
crime. And as the grant program was to have limited objectives and 
would transport badly needed funds to the state and local levels, few 
objected about this either. 

Curiously, the criminal justice system itself did not lobby heavily 
for the legislation, nor did it seem either to reject or to fasten on to 
the "solutions" proposed in Johnson's crime message. Gerald Caplan 
has commented on this curious lack of effort, offering a possible ex
planation for it: 

Unlike the beneficiaries of other federal money programs, the 
prospective grantees had not been instrumental in the passage of 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Act .... In all likelihood, the 
coolness of criminal justice officials stemmed less from ideological 
misgivings than from a basic desire to be left alone .... Police 
chiefs were calling for more men on the streets, and, ... the chiefs 
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opined that the crime trend could be reversed by the police; few 
chiefs claimed otherwise, but restrictive Supreme Court decisions 
were deemed the roadblock, not a lack of resources for rese~rch 
and experimentation .... Of the numerous resolutions passed at 
the annual conventions of the International Association of Chiefs 
of Police and other national police organizations, none called for 
financial aid, and few police departments sought grants from 
public agencies or private foundations.32 

13 

In Caplan's view, Johnson's proposals were confronted by an atmos
phere of apathy and suspicion in the criminal justice community. In 
Washington, however, the proposals seemed to give everyone (con
servative and liberal alike) the opportunity to appear responsive to the 
crime problem. But the critical issues of states rights versus federal 
encroachment, of the due-process revolution, of civil disorder, and of 
crime in the street were not resolved by President Johnson's 1965 
legislative proposals. Those issues would be focused upon more directly 
in the debate over the Safe Streets and Omnibus Crime Control Bill 
of 1967-1968. 

If the creation of the President's Commission met with little fanfare, 
its report delivered in 1967 produced volleys of reaction, both positive 
and negative. It was by all accounts a liberal report focusing attention 
not on issues such as moral decay, reversing due-process guarantees, 
or strengthening the order maintenance and enforcement functions per 
se of criminal justice agencies. It was not the get-tough set of proposals 
championed by Goldwater during the 1964 campaign and by other 
conservatives later. Rather, it spoke at some length about the under
lying causes of crime: 

The Commission finds, first, that Amedca must translate its well
founded alarm about crime into social action that will prevent 
crime. It has no doubt whatever that the most significant action 
that can be taken against crime is action designed to eliminate 
slums and ghettos, to improve education, to provide jobs, to make 
sure that every American is given the opportunities and the free
doms that will enable him to assume his responsibilities.33 

The 202 recommendations issued by the Commission were almost 
without exception very general in nature and did not propose specific 
actions to be taken in the short run that would begin to have an 
immediate effect on the crime problem. To the Commission's credit, 
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the findings and recommendations were based on the most compre
hensive review ever undertaken of the nature and causes of crime, of 
the performance and capability of the criminal justice system, and of 
the problems confronted by that system. Criticism was levelled not so 
much against the Commission's findings and conclusions as against 
its failure to offer concrete suggestions for meaningfully affecting crime 
in the near term.34 This too would be addressed if not resolved in the 
debates surrounding passage of the Safe Streets Act in 1968. 

Safe Streets: The Panoply of Conflicting Views 
By 1967 reports of crime continued to paint an increasingly gloomy 

picture. Civil disorders of massive proportions engulfed several Amer
ican cities during the summers of 1965, 1966, and 1967. Public ire 
and concern required a federal response greater than that made under 
provisions of the 1965 Law Enforcement Assistance Act. In response, 
President Johnson sent Congress a legislative message on crime (his 
third) that included a proposed bill entitled, "The Safe Streets and 
Crime Control Act of 1967." The President's message was delivered 
on February 6, 1967, and thirteen days later the President's Commis
sion issued its long awaited report. The timing of the two events was 
not accidental, and the title of the President's bill was calculated to 
elicit maximum positive political response. 

The Safe Streets Bill recognized the primacy of state and local police 
powers; all of its provisions were aimed at assisting the states in per
forming their functions rather than at taking over those functions or 
unduly interfering in the performance of them. Specific provisions 
included proposals of assistance to modernize equipment, to reorganize 
law enforcement agencies, to recruit and train law enforcement officers, 
to modernize the court system, to develop more effective rehabilitation 
techniques, and to set up effective crime-prevention programs. Even 
though several portions of the bill offered assistance to corrections and 
the courts, there was an apparently widespread assumption held in 
Congress as well as by the public that the assistance was primarily, if 
not exclusively, aimed toward law enforcement. Both the President's 
proposed legislation and the subsequent report of his Commission gave 
forthright recognition to the concept of a criminal justice system-an 
interrelated and interdependent group of "crime-fighting" agencies. 
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Yet, during debate and passage of the legislation there was little to 
indicate that this concept received marked recognition or treatment. 

The President's Safe Streets proposals were closely fashioned after 
the approach undertaken in the 1965 Law Enforcement Assistance 
Act. The grants would fund innovation and improvement in a variety 
of categories. Grant administration would be federally controlled under 
the Attorney General. There was much more money involved in the 
1967 proposals, but the intent of grants-in-aid, as in the 1965 legislation, 
would be to make direct "categorical" grants. Cities with a population 
of fifty thousand or more (following the course laid out by other great
society funding ventures) would be eligible for action funds, but funding 
levels proposed were far smaller than those proposed for other great
society program efforts such as OEO.35 This may have been a conscious 
effort to shield the crime proposals from the type of criticism then 
being levelled by Congress against OEO-namely, that OEO had gone 
in too fast with too much and had produced massive waste because 
the infrastructure was not available to manage the funds effectively.36 

Although the President's funding and program proposals were lim
ited to innovation and improvement that were likely to have a signi
ficant effect on the crime problem only in the long run, the public 
and Congress were for quicker fixes. Part of this disparity can be traced 
to President Johnson himself: in 1965 he charged his Crime Com
mission to find the ways not only to reduce crime but to "banish" it.37 
Later attempts by the President to retreat from this excessive goal 
were too late-the public was fixed on the notion of quickly minimizing 
if not eliminating crime. The President's Commission in its final report 
did not help in setting expectations straight: at one point it asserted, 
"America can control crime." 38 The Commission noted that it would 
not be achieved quickly or easily, but few heard that. Among other 
factors involved, the nation was moving through a period of unbridled 
faith in the power of money and especially in the power of federal 
expenditures to solve problems. 

Chapter 2 will treat the legislative debates and fmal features of the 
Safe Streets Act in greater detail. However, there are aspects to that 
debate and to the changes subsequently made to the President's pro
posal that reflect the several competing social and political forces 
discussed above. Clearly, the state's prerogatives in exercising the police 
power were hotly at issue. So, too, the get-tough preferences of con
servatives, largely ignored in President Johnson's legislative proposals, 
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were vociferously presented to counterbalance Johnson's rather "lib
eral" assumptions about crime. The due-process revolution came under 
scathing attack, as did the apparent inability of the system to control 
racial and other civil disorders. 

Senate conservatives under the forceful leadership of Senator John 
McClellan (D-Ark.) led the fight to reverse Supreme Court due-process 
decisions (the Mallory, Escobedo, and Miranda decisions). Title II was 
added to the crime bill. Title II, although not directly reversing the 
Supreme Court decisions, had the effect of criticizing them and writing 
into law several key powers for the police that at least contradicted 
the intent of the Court's decisions. Other get-tough provisions included 
a successful attempt by Senate and House conservatives to add a 
dedicated $35 million to the grant program to be used strictly for riot 
control and for fighting organized crime. Conservative Southern Dem
ocrats were successful (temporarily) in having the requirements of 
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act made inapplicable to funds 
distributed under the crime bill. (Title VI empowered the federal gov
ernment to terminate funding to state and local agencies who practiced 
discrimination.) Another conservative change permitted easier use of 
wiretapping. 

All of these get-tough provisions of the crime bill reflected increasing 
success on the part of conservatives to convince the public of the 
necessity of harsher measures in dealing with the crime problem. And 
in many respects these measures were intended to provide a conser
vative response to the 202 recommendations of the President's Com
mission, none of which, by common agreement, would have an 
immediate effect on crime. Measures such as targeting more money 
toward controlling civil disorder and organized crime and taking the 
handcuffs off the police were proposed by conservatives as solutions 
with immediate effect. 

These were substantial modifications of Presidential intent, but no 
set of lTIodifications made in Congress had greater effect on the nature 
of federal assistance to states and loealities than those made to the 
nature of the grant program and to its administration. One crucial 
change involved substituting block grants to the states for categorical 
grants to the cities. The general use of categorical grants in the great
society approach to programming had produced substantial state and 
especially local distress over seemingly endless miles of red tape and 
federal arrogance and interference with local prerogatives.39 Echoing 
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the~e ~oncerns and wishing them not to be repeated in any federal 
antIcnme effort, RepUblican and Democratic conservatives led the fight 
for block grants. The block grants would be made directly to the states 
and would then be disbursed to the localities under plans developed 
by the states. Although counter arguments were made that this would 
increase th,e amount of red tape involved because of the pass-through 
at th~ state level, that there were now no state agencies capable of 
handhng such a responsibility, and that the cities were the major centers 
of the crime problem,40 the arguments were to no avail. The Governors' 
Conf~~ence went on record supporting the block-grant concept, and 
the CItIes were without sufficient support to prevent the change. The 
resulting Congressional majority supporting the block-grant change 
presented an interesting mix of ideological contradictions. 

The congressional arguments about the block grant presented an 
interesting irony. Conservatives favored grants to states as opposed 
to cities because cities were presumably politically liberal, Dem
ocratic, heavily populated with minorities. But at the same time . , 
~onservatlve~ were advocating more money for hardware for po-
h~e, and ~ohce are typically local and city-not state-agencies. 
Liberals, m contrast, who favored direct grants to the cities, also 
stressed improvements of the courts and corrections, which are 
mostly state agencies.41 

Thus, the movement toward block grants was prompted by more 
than sentiment over states' rights and freedom from federal regulation. 
The cities were Democratically controlled, black, and centers of sup
port. for "liber~l" positions. States' rights, partisan politics, and race 
relatlOns combmed to produce a majority in favor of direct grants to 
the states. And as further protection against unwarranted forays by 
federal bureaucrats into the affairs of the states, important changes 
were made by this same coalition in the locus of federal administration. 
President Johnson had proposed that the program be under the aus
pices of the Attorney General. But the Attorney General in 1967 was 
Ramsey Clark, whose reputation as a supporter of liberal views and 
~ro~rams was exce~dingly well deserved. To conservative states' right
Ists It was threatemng enough that federal administration of the pro
gram would carry the weight and authority of the Attorney General's 
Office; 42 but it was more than could be tolerated to have that plus a 
"blazing liberal" at the helm, especially when that issue was state 
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control of police powers.43 To sidestep both the immediate as well as 
the longer-term problem of strong federal leadership, Congress created 
an LEAA administration independent of the Attorney General's Office, 
and it also placed administrative leadership in a "troika." No more 
than two members could be from any single political party. Further, 
the troika was intended to be particularly sensith" to state and local 
needs and priorities. 

So what was intended by President Johnson to be a relatively 
straightforward program of federal financial assistance and leadership 
to localities in waging the war against crime underwent massive change 
at the hands of Congress. Besides the get-tough provisions added by 
Congress, the structural, administrative, and financial changes imposed 
by a conservative Congress on the legislation would drastically alter 
the nature of federal anti-crime assistance for the next fifteen years 
and set precedents far beyond that into the future. The OLEA concept 
of directed assistance seemed to be left far behind; in its place was an 
unprecedented infusion of federal anti-crime funds to states and lo
calities with unprecedented restrictions on permissible federal strings. 

LEAA was embroiled in controversy throughout its history. The 
conservative mood of the Congress in 1967-1968 shaped the agen
~Y's struct~re. In an effort to prevent the accumulation of power 
In a WashIngton bureaucracy, Senators McClellan and Hruska 
imposed a decentralized structure upon the agency. Eighty-five 
percent of the "action" grant funds were to be distributed to the 
individual states in the form of "block grants." ... Under the 
block-grant system, LEAA virtually abdicated responsibility for 
establishing priorities or monitoring the use of funds. The SPAs 
(State Planning Agencies) were controlled by state and local 
criminal-justice officials. . . .44 

. ~ega~dless of the changes made in Congress to add get-tough pro
VISIOns Into the legislation and to decentralize the administrative and 
grant structure, the Safe Streets Act did incorporate two key recom
mendations of the President's Commission. In its 1967 Report the 
President's Commission recommended that state and local govern
ments establish "formal machinery for planning" in criminal justice .. 
The process of establishing state planning units had begun under 
OLEA. In March of 1966 President Johnson in his second crime 
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message urged that each of the fifty governors establish state crime 
planning commissions to maintain contact with the work of the Pres
ident's Crime Commission. By the middle of 1968, 37 states had done 
so with the assistance of OLEA funds, and a few more had done so 
without federal assistance. 

The Commission also noted that federal financial assistance to meet 
state and local criminal justice needs had to be far greater than that 
provided under OLEA. The 1968 Safe Streets Act mandated the cre
ation of State Planning Agencies, and it increased by over tenfold the 
amount of federal assistance going to the states and localities. Thus, 
regardless of conservative victories to ensure that states' rights would 
be honored, the Act clearly expanded the role of the federal government 
in the anticrime effort, continuing an inexorable process begun many 
decades earlier. 

On April 4, 1968, Martin Luther King was assassinated and riots 
engulfed over 100 American cities; 39 people died, over 20,000 were 
arrested and property damage exceeded $30 million. On June 5, 1968, 
Robert Kennedy was assassinated. On June 19, 1968, the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act was signed into law by President 
Johnson. LEAA, and a new kind of federal partnership with the states 
in controlling crime, was off and running. However, a key provision 
attached to passage of the Act was that $39 million earmarked for 
riot control was to be spent by August 1, 1968 (giving the newly 
created Law Enforcement Assistance Administration less than six 
weeks to organize from scratch and to spend nearly $40 million). The 
riots following King's assassination had touched Washington, D.C., 
itself. Congressmen had seen "Washington burning. " 

That passage of the Bill would include marching orders for doing 
something immediately about the riots revealed a great deal about 
Congressional crime-fighting priorities. For many the priority was 
simple enough: the most pressing crime-fighting need would be met 
by quickly moving the money to defend against the urban riot. Yet, 
this effectively ignored Katzenbach's point that street crime and civil 
disorder had no real connection. The mandate to move an express 
amount of money by a certain date probably reflected the popular 
belief that federal money (on its own) solved problems. Thus, the more 
quickly money was moved, the better. As will be seen, "moving the 
money" occupied much of LEAA's time and that of its critics, perhaps 
as some would argue, becoming an end in itself. 

t: 
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Chapter 2 
LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

GOVERNING THE LEAA PROGRAM 
Thomas J. Madden 

In the 1960s, Congress began to use the constitutional spending 
power to exert substantial policy controls over state and local functions 
and to create a host of new grant programs. In 1962, there were only 
160 federal grant programs authorized by the Congress. l By January 
of 1967, when Congress prepared to take up the debate on the Safe 
Streets Act, the number of intergovernmental grant programs had 
grown to 379 with some 109 new grant programs being enacted in 
1965 alone.2 Federal assistance in dollar terms more than doubled 
between 1963 and 1967, rising from 7.7 percent to 11 percent of all. 
federal budget outlays and from 1.5 percent to 2.2 percent of the gross 
national product. 3 

By 1967, it was also clear that the new programs and laws controlling 
the expenditure of the new grants4 had substantially altered the rela
tionships between state, local, and federal government relationships 
without establishing an essential rationale for assigning intergovern
mental functions other than that of pragmatic politics.s 

The Safe Streets Act followed the pattern leading to the creation of 
many of these new programs. The rise in crime in 1963 and 1964 was 
the subject of debate in the 1964 elections and it was addressed by 
President Johnson in a crime message in 1965 calling for a national 
response to the crime problem.6 This message was followed by Congres
sional enactment of a small criminal justice assistance program and 
the appointment of the President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and the Administration of Justice.7 The Commission documented the 
need for a major federal response to state and local crime problems, 
and Congress responded with the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act. 

When Congress took up the debate on President Johnson's proposal 
in 1967 to create a major new criminal justice assistance program, it 
quickly became Clear that there were two issues of overriding concern 
to the conservative members who were in a position to control the 
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debate. The first was a concern that by vesting the Attorney General 
with the authority to provide grants to states, the Congress would also 
be giving the Attorney General the power to control state and local 
law enforcement agencies and would thereby be nationalizing state 
and local law enforcement functions. The second and related concern 
was that the Johnson proposal bypassed state government and allowed 
the Attorney General to deal directly with cities in making grants. In 
the view of then House Minority Leader Gerald R. Ford, a "direct" 
federalism approach would enable the Attorney General to "arbitrar
ily" decide which local law enforcement agencies would receive funds 
and what these agencies could do with the funds.s 

The Senate Judiciary Committee was the initial focus of much of 
the concern over the creation of the national police force. The minority 
report of the committee, for example, in commenting on the discre
tionary authority given to the Attorney General to make grants stated: 

[W]e don't want the Attorney General, the so-called "Mr. Big" 
of Federal law enforcement to become the director of State and 
local law enforcement as well. It is true that the Attorney General 
is the chief law enforcement officer of the Federal government. 
But he is not chief law enforcement officer of States and cities. 
We believe America does not want him to serve in that capac
ity .... We don't want this bill to become the vehicle for the 
imposition of Federal guidelines, controls, and domination.9 

The House of Representatives, which acted first on the Johnson 
proposal, had accepted the view that the states should have control 
over expenditures by local government. 10 This view was rejected by 
the Senate Judiciary Committeell and the Senate floor became the 
forum for the key debate on this issue. The contest was between the 
supporters of direct federalism-large city mayors and their Congres
sional supporters-and the supporters of state control through so
called block grants-governors from the Midwest and the Western 
states and Republican senators and southern Democratic senators. 

Amendments to convert the Senate Committee bill from a direct 
local aid program to a state block grant program were introduced by 
Senate Minority Leader Everett M. Dirksen. Senator Dirksen con
tended that gubernatorial supervision over state planning was necessary 
to avoid duplication or conflict between local and state crime reduction 
plans and programs. In the debate he stated that: 

Laws and Regulations Governing the LEAA Program 

We are never going to do a job in this field until we have a captain 
at the top, in the form of the Governor, and those he appoints, 
to coordinate the matter for a State because crime may be com
mitted in a spot, but before it gets through its ramifications, it 
may spread over a very considerable area.12 
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The view stated by Senator Dirksen had roots not only in the 
Senator's traditional concern for state interests but also in the 1967 
report of the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the 
Administration of Justice, which recommended that: 

In every State and every city, an agency, or one or more officials, 
should be specifically responsible for planning improvements in 
crime prevention and control and encouraging their implemen
tation. 13 

The recommendation of the President's Crime Commission reflected 
a concern for system-wide planning. This meant at the very least ad 
hoc coordination among police, courts, and corrections agencies so 
that policies implemented in one part of the system would not have 
an adverse effect on other components. 

The Dirksen amendments required each state to create a state crim
inal justice planning agency (SPA) and to develop an annual compre
hensive plan. These amendments were intended, in part, to address 
the concerns of the President's Crime Commission. The amendments 
were also intended to assure that there was a coordinated intergov
ernmental approach to crime control in each state. 

The block grant was also seen by its supporters as a way of mini
mizing substantive federal control over state and local law enforcement. 
In the Senate Judiciary Committee report on the Safe Streets Act, the 
supporters of block grants stated that the purpose of the block grant 
was "to insure that federal assistance to state and local law enforcement 
does not bring with it federal domination and control nor provide the 
machinery or potential for the establishment of a federal police force.,,14 

The United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit in 1971 
had an opportunity to comment on this latter concern of the block 
grant proponents. In a law suit challenging the lack of controls exerted 
over block grant expenditures, the court stated: 

"The dominant concern of Congress apparently was to guard 
against any tendency towards federalization of local police and 
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law enforcement agencies. Such a result, it was felt, would be less 
efficient than allowing local law enforcement officials to coordi
nate their state's overall efforts to meet unique local problems 
and conditions. Even mote important than Congress's search for 
efficiency and expertise was its fear that over-broad federal control 
of state law enforcement would result in the creation of an Or
wellian 'federal police force."'15 

The Senate passed the bill containing the Dirksen amendments by 
a 72 to 4 roll-call vote and fmal action on the legislation came on 
June 6, when the House accepted without change the Senate version.16 

On June 19, 1968, President Johnson signed into law the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968.17 -

A key assumption underlying the Safe Streets program was that, 
like many of the hundreds of new grant programs created by the 
Johnson Administration, "money makes a difference," -that is, the 
more funds that are available, the greater the possibility of reducing 
crime. 18 

While the federal government had been extending nonfinancial crim
inal justice assistance to state and local governments at the operational 
level for several years prior to the enactment of the Safe Streets Act, 
the Act was the first major effort to provide financial assistance for 
state and local criminal justice efforts.19 The Safe Streets Act had three 
basic purposes: 

o the stimulation of efforts to improve the effectiveness of state 
and local criminal justice agencies; 

o the coordin;~tion of the activities of state and local criminal 
justice systems; 

o the upgrading of the capabilities of state and local criminal 
justice agencies to deal with crime.20 

The Safe Streets Act also gave the federal government new powers to 
enforce control over the sale and possession of handguns.21 It made 
possession of firearms by convicted felons a federal Clime.22 It also 
made unauthorized wiretapping a federal crime.23 

Title I of the Safe Streets Act which established the LEAA program, 
had the following major provisions: 

Administration. A Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA) was established within the Department of Justice. In 
doing so, Congress severely limited the authority of the Attorney 
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Laws and Regulations Governing the LEAA Program 

General over LEAA by establishing LEAA within the Depart
ment of Justice under the "general authority of the Attorney 
General." In essence, this meant that LEAA was to be free of 
the day-to-day supervision of the Attorney General to operate as 
an independent agency. LEAA was subject to the Attorney Gen
eral's control only when the Attorney General established policies 
of general applicability to the entire Justice Department. The 
Attorney General did have final authority to recommend to the 
President and the Office of Management and Budget the amount 
of funds that should be appropriated each year for the LEAA 
programs. 

The LEAA was put under the direction of a "troika"-an ad
ministrator and two associate administrators, appointed by the 
President, and confirmed by the Senate. The "troika" had au
thority jointly to carry out, the functions, powers and duties of 
the LEAA. 

Block Grants. Block grants were authorized under Part B of the 
Act to cover up to 90 percent of the total cost of the operation 
of state planning agencies (SPAs), which were to be created or 
designated by the governor of each state and were to develop 
annual comprehensive criminal justice plans. The SP A was to 
have a representative character including representatives of law 
enforcement and units of local government. Each state was to be 
allocated each year a flat amount of $100,000, with the remainder 
of planning funds to be distributed on a popUlation basis. Forty 
percent of the planning grant funds were to be made available to 
local jurisdictions. 
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Under Part C of the Act, eigh~y-five percent of the so-called 
"action grant" funds were to be allocated to the states on a 
popUlation basis as block grants, with seventy-five percent of the 
funds to be passed through to local governments. In order to 
receive a block action grant, the state had to submit a compre
hensive plan that met certain requirements, including special em
phasis on organized crime and civil disorder programs. The federal 
government was authorized to pay up to seventy-five percent of 
the total cost for organized-crime and riot-control projects, fifty 
percent for construction projects, and sixty percent for other ac
tion purposes. One significant limitation, added by those con
cerned about federal control of state and local law enforcement 
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personnel, specified that not more than one-third of any action 
grant could be used for personnel compensation, i.e., salaries. 

Discretionary Grants. Fifteen percent of the Part C actiori funds 
were set aside to be awarded at the sole discretion of the troika. 
The only limit on the use of these funds was that they be awarded 
to state and local governments for law enforcement and criminal 
justice programs. 

Research. The Act, following another recommendation of the 1967 
Crime Commission, established a National Institute of Law En
forcero,ent and Criminal Justice within the LEAA with its own 
director. The National Institute was authorized to make grants 
for research, demonstration, and training programs. 

Education. The Act created a program of direct student loans 
and grants to be awarded to individuals enrolled in college and 
graduate school level programs. The loans and grants could be 
forgiven if the student pursued a career in law enforcement or 
criminal justice. 

Technical Assistance and Training. The administrator of LEAA 
was authorized to use funding to provide technical assistance to 
state and local law enforcement and criminal justice agencies. The 
Act also contained limited authority to carry out training pro
grams. 

Funding. Approximately $100 million was authorized for FY 1969 
and $300 million for FY 1970. The initial $100 million was divided 
into $25 million for planning grants, $50 million for law enforce
ment action grants, and $25 million for training, education, tech
nical assistance and research. 

The basic eiements of the comprehensive planning process estab
lished by the statute are shown in schematic form in Figure 1. 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 was a 
product of political compromise. As is generally the case in these 
situations, the reSUlting legislation contained proyisions that, if fnot 
contradictory, were at least pursuing somewhat different goals. Al
though the Act was generally regarded as a block grant program it 
had distinct categorical features which excluded certain areas of fund
ing and encouraged others. The mandated pass-through. of planning 
and action funds to local governments, for example, prevented effective 
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FIGURE 1 

Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
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state controi of the program. On the other hand, the Act required the 
States to set priorities and guide programs according to a statewide 
comprehensive plan. 

Then, there were the more emotional and explosive issues underlying 
the enactment of the Safe Streets Act including the fear of a national 
. police force and the Congressional conviction that the nation's cities 
and states needed to be equipped to suppress civil disorders. The 
concern over the first issue led to sharp limits on the level of grant 
funding which could be used for salaries. The concern over the second 
issue led Congress ('0 include a special program directing LEAA to 
give its first grants to state and local governments for riot control 
equipment. 

Initial Implementation of the A~t 
On October 21, 1968, the first members of the troika were nominated. 

They took office as recess appointments of President Johnson.24 Pres
ident Richard M. Nixon withdrew these nominations and named three 
of his own nominees, who were not confirmed until the early spring 
of 1969.25 

The troika structure prevented effective management and control of 
the agency, and resulted in extensive delays in decision-making and 
policy development. These problems led to the resignation of the first 
Nixon-appointed administrator, Charles Rogovin in little more than 
a year after his appointment. 26 

The lag in establishing permanent leadership and the need to obtain 
troika approval for agency actions naturally led to delays in developing 
policy and guidelines for use by the SP As in preparing their compre
hensive plans. Congress specified that funds for the first year of op
eration had to be expended on or before June 30, 1969, the end of the 
federal government's fiscal year. Time pressures and limited staff, 
resulting from the problems with the troika, ultimately led to a rather 
hurried development of guidelines, a rushed review of the state plans 
and midnight approvals of grant awards.27 

Despite the problems with the troika, some progress in organizing 
the agency was made. By June 1970, when Rogovin resigned, an 
organizational structure for program development and implementation 
emerged. (See Figure 2.) This structure with some changes in titles of 
offices and in the supervisory chain of command remained essentially 
intact until the last years of the LEAA opera*ion. 

The Office of Law Enforcement Programs (OLEP) was the largest 
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component of LEAA. The OLEP had responsibility for reviewing the 
planning-grant applications and the comprehensive plans submitted by 
the states. OLEP also had responsibility for the guidelines controlling 
the use and expenditure of planning and action grants funds. These 
guideline·s, initially conceived as a "guide" to states, quickly assumed 
the force and effect of regulations. The guidelines over the years im
posed significant and increasing controls on the discretion of the states 
to utilize their block grants as they saw fit. 

Because the LEAA Act was the first major federal block-grant 
program, there was no precedent for federal administration of these 
grants. Furthermore, because the Nixon Administration eagerly em
braced the hands-off approach underlying the block grant, LEAA was 
expected to give state and local governments as much latitude as 
possible in setting priorities for the use of funds. 

Federal agencies had previously administered categorical grants 
which had strong "hands-on" federal control. The block grant concept 
and the Nixon Administration policy called for a much different per
spective on federal control of federal grants. The only leverage LEAA 
had on the state and local governments was through the approval or 
disapproval of state comprehensive plans. However, because LEAA 
believed the block grant concept prevented it from directing substantive 
changes in the plans, LEAA judged the adequacy of state plans against 
the rather general administrative requirements that were specified in 
the 1968 Act and in the guidelines developed by OLEP. 

Regional offices were established to serve as a liaison between the 
states and the central office of LEAA, interpreting guidelines and 
reviewing plans initially for completeness. The troika retained authority 
for review and approval of state plans. In addition, OLEP divided the 
plan review responsibility between the regional offices and the OLEP 
program divisions which were set up before the regional offices came 
into existence. The program divisions also had responsibility to develop 
programs for the expenditure of the 15 percent of the Part C action 
grant funds that were set aside for discretionary grants, and to provide 
technical assistance to states in plan development and implementation 
and in general criminal justice problem areas. 

The second largest agency within LEAA was the National Institute 
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. The Law Enforcement 
Education Programs (LEEP) were carried out by the Office of Aca
demic Assistance. This office established guidelines for academic pro
grams that met statutory requirements and administered the student 
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loan and grant program. A small statistical analysis and computer 
system development program was carried out by the National Criminal 
Justice Information and Statistics Analysis Service. 

The Crime Control Act of 1970 
During 1970, the problems created by the troika system and by 

other provisions of the Act became apparent.The National League of 
Cities and the U.S. Conference of Mayors were critical of the program 
because the urban areas, which had far higher crime rates than the 
rural areas, were not receiving an adequate share of Safe Streets funds. 
There were numerous charges that LEAA was funding the purchase 
of needless riot-control equipment. (This criticism was based almost 
exclusively on the one-time 1968 civil disorder program created by 
Congress.) Many charged that disproportionally large. amounts of state 
block-grant funds were being allocated to police and to "hardware" 
purchases. Other problems included lack of standards for represen
tation on SP A supervisory boards, and inadequate fiscal controls on 
expenditures. 

These charges, as well as suggesticn.s made by LEAA and the states 
and local governments to correct other problems created by the 1968 
Act, led Congress in December, 1970 to adopt several amendments to 
the original Safe Streets Act. 28 These amendments established a new 
grant program (Part E) for corrections purposes, gave the administrator 
of LEAA new authOlity and required states to assure that high-crime 
areas received an adequate share of funds. Congress also altered the 
state matching and local pass-through funding requirements. (Figure 
3 sets out the major changes.) 

Part E-Corrections Program: The 1970 Act, in response to 
charges that corrections was not being adequately funded, established 
a new program (part E) for correctional programs and for the con
struction and renovation of correctional facilities. Part E authorized 
federal support for up to 75 percent of the total cost of a non-con
struction project. Previously it was limited to 50 percent. Fifty percent 
of the funds appropriated for Part E were to be made available for 
block grants to SP As on a population basis. Part E funds were to be 
an "add-on" to the previous level of correctional funding. 

The Troika: The 1968 Act was interpreted by the Attorney General 
to require the administrator of LEAA and the two associate admin
istrators to agree on all actions taken by LEAA. This often paralyzed 
the agency. To correct this problem Congress gave the administrator 
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all administrative powers, including the powers to appoint and super
vise personnel. Substantive powers and duties could be exercised by 
the administrator with the concurrence of at least one of the associate 
administrators. The House report set forth the rationale for the amend
ments as follows: 

In this manner, LEAA retains the advantages of collective judg
ment, experience, and expertise without suffering administrative 
delays and uncertainties inherent in a system requiring unanimous 
tripartite decisions.29 

The Planning Process: In response to concerns over the member
ship of state supervisory boards, Congress set mandatory minimum 
representation requirements for the advisory boards of the state plan
ning units. The new amendments required that the boards be repre
sentative not only of law enforcement agencies but also units of general 
local government, public agencies maintaining programs to reduce and 
control crime, and the general community. 

Congress also adopted an amendment requiring the states to give 
major cities and counties planning funds to develop comprehensive 
plans and to coordinate action programs at the local level. In addition, 
LEAA was authorized to waive this requirement upon finding that it 
would be inappropriate in view of the respective law enforcement 
responsibilities of the state and its local units of government or that 
it would not contribute to effective, statewide planning. Another 
amendment authorized action grant funding by states, for criminal 
justice coordinating councils in units of general local government or 
combinations thereof having a population of 250,000 or more. These 
criminal justice coordinating councils (CJCCs) were to provide im
proved coordination of all law enforcement activities at the local level. 

Funding for High Crime Areas: In 1970, the ACIR found that 
while the states were attempting to respond to the needs of their local 
jurisdictions funds were being too widely distributed among large num
bers of rural and suburban units of local government.30 They were not 
being "funneled," ACIR contended, to large urban areas that had the 
greatest incidence of crime or contributed a large share of total state
local police outlays.31 Congress responded by directing states to provide 
an "adequate" share of funding to high crime areas and leaving to 
LEAA to determine by guidelines what constituted an adequate share 
of funding. 32 

State and Local Share of Funding: State and local governments 
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LEAA also underwent a reorganization. A management group es-

, 1 

objected to the 40 percent matching funds required by the 1968 Act. ' 1 tablished by the new administrator, Jerris Leonard, ~laced the sta~e 
d I 

The original requirement resulted frOIn the concerns about federal j and local grant programs under a single office (se~ ~lgure 4). In .thlS 

(I 

"{ 

control of local law enforcement, and from the desire of Congress to 
i stnlcture one person under the level of the ad~strator prOVIded .1 

-,~ 
encourage fmancial commitments by state and local governments to ;1 t uniform ~olicies and control over decisions a~ectrng .state an~ local 

the c.riminal justice system. However, because the 40 percent matching rl governments. This was coupled, however, wlth an Increase m the 
il 1 

requlfement was seen as creating an unfair fiscal burden, the required 
J[ 

t :, 
independence of the regional offices. . 'I 

lJ 

match was reduced to 25 percent. Congress specified that this include 
I, During this same period there was mountmg ~oncern ~ver the ef-I 

a 10 percent match in the form of casiu appropriations. States were 
I 

11 fectiveness of the LEAA funding in reducing cnme. Jems Leonard, i 

required to contribute a minimum of one-fourth of this non-Federal 
f ,i 

in 1972 had set crime reduction as LEAA's goal, ~nd people were 
1 

cash match. f beginning to measure LEAA against this goal desplte the fact that 
M L 

~ongress further helped local jurisdictions by replacing the popu-
' ' LEAA funds were contributing only a small a~oun~ to 3!he overall ! ' 
\ 

latlOn pass through formula for action funds to allow a flexible pass- 1 efforts of state and local governments to deal wlth cnme. . 

through formula for action grants. This formula required the states to L Crime was still on the rise and Congress and ot~ers were asking 

pass through to local governments a portion of the action grant funds 
\ ' whether LEAA was doing its job. The comprehensIve plans of the t r 

corresponding to the portion of statewide ]law enforcement expenditures 
I \ 

states and the overall planning process became the ~o~us of many ?f 

incurred by local jurisdictions in the preceding fiscal year. the inquiries. Pressure was also increasing for confllC~mg changes In 
~ \ 

Salary Limit: As noted earlier, Congress placed the one-third per- n t the program. Congressional critics, for example, questIoned th~ effec-

sonnel compensation limit on the use of block grant funds to prevent 
R L tiveness of LEAA's efforts to assure that the s~ates were making the 

; "t} 

~ 
" 

local dependence on Federal aid. Howeve:r, this severely restricted the \i 
b t f LEAA funds 34 At the same time, unlts of local government es uses o· .. h . 

degree of local flexibility in developing anti-crime programs~ most of ! 1. d that the states were taking too much time to reVIew t err 

t I comp arne . 1 . th 
which required additional manpower. This, in tum, contributed to 

\1 

plans and were focusing too much attention on deve opIng e com-

high expenditures for hardware and consultants. Congress modified h . 1 35 
\1 pre enSlve pans. 

~he limits on salary payments to exclude salaries for personnel engaged II As the controversy over the LEAA program increased, and as state 

m research, demonstration, or training programs. Congress continued It i and local governments were still trying to understand the 1971 Act 

to require that not more than one-third of any grant be expended for rl 
\1 

and the guidelines issued by LEAA to implement that Act, Congress 

the compensation of police or other law enforcement personnel engaged 
1 prepared to consider further amendments to the Safe Streets Act. 

I 

in routine activities. .J 
1 The Crime Control Act of 1973 

Implementation of the Safe Streets A.ct: 1970-1973 " On March 14, 1973, President Nixon sent a special crime mess~ge 'I 
In 1971 and 1972 LEAA continued to refine its guidelines. The Part 

.1 to Congress together with a bill to tum LEAA into a revenue-~hanng '1 

C an? Part E guidelines consisted of detailed discussions of and specific 
36 The bill was designed to give the states substantlal new 

program. 'd· tl 
reqmrements for each section of the Congressionally mandated plans. controls over the use of federal crime control fun~s. It. ~as lrec y 

At the same time LEAA expanded its guidelines relating to financial t odds with the concerns of LEAA and some of Its cntlcs over the , 
p 

~ontro!. This latter development resulted from a variety of factors, , ~eed to assure that the funds were being spent properly. . 
" , , 

mc1udrng the results of the first audits done by LEAA, which estab- The special revenue-sharing proposal would ~ave c?nsol1dated 
,; 

" 

lished that a number of states had not set up adequate fiscal controls LEAA action grants, corrections grants, and techmcal asslstance and 
II 

to assure proper expenditures of funds. The strong emphasis on fi- manpower development funds into a single grant program. Law en- ., 

nancial accountability at the time undoubtedly influenced the newly- forcement funds were to be distributed by formula among the states ' ~ 
" 

expanded regional offices and led to a strong concern in many offices t 

with local governments receiving an a8sured 70 percent pass-through. 

for fiscal control and technical compliance with guidelines. , 
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\ The 1973 revenue sharing proposal also eliminated matching-fund 
requirements. States would no longer need to establish planning agen
cies to draw up comprehensive plans and administer Safe Streets funds. 
States would only be required to have a state planning and policy 
development organization to administer funding. LEAA would be 
authorized only to comment on state plans and make such comments 
public. However, program evaluation and aUditing requirements were 
retained and strengthened in this proposal. 37 

Although the Crime Control Act of 197338 contained certain limited 
concepts of the special revenue-sharing proposal, Congress also opted 
for greater federal intervention and control. 39 

The 1973 Act extended the LEAA program for an additional three 
years, and retained the requirements for establishment of state planning 
agencies, preparation of comprehensive plans and federal approval of 
plans, as well as numerous requirements that limited the scope of state 
and local government discretion in expending funds. 

Components of the Administration's law enforcement revenue-shar
ing bill which were contained in the 1973 Act inCluded provisions for 
discretionary grants for interstate metropolitan regional planning units, 
increased citizen participation requirements, increased attention on 
juvenile justice programs, and elimination of the troika. 

A discussion of key provisions of the 1973 Act follows. (See 
Figure 5.) 

LEAA Administration: Both the Congress and the Department of 
Justice recognized that LEAA could not be effectively managed by a 
committee. The "troika" was finally eliminated and the administrator 
of LEAA was given full responsibility to run LEAA. In lieu of two 
associate administrators, the amendment provided for two deputy ad
ministrators. 

Representation on Planning Agencies: The requirements for rep
resentation on the advisory boards of SPAs were changed to assure 
representation of citizen, professional, and community organizations. 
The Congress also changed the representation requirements for boards 
of regional planning units (RPUs). The RPUs had been set up by 
many states for improved local criminal justice planning and allocation 
of local pass-through funds. Congress mandated that a majority of the 
membership of the RPU s' boards be composed of locally-elected of
ficials. 

Matching Requirements: Matching requirements for discretionary 
Part C and Part E block grant funds were set at 10 percent, except 
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for construction projects, which were to continue on a 50-50 match 
basis. The match for non-construction projects was to be "hard" match, 
i.e., appropriated money. States were required to provide half the local
government matching requirements of LEAA-funded projects. 

Plan Requirements: States were required to provide procedures so 
that political subdivisions with 250,000 or more inhabitants could 
submit a single annual comprehensive plan to the state and receive 
funds based on approval of that plan. This requirement was a clear 
compromise intended to allow localities to develop their own priorities 
for use of LEAA funds and to reduce budgetary uncertainty, and to 
minimize delay in the funding of local projects. 

States were required to approve or disapprove local government 
projects within 90 days. The statements of LEAA's supporters and 
critics over the purpose of the 90-day approval serve to highlight one 
of the fundamental conflicts inherent in the LEAA program when 
read with the requirements for increased accountability. In explaining 
the purpose the proposed 90-day limitation would serve, Representative 
Peter Rodino, a traditional LEAA supporter, noted: 

[N]ew provisions-while assuring appropriate time for mean
ingful consideration-address the serious problems that have de,. 
layed the disbursement of these moneys to the States and localities 
in . .,.the past. LEAA is mandated to review State plans within 90 
days of submission, and in tum the States are directed to insure 
the establishment of procedures that will expedite the flow of their 
funds to the units of general local government. 

It is in these latter regards that I believe this legislation will 
most greatly enhance the fight against crime. Too often in the 
past, the Congress has appropriated these desperately needed 
moneys only to have the States and localities experience frustrating 
delays in receiving their funds from both the Federal and State 
levels. In many cases, these delays have left funds undisbursed to 
the units of general local government over a period of 2 or more 
fiscal years. Diligent enforcement of the new provisions should 
result in a faster fund flow, more consistent with the real needs 
in these areas.4O 

Representative Barbara Jordan, a supporter of the basic LEAA con
cept, offered the following additional explanation: 

I would also like to call your attention to the time limits this 
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bill places on the grant-making process for both the Federal-State 
block grants and the State-local project grants. A major portion 
of the testimony presented during the Committee's hearings was 
directed at the deplorable delay and inefficiency in putting LEAA 
funds to work by a cumbersome bureaucracy. Local governments 
often wait 6 months to a year after submitting applications for 
LEAA funds to State agencies before the applications are approved 
and the grants made. The Committee also wanted to assure that 
the strengthened requirements for LEAA prior approval of State 
plans did not result in further delays in allocating funds to State 
planning agencies. Consequently, a time limit of 90 days for the 
approval of State plans and a limit of 60 days for the approval 
of grant applications to State planning agencies by local units of 
government have been added to the bills.41 

~epresentative Robert Drinan, a traditional opponent of much of 
the LEAA program, stated that the proposed time limitations "should 
speed up the process of providing LEAA funds at the local level and 
reduce the uncertainties of grant applications that have deterred some 
law enforcement agencies from seeking LEAA funds.,,42 Representative 
Elizabeth Holtzma,n, a supporter, noted that "[olne of the major prob
lems under the existing legislation is that localities often have to wait 
as long as a year to receive funds from the State. ,,43 

Accountability: Congress also made LEAA more accountable for 
supervising the states in preparing and administering comprehensive 
plans by requiring that no state plan could be approved unless LEAA 
found that the plan demonstrated "a determined effort· to improve the 
quality of law enforcement and criminal justice throughout the state 
and established statewide priorities for the improvement and coordi
nation of all aspects of law enforcement and criminal justice .... "44 

Evaluation of state programs was made a function of the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. States were re
quired to submit reports on Safe Streets projects to allow the Institute 
to evaluate these programs.45 

Juvenile Justice: Congress required the states to include in their 
annual comprehensive plans a "comprehensive program for juvenile 
justice." This was a specific response to the need for immediate action 
to require states to invest in more programs for juvenile delinquents. 

Authorization and Appropriation Authority: Appropriations were 
authorized for FY 1974 and 1975 at $1 billion each year, and the FY 
1976 appropriation was authorized at $1.25 billion. 
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Administration of the LEAA Program-The Problem of Red 
Tape-1973.1976 

Virtually all of the changes mandated by the 1973 Act resulted in 
increased guidelines. The guidelines together with review of compre
hensive plans, continued to be the principal means by which LEAA 
enforced the requirements of the Act. The requirements concerning 
the composition of supervisory boards, the approval of applications 
and plans within 90 days, the structure and content of the compre
hensive plans, and state and local match, each resulted in additional 
guidelines which states had to address satisfactorily in their compre
hensive plans. 

The number of guidelines increased greatly, and by 1974 their length 
exceeded several hundred pages. The increase resulted primarily from 
amendments to the 1968 Act that imposed additional conditions on 
LEAA and state and local recipients. (Figures 1, 3, and 5 show how 
the statutory conditions imposed on the basic planning process changed 
from 1968 to 1973.) Each of the statutory amendments had an extensive 
legislative history and each required specific implementing guidelines. 
Additional guidelines resulted from criticisms directed at the agency 
by Congressional committees and the General Accounting Office. Fol
lowing hearings in the early 1970s on abuses in the procurement of 
radio and telecommunication equipment, LEAA, for example, issued 
extensive guidelines controlling state and local procurement.46 An elab
orate review procedure was established to control procurements under 
LEAA grants. 47 

Executive directives, particularly Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) Circulars, were yet another source of guidelines. OMB Circular 
A-I02 issued in 1973, established policies that were a major source of 
new guidelines imposed on state and local governments by LEAA. 
This circular, which did not recognize any difference between the 
hundreds of narrow federal categorical grants and the handful of 
federal block grants, imposed a wide range of new controls on ex
penditures under grants, ranging from the requirement that states use 
a uniform application 'and grant forms with detailed "special condi
tions," to requirements controlling audit, procurement, property man
agement and fiscal controls. There were other similar documents, and 
Appendix I sets out the major government-wide administrative direc
tives controlling expenditures of federal grant funds. 

Another major source of guidelines were the separate laws that 
imposed requirements on recipients of all federal grants. Initially, 
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LEAA concluded that its block grants were not governed by these 
laws. In 1971 the courts held otherwise and by 1973 the adverse effects 
of the landmark decision in Ely v. Velde/8 the first case to test the 
application of the block-grant concept to Federal strings, were being 
felt by states. 

Ely v. Velde arose out of a block grant that LEAA made to the 
State of Virginia. In making the block grant, LEAA approved the 
~0mprehensive plan prepared by the State of Virginia in accordance 
with the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. The plan 
indicated that Virginia intended to spend approximately $500,000 for 
a correctional facility. The expenditure of these funds was consistent 
with the Safe Streets Act. The plan did not specify where Virginia 
planned to build the facility. 

At the time the Virginia plan was approved by LEAA, Virginia had 
not yet selected a final site. After the plan was approved, Virginia 
announced in a local newspaper that it intended to build a new penal 
facility in Green Springs, Virginia. Virginia did not notify LEAA of 
the selection of this site because it was not required by LEAA guidelines 
to do so. 

Shortly after the announcement, a lawsuit was filed against the 
Administrator of LEAA and the Head of the Department of Correc
tions in Virginia. The lawsuit alleged that Virginia had failed to comply 
with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A) and the recently
enacted National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in selecting a site 
for the prison facility and that the Administrator of LEAA had failed 
to enforce NHPA and NEP A. 

In their defense, LEAA and the State of Virginia contended that 
the LEAA program was a block-grant program and, under the LEAA 
law, the location for the penal facility was a state concern and not a 
Federal concern. LEAA contended that the State in expending LEAA 
funds did not have to comply with NEP A since the decision on where 
to build a penal facility was the state's decision and not subject to the 
review or disapproval of the Federal government. The district court 
agreed with this ratio~ale and ruled against the plaintiffs. 

The court of ~ppeals disagreed and overruled the district court, 
making the following observation: 

The. LEAA insists that it is not obliged to comply-indeed it 
may not comply-with NHP A and NEP A because it has been 
disabled, when approving block grants, from imposing any con-
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ditions not found in the Safe Streets Act itself. Support for this 
proposition is claimed in the language and the policy inherent in 
the Safe Streets Act. 

* * * 

45 

Reliance in the present case is misplaced, for it is plain that the 
LEAA has overdrawn the 'hands off policy of the Safe Streets 
Act. Properly read, neither the Act's language nor its policy 
prohibits or excuses compliance with NHP A. and NEP A.49 

In 1975 there were 19 different "cross-cutting" laws which goverp.ed 
the expenditure of federal grants which, under the rationale of the 
ruling in Ely v. Velde, neither prohibited nor excused compliance with 
these statutes. (Appendix II.) 

In 1973, LEAA had undergone another reorganization which di
vided the state and local grant program among several offices within 
LEAA. (See Figure 6.) 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 
By 1974, Congressional dissatisfaction with the low emphasis placed 

by LEAA on juvenile justice peaked. Congressional critics charged 
that LEAA's approach had been to see the juvenile offender in terms 
of crime and punishment. In their view, LEAA had not provided 
adequate funds for juvenile delinquency problems, particularly pre
vention, and had not succeeded in bringing about effective coordination 
of Federal juvenile delinquency programs. 

Ultimately Congress passed the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974 and established an Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention in LEAA to administ~r it. The Senate 
Judiciary Committee stated that the purpose of the Act was as follows: 

The Committee bill, as amended, provides for Federal leader
ship and coordination of the resources necessary to develop and 
implement at the State and local community level effective pro
grams for the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency. 
Towards this end, it establishes a new Juvenile Justice and De
linquency Prevention program within the Department of Justice, 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, to provide com
prehensive national leadership for attacking the problems of ju
venile delinquency and to insure coordination of all delinquency 
activities of the Federal government.so 
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Senator Birch Bayh was the principal supporter of the: new legis
lation. His views on the need for, and the purpose of, th~~ legislation 
were stated as follows in the Senate Judiciary Committee report: 

LEAA will have to take leadership in the prevention alnd treat
ment of juvenile delinquency in order to administer S. 821, as 
amended. The theory of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act, which created LEAA, is that the vast bulk of funds 
should go to the states for law enforcement and criminal justice 
improvement and that the states decide how to use their funds. 
Under S. 821 which creates a new "Part F" to the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act, LEAA will have to push forward 
with new national initiatives to help reduce involvement of chil
dren in the criminal justice system. LEAA will be expected to 
work with human service agencies at the national and the state 
level to coordinate their efforts to prevent juveniles from entering 
the juvenile justice system. In order to administer S. 821, LEAA 
will also have to develop its juvenile delinquency research and 
vastly improve its evaluation of Federal juvenile delinquency pro
grams. 

LEAA is of course experienced in administering block grant 
criminal justice plans combined with discretionary funds similar 
to aspects of S .. 821's juvenile justice plans and direct special 
emphasis grants. Hopefully LEAA will use this expertise with a 
clear mandate to prevent delinquency, such as is contained in 
S. 821, to produce an effective delinquency prevention rehabili
tation program in LEAA. If Congress mandates the role for 
LEAA, I will vigilantly review LEAA's activities to assure that 
the strong accountable Federal response to the delinquency crisis 
required by S. 821 is forthcoming. 51 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 as 
fmally passed by Congress (1) created a new state grant program which 
provided for distribution of funds among states on the basis of the 
states' juvenile population; (2) created a new "special emphasis" dis
cretionary grant program for juvenile justice and delinquency preven
tion; (3) required SP As to include representatives of agencies related 
to the prevention of juvenile delinquency on the State Planning Agency 
Supervisory Boards; (4) established an Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention to administer the new grant programs; (5) 
established a National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
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Prevention; and (6) required the states to maintain Part C funding for 
juvenile delinquency programs at the fiscal 1972 level in order to be 
eligible for juvenile justice formula grants.52 (See Figure 7.) 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act was signed 
into law on September 7, 1974.53 

Implementation of the Juvenile Justice Act of 1974 
LEAA took the position that the juvenile justice formula grant 

program could be carried out as part of the overall LEAA-mandated 
state comprehensive plan. To this end, LEAA developed a limited set 
of regulations requiring the states to either set out a comprehensive 
juvenile justice subplan for use of the formula funds within the overall 
state comprehensive plan, or to designate portions of their overall state 
comprehensive plan which related to juvenile justice and which would 
serve as the equivalent of a separate comprehensive plan. 

Initial implementation of the 1974 Act was delayed because funding 
was not available for the first year of the program. When funding 
became available, the key requirements covered by the guidelines dealt 
with the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and separation of 
adult and juvenile offenders. LEAA went through an extensive guide
line-development effort and LEAA officials met with numerous public 
and private groups to come up with guidelines defining such issues as 
secure facilities, regular contact with adult persons and substantial 
compliance with the deinstitutionalization requirements. 

The Crime Control Act of 1976 
By 1976, concern over the administration and direction of the LEAA 

program portended significant changes for the program. Numerous 
authoritative groups criticized the program for failure to provide ef
fective leadership, and for failure to bring about needed changes in 
the criminal justice system. Members of the state judiciary asserted 
that the LEAA program had ignored their needs and problems. The 
National Conference of State Legislatures challenged the authority of 
the governors to spend LEAA funds without legislative involvement. 
Units of local government complained about the excessive control over 
funding by state planning agencies. Finally, critics of LEAA's civil 
rights program made LEAA's record in this area a principal focus of 
the 1976 House Judiciary Committee hearings. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations sum
marized the conflicts facing Congress in 1976 as follows: 
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[T]he legislative history of the Safe Streets Act reflects an evolution 
over a seven-year period of certain congressional ambiguities in 
legislative intent and shifts of funding mechanisms and functional 
emphasis to achieve the intent. Beginning as a broad grant pro
gram designed to reduce crime and improve the administration 
of justice within a systemic perspective, but intended to emphasize 
law enforcement, the Safe Streets Act over the years has been 
repeatedly categorized in response to changing congressional 
priorities. By 1971, corrections had come to the forefront, followed 
by crime "control" in 1973 and juvenile justice in 1974. At present, 
Congress is considering the need for special statutory recognition 
to be given to courts and large urban communities. These statutory 
changes have been accompanied by shifts in attitudes regarding 
LEAA's role vis-a-vis the states in implementing the Act. All of 
this action has occurred within the block-grant framework; yet 
the legislative life cycle of Safe Streets seems typical of the Part
nership for Health block grant and several formula-based cate
gorical programs. At the outset, the functional scope and amount 
of recipient discretion are broad. Over time, both become more 
and more restricted. The net result is confused expectations on 
the part of both the grantor and grantee as to intergovernmental 
relationships in block grant administration. Whether the 1975-
1976 period will witness continuation of the categorization trend, 
a stabilization, or a reversal, remains to be seen.54 

The 1976 hearings were the most contentious LEAA had faced, 
and, as anticipated by the ACIR, the amendments made by the Crime 
Control Act of 197655 resulted in a major restructuring of the program. 
The block-grant nature of the program was all but eliminated in favor 
of stricter programmatic and fiscal controls with additional ear-mark
ing of funds for the state judiciary and for community anti-crime 
programs. 

The 1976 amendments were summarized by Senator Kennedy as 
follows: 

S.2212 makes the following major changes in the structure and 
administration of the LEAA program: 
... It makes clear, after 8 years of ambiguity and misinterpre
tation, that LEAA is a crime fighting vehicle and that the primary 
purpose of the LEAA program is to prevent and reduce crime 
and detect, apprehend, and rehabilitate criminals; 
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· .. It allows State and local judiciaries to establish their own 
planning committees to plan for the judicial needs of the State. 
Such independent plaruiing committees are essential if court plan
ning is to succeed. The committees would, however, work closely 
with the state planning agency in developing a judicial plan con
sistent with the State's overall comprehensive plan. 
· .. It authorizes cities, urban counties, or local government units 
to submit a comprehensive plan to the state planning agency. If 
approved, a mini-block-grant award would be made to such gov
ernment units with no further action on specific project appli
cations being required at the State level. 
[T]his provision provides the type of comprehensive assistance to 
our cities which I and others have been trying to incorporate into 
the LEAA program since 1970. It allows our cities-where crime 
continues to run rampant-to engage in comprehensive criminal 
justice planning without being side-tracked by bureaucratic con
ditions imposed on them by the States. 
· .. It provides that federal LEAA funds be directed to areas of 
the country faced with high crime incidence whether such areas 
be located in urban or rural sections of the nation. Thus, not only 
our cities but our rural areas as well will benefit from this pro
VISIon. 

· .. The statutory prohibition on LEAA grants for personal com
pensation is modified, allowing LEAA funds to be used by lo
calities to hire more personnel, such as judges, police, and 
correctional officers in order to carry out innovation programs. 
· .. Major changes are made for the first time in the evaluation, 
aUditing, and monitoring functions of LEAA. The bill would make 
LEAA responsible for evaluating and auditing, not only the com-: 
prehensive plans submitted for approval, but also the impact of. 
programs already approved in order to determine whether such 
programs were of any value in reducing and combatting crime. 
A detailed scheme for the proper evaluation and auditing of pro
grams is laid out in the bill. 
· .. Extensive congressional oversight of LEAA is provided for 
the first time with LEAA being required to submit an annual 
report detailing its policies and priorities for reducing crimle, its 
evaluation procedures, the number of state plans approved and 
disapproved, and the number of LEAA programs discontinued. 
· .. It authorizes LEAA to establish and implement new programs 
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designed to aid our nation's elderly citizens in t~eir losing struggle 
against crime. 
... This bill provides the various state legislatures with an op
portunity to offer suggestions and recommiendations to the state 
planning agencies, to be incorporated into the overall compre
hensive plan. 56 (See Figure 8.) 

Judicial Participation: There were extensive amendments relating 
to the judiciary's role in LEAA programs designed to ensure both 
judicial participation in the overall comprehensive planning' process 
and a greater allocation of funds for court programs. The amendments 
mandated judicial representation on the supervisory boards of state 
planning agencies; authorized the highest court of each state to estab
lish or designate a judicial planning committee for the preparation of 
an annual judicial plan; required state planning agencies to make 
available to the committees at least $50,000 for planning funds; au
thorized the judicial planning committees to develop a multi-year 
comprehensive plan for improvement of the courts to be included in 
the overall comprehensive plan submitted by the state; and specified 
that LEAA could not approve a plan unless it provided an adequate 
share of funds for court programs. 57 

Mini-Block Grants: Another major amendment in 1976 was re
sponsive to the concerns of milts of local government over controls 
the states were exercising in reviewing their applications for pass
through funding. The Act was am,ended to specifically provide that 
units of local governments, or combinations of units, having a popu-
1ation of at least 250,000 could develop their own comprehensive plans. 
The local plan could only be disapproved if the state found that 
implementation was inconsistent with the overall state plan. Upon 
approval of the local plan, states were required to give the units of 
local government a "mini-block" grant to carry out the plan. The local 
governments, for all intents and purposes, as suggested by Senator 
Kennedy's comments, had finally won the direct federalism fight they 
lost in 1968. 

State Legislative Oversight: The role of state legislatures in the 
LEAA program had been unclear from the beginning of the; program, 
and state legislative oversight of LE.AA programs varied· widely in 
1976. Some state legislatures routinely approved the programs set out 
in the state plans. Other state legislatures felt that they did not have 
the authority to approve or review the plan submitted by the Governor 
to LEAA. 
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Crime Control Act of 1976 
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The 1976 amendments specifically required the governor to submit 
the comprehensive state plan to a legislature for its review prior to 
submission by the Administration. The amendments also required the 
states to establish by legislation the overall state agency responsible 
for administering the program. This latter provision proved to be one 
of the most important changes in the 1976 Act because through the 
legislative establishment mechanism, many state planning agencies be
came a permanent part of state government and survived the lean years 
of funding that began in 1977. 

Community Anticrime Program: Concerned over the lack of at
tention by LEAA to community and citizen crime prevention pro
grams, Congress established a special Community Anticrime Program 
and authorized $15 million to be appropriated for it. The funds were 
specifically earmarked to be used for the encouragement of neighbor
hood participation in crime prevention and public safety efforts. This 
proved to be an important feature of the 1976 Act, because many of 
the LEAA success stories arose out of types of community programs 
to which the Community Anticrime Program effort was directed. 

Civil Rights: The United States Civil Rights Commission and other 
civil rights organizations for several years had been critical of the lack 
of attention given by LEAA to the low levels of employment of mi
norities by criminal justice agencies. They asserted that LEAA had 
not properly carried out its mandate to require states to comply with 
the nondiscrimination provisions of the LEAA Act.58 An amendment 
was made in 1973 to direct LEAA to take administrative action to 
terminate funding to departments that did not comply with equal 
employment opportunity requirements. In 1976, however, a funda
mentally different approach was taken. 

The 1976 Civil Rights amendment, championed by Congresswoman 
Barbara Jordan, reaffirmed and strengthened LEAA's responsibility 
to require as a condition of receipt of a grant that no person be 
discriminated against on the basis of race, sex, religion, or national 
origin. The "Jordan Amendment" sharply curtailed the discretion of 
the administrator to rely on voluntary compliance efforts where find
ings of discrimination had been made in agencies receiving LEAA 
funds. The amendment explicitly required the administrator of LEAA, 
upon receiving notice that there had been a pattern or practice of 
discrimination to send immediately a letter to a governor to request 
compliance with the LEAA Act. All funding to the offending gov
ernmental unit was to be suspended within 90 days after the notice 
had been received by the state or unit of local government unless 
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compliance had been secured or an administrative law judge made a 
determination that the recipient of the letter was likely to show that 
discrimination had not, in fact, occurred. The suspension of funding 
would then be deferred under the statute until there was a full com
pliance hearing before the administrative law judge.59 

Other provisions of the Jordan Amendment authorized private par
ties to bring actions against government officials alleging that they had 
been discriminated against by a recipient of government funds. The 
statute expressly provided that attorney fees could be granted to the 
prevailing complainant in such actions. 

LEAA Stewardship of its Funding: The 1976 Act contained a 
number of requirements directed at increasing the controls that LEAA 
exercised over the spending of funds. Numerous reporting and eval
uation requirements were added throughout the Act. One such pro
vision required the Administrator to make an affmnative finding, based 
on an evaluation of a comprehensive plan, that the plan was likely to 
contribute to effective law enforcement and criminal justice in the-state 
or to make a significant effort to deal with crime. 

Other amendments authorized the National Institute of Law En
forcement and Criminal Justice to conduct evaluations of LEAA pro
grams; required LEAA to establish rules and regulations for proper 
aUditing, monitoring, and evaluation of programs by states; and in
creased the record-keeping requirements for states to facilitate effective 
LEAA audit and evaluation. 

The best evidence that Congress was concerned over the need to 
establish the effectiveness of funds came from section 519 of the 1976 
amendments which specified some 11 detailed categories of information 
that LEAA would be required to report annually to the President and 
the Committees on the Judiciary of the Senate and House. The report 
was required to include such things as an analysis of each state com
prehensive plan, including a description of the procedures followed by 
the state in order to audit, monitor, or evaluate programs; the numl?er 
of comprehensive plans approved by the administration without change 
and the number of plans which were disapproved; and the number of 
.and descriptions of programs and projects for which payments were 
terminated or suspended by LEAA and the states affected. 

The Lean Years: 1976·1982 
The 1976 Act led to a wholesale revision of LEAA guidelines. Each 

of the 20-plus specific requirements of the 1976 amendments required 
the establishment of detailed guidelines by LEAA. Such guidance was 
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clearly mandated by the Congress, which had sent a strong message 
that it wanted a more effective oversight of the LEAA program. 

Much of what Congress had hoped to achieve through the 1976 
amendments, however, never materialized. In 1977 the Carter Admin
istration began an evaluation of the LE.AA program with a view 
towards abolishing much of the state assistance program. A task group 
appointed in 1977 by Attorney General Griffin Bell, however, was not 
ready to abandon the state assistance program. The task group reported 
back to the Attorney General with substantial recommendations for 
changes. In its report, this group gave a brief but distinct indication 
of what it felt had happened to the program.60 Among the fmdings of 
the group were that: 

1. The detailed specification of the composition, structure, func
tions and administrative responsibilities of the planning agen
cies impeded effective development of criminal justice planning. 
As a result, such planning agencies had very little impact on 
allocation of non-LEAA state and local criminal justice funds. 

2. The detailed specification of the content of the required state 
plan encouraged state and local governments to focus on en
suring statutory compliance rather than undertaking effective 
planning. Indeed, the LEAA virtually assured the states that 
the plans would be approved as long as the requirements spec
ified in the statute were met. 

3. Amendments to the original statute, in particular those dealing 
with corrections, juvenile justice and courts, increased the com
plexity of the program and increased the problems faced in 
developing· effective plans and planning mechanisms. 

4. Numerous federal statutes which control all forms of grant 
assistance imposed substantial controls which resulted in stag
gering requirements on state agencies administering the LEAA 
programs. 61 

Given the lack of enthusiasm of the Carter Administration for the 
program, little was done to refme or change the guidelines that had 
been developed and put in place shortly after the passage of the 1976 
Act. Instead, the program began its drift towards ultimate termina
tion.62 

In addition to creating the task force to review and make recom
mendations about the future of the LEAA program, Attorney General 
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Griffin Bell also directed the LEAA to terminate the operations of its 
regional offices to substantially reduce its staffing levels. It was the 
first time that an Attorney General had made effective use of his 
overall power over LEAA through his control of the LEAA budget. 
In the years that followed, the Attorney General continued to use this 
power with greater and greater force t~ ~e.duce the overall staffing 
levels of LEAA, and redirect LEAA pnontles. 

Despite the many changes in its program, the LEAA organizational 
structure in 1978 remained much as it had in the early 1970s. (See 
Figure 9.) Major changes in this structure came only with ~he ~ddition 
of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency PreventIOn m 1974, 
the Office of Community Anticrime Programs in 1976, and the elim
ination of the LEAA regional offices in 1977. By 1978 the responsibility 

- for administering the plan and discretionary grants rested with the 
Office of Criminal Justice Programs. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act Amendments of 1977 

In 1977, Congress amended the Juvenile Justi~e ACt.63 The amend
ments passed by Congress were basically techmcal amend~ents ~e
signed to increase the independence of the Office of Juvemle Justtce 
and Delinquency Prevention within LEAA. 

Control Over State Programs: The principal changes in the Act 
were provisions giving the head of the Office of Juvenile Just~c~ and 
Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) independence from the admlmstra
tor of LEAA. The head of OJJDP was authorized to determine whether 
or not to approve the state comprehensive plans for compliance with 
the maintenance of effort and comprehensive juvenile justice planning 
provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act and the Safe Streets Act., , 

The Deinstitutionalization and Separation Requirements: The 
amendments clarified the deinstitutionalization and separation require
---+~ ~~ +1.. .... 10"'1.A A .... + fA mQV-p f'lp~r th~t the nrovisions applied to lJ,lCliL~ VI. LI.IC 1;7 I -r ~"''' ,,'-' ................ _____ ____ "~~ _... . .• _ 

status offenders as well as to so-caned nonof'fenders, i.e., the neglected 
and dependent children. The amendments also. made clear that the 
states had the discretion to determine the appropnate type of nonsecure 
or community-based alternatives to juvenile correction facilities re-
quired under the provisions under § 223(a)(12) of the A~t. . 

Matching Funds and Minimum Grants. The Act estabbshed a mm
imum grant award of $225,000 for each state and adopted a cash
match requirement. 

Composition of State J'uvenile Justice Advisory Boards: The 1974 
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Act required that each state establish a state advisory board to advise 
the overall state criminal justice supervisory board. The 1977 amend
ments broadened advisory board participation requirements to include 
the private business sector, youth workers and persons with special 
expertise in dealing with violent juveniles. In addition, they mandated 
that at least three youth members of the board must be or have been 
under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice system. 

The role of the advisory board was expanded to give it a direct 
responsibility to advise the governors and legislatures on juvenile justice 
matters and to review and comment on all juvenile-related grant ap
plications submitted to the state planning agencies. 

The amendments also gave the states flexibility in complying with 
the deinstitutionalization requirements. The Act was amended to give 
the states three years to achieve compliance with the deinstitutional
ization requirements of § 223(a)(12). States that achieved substantial 
compliance within the three-year periods could be given an additional 
two years to come into full compliance with the Act if the LEAA 
administrator determined they had made an unequivocal commitment 
to achieving full compliance within two years. 

Implementation of the 1977 Juvenile Justice Act 
In an effort to carry out the provisions' of the 1977 Act, the Office 

of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention concentrated its at
tention on assuring state compliance with the deinstitutionalization 
and separation requirements of the Juvenile Justice Act and on assuring 
that the states met the minimal funding requirements specified in the 
Crime Control Act for the juvenile justice programs. Issuance of guide
lines and imposition of special conditions on the annual plan were the 
principle means used by OJJDP to assure compliance. 

() 

By fiscal year 1979, 51 states and territories had agreed to participate' 
in the Juvenile Justice Act. Of the 51 participating states and territories, 
37 participated continuously since 1975, when funding first became 
available under the Act. The states not participating in the program 
in FY 1979 were Nebraska, Nevada, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South 
Dakota and Wyoming. 

Unlike the LEAA program the Juvenile Justice Program received 
strong congressional and administration support and received funding 
from Congress each year. 
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f 
1 
i 

Crime Control Act of 1979 
[1 

f 

The House and Senate judiciary Committees were not ready to f'· 

abandon the LEAA program. However, working from the recom- 11 

mendations of the Attorney General's task force and on the recom- I mendations of other groups, including the National Conference of State I 

Planning Agencies, the Congress began in 1978 a fundamental reas- I 
sessment of the LEAA program. The result was the Justice System ! 

Improvement Act64 which created the Office of Justice Assistance, 
Research and Statistics (OJARS). This office replaced previous LEAA 
administrative structure including within its new umbrella a new in-
dependent research arm, the National Institute of Justice and a new 
independent statistical body, the Bureau of Justice Statistics. 

, 
I 

The LEAA was retained as part of OJAilS, but its role was limited I to state and local fmancial assistance. The concept of comprehensive 
planning, and a planning agency focusing on LEAA funds were re- l placed with a requirement that states establish, or designate agencies, I 
to analyze overall criminal justice problems within each state and to ( 

1 
develop a set of goals, objectives, and priorities for the use of state ! 

I -t; 
! 

and local funds as well as federal funds. States were no longer required 
t to submit comprehensive plans. Instead, only an application was re-

. 
quired and LEAA could only fund programs which were proven to 
be effective, had a record of proven success, or had a high probability 
of improving the functioning of the criminal justice system. The Act 
contained a detailed specification of the only types of programs which 
could be funded. Over 20 separate programs were described. 

The LEAA was reorganized in accordance with the 1979 Act (see 
Figure 10), but the financial assistance provisions of the 1979 Act were 
never implemented.' Funding was not made available by the Congress 
for the program, and it was terminated in 1982. The research program 
of the National Institute of Justice, the statistics program of the Bureau <l 

of Justice Statistics, and the program of the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention continued. 

Conclusion if' 

~ This chapter has examined the laws and regulations governing the 
LEAA program. In 1968 when the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe k 
Streets Act 'was passed, it was hailed as the forerunner of a new 

~ 
t. 

~~ 

direction in federal assistance to state and local governments. The ~ 

states would receive block grants of funds to assist them in structuring 

II "" 
~ ~--.. ----
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their own state and local criminal justice improvement priorities. The 
federal role was to be limited essentially to one of fiscal oversight and 
to assuring that the states complied with the minimum requirements 
imposed by the Act on state and local governments. However, Congress 
in passing the Safe Streets Act fully expected the LEAA to reduce the 
incidence of crime. In the years following the passage of the Act, 
Congress used crime rate as a measure of LEAA's success or failure. 

The "confused expectations" of the Congress and the state and local 
governments led to increasing federal administrative controls and to 
greater categorization of the program. This, in tum, led to enhanced 
criticism, and increased red tape and delay. By 1976 the program had 
undergone a fundamental metamorphosis from one of block grants to 
a more narrow categorical'type program with strong federal controls. 
Despite the criticisms over the implementation of the program, there 
was strong support by state and local governments for continuance of 
the program. The support was due in large part to many successes of 
the program, including the numerous improvements in state and local 
courts, in correctional agencies, in police departments, in public de
fenders offices, in juvenile delinquency programs, and many others. 
Unfortunately, the program had lost its political support in Washing
ton. 

The lesson that emerges from the examination of the laws and 
regulations governing the program is that a broad-based criminal jus
tice block-grant program cannot draw the appropriate balance between 
the concern of Congress and the Executive Branch over a measurable 
reduction in the incidence of crime and state and local interest in 
obtaining funding to assist in solving problems. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, based 
on its study of numerous federal assistance programs including LEAA, 
established four essential standards for determining whether there 
should be a federal assistance program. The first is whether an im
portant national purpose can or should be served by the federal gov
ernment. The second is whether the program can distribute funds 
equitably. The third is whether the program can be effective at achiev
ing its purposes and the last is whether the program can be operated 
with sufficient accountability to assure proper purpose of the funds. 
An examination of the laws and regulations governing the LEAA 
program cannot, of course, answer the question to whether their im
portant national purpose should be served by a criminal justice as
sistance program. The analysis of the legislation and' regulations 
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d make clear however, that a broad 
regulating the LEAA progra: b~e:ffective. ~th;t a major federal effort 
based su~sidy pr~gra~a~:~:d local policie~ and programs significantly 
ta~eted l~l~!;~~~~:untability; and that it is difficult, if not impossible 
~~ ~~~~~ute large amounts of federal grants for law enforcement and 

criminal justice equitably. l' t' of the ACIR standards would 
As discussed elsewhere, app lca Ion s of 

support a criminal justice assistance program targeted to t rorra7 . 
proven effectiveness and that was sUPoPfOt~~V~~1::~: ~~d~:; e:~~:~: 
and priorities.65 The many successes . 
programs provides further support for the conclUSIOn. 
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APPENDIX I 
ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTIVES CONTROLLING 

EXPENDITURES UNDER GRANTS 

Office of Management and Budget [OMB] Circulars 

OMS Circular A-73 Audit of Federal Operations and Programs 
OMS Circular A-87 Cost Principles Applicable to Grants and Contracts with 

State and Local Governments 
OMS Circular A-95 Evaluation, Review and Coordination of Federal and 

Federally Assisted Programs and Projects 
OMS Circular A-102 Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants-In-Aid 

to State and Local Governments 
OMS Circular A-105 Standard Federal Regions 
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Department of Treasury Circulars 

Treasury Circular Withdrawal of Cash from the Treasury for Advances 
1075 Under Federal Grant and Other Programs 

Treasury Circular Notification to States of Grant-In-Aid Information 
1082 

Executive Orders 

EO. 11246 

EO. 11764 
EO. 11914 

Nondiscrimination in Employment in Federally Assisted 
Construction Projects 

Nondiscrimination in Federally Assisted Programs 
Nondiscrimination with Respect to Handicapped in 

Federally Assisted Programs 

APPENDIX II 
STATUTES CONTROLLING EXPENDITURES OF GRANT FUNDS 

ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS 

1. National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. § 4321, et seq. 
(1970) [NEPA]. NEPA requires Federal grantor agencies to consider 
the environmental impact of major Federal actions funded by Federal 
grants and to prepare environmental impact statements on these ac
tions. 

2. National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 16 U.S.C. § 470, et seq. 
(1970) [NHPA]. NHPA requires Federal grantor agencies and grantees 
to consider the effect of Federally assisted projects on historical prop
erties listed in the National Register of Historic Places. 

3. Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, 42 U.S.C. § 4001, et seq. (Supp. 
III, 1973) [FDPA]. FDPA prohibits the use of Federal grant funds to 
support construction in any area identified by the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development as having special flood hazards unless the 
building and any related personal property is covered by flood insurance. 
This is the only statute in this listing which exempts block grants from 
its coverage. 

4. Clean Air Act of 1970, 42 U.S.C. § 7401, et seq. (Supp. II, 1972). The 
Clean Air Act and Executive Order 11738 prohibit funding through grants 
of activities with an organization that proposes to use a facility which 
violates the air pollution standards of the Clean Air Act. 

5. Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1948, as amended, 33 U.S.C. 
§ 1251, et seq. (Supp. II, 1972) [FWPCA]. The FWPCA and Executive 
Order 11738 prohibit funding through grants of activities with an orga
nization that proposes to use a facility which violates the water pollution 
standards of the FWPCA. 

6. Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974, 42 U.S.C. § 300f, et seq. (Supp. IV, 
1974) [SDWA]. SDWA provides that no grant may be used to fund a 
project which may contaminate an aquifer which is the principal drinking 
water source for a community. 

7. Endangered Species Act of 1973,16 U.S.C. § 1531, et seq. (Supp. III, 
1973) [ESA]. ESA requires Federal grantor agencies to assure that grant 
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fund are not used in a manner that jeopardi7es the continued existence 
of a threatened or endangered species. 

8. Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, as amended, 16 U.S.C. § 1271, et 
seq. (1976) [WSRA]. WSRA requires Federal grantor agencies to assure 
that grant funds are not used in a manner that jeopardizes the clear 
and free-flowing condition of certain wild and scenic rivers. 

9. Historical and Archeological Data Preservation Act of 1960, as 
amended, 16 U.S.C. § 469 et seq. (Supp. IV, 1974) [HADPA]. HADPA 
places limitations on the use of Federal funds to support an activity that 
may cause irreparable loss to Significant historical or archeological data. 

10. Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, 16 U.S.C. § 1451, et seq. (Supp. 
II, 1972) [CZMA]. CZMA specifies that grant-supported activities must 
be consistent with State land-management programs for the protection 
of coastal zones, including Great Lake waters. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LAWS 
, 

11. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d (1970). Title 
VI provides that no person on the ground of race, color, or national 
origin can be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, 
or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity funded 
with Federal grants. 

12. Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 29 U.S.C. § 701, et seq. (Supp. III, 1973). 
The Rehabilitation Act extends the Title VI type protections to the hand
icapped. 

13. Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972,20 U.S.C. § 1681 (Supp. 
II, 1972). Title IX provides that no person can on the basis of sex be 
excluded from partiCipation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected 
to discrimination under any education program or project funded with 
Federal grants. 

OTHER 

14. Indian Self-Determination Act, 25 U.S.C. § 450f (Supp. V, 1975). The 
Self-Determination Act requires Federal grantor agencies to give pref
erences to training and employment of Indians and use of Indian en
terprises for administrative functions under grant programs which benefit 
Indians. 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, 42 U.S.C. § 4201, et seq. 
(1970). The Intergovernmental Cooperation Act authorizes the creation 
of clearinghouses at the State and local levels to coordinate and review 
grant programs and projects. Use of the clearinghouse by Federal gran
tor agencies and State and local grantees is mandated by OMS Circular 
A-95. 

16. Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970, 42 U.S.C. § 4601, et seq. (1970). The Relocation Act 
requ"ires grantees to pay the costs of relocating individuals displaced 
by construction and leasing undertaken with Federal grant funds. It also 
requires grantees to assure that displaced persons find adequate hous
ing. 
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17. Hatch Political Activity Act of 1940, as amended, 5 U.S.C. § 1501, et 
seq. (Supp. IV, 1974). The Hatch Act prohibits State and local govern
ment officials whose salaries are paid in part with Federal grant funds 
from running for political office other than the office they currently hold. 
It also prohibits coercion of political contributions from government 
employees whose salaries are paid with grant funds. 

18. Animal Welfare Act of 1970, 7 U.S.C. § 2131, et seq. (1970). This Act 
requires research facilities to comply with humane standards for the 
care and handling of animals which are used in Federally-assisted proj
ects or experiments. 

19. Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966, 42 
U.S.C. § 3301, et seq. (1970). This Act requires grantees to submit 
proposed metropolitan construction projects to an areawide planning 
agency for comments and recommendations prior to submitting a grant 
application to the Federal government. 

Title 18 of the United States Code contains a number of criminal sanctions 
applicable to grants. These include prohibitions against false statements, 18 
U.S.C. § 1001 (1970); prohibitions against using grants for political purposes, 18 
U.S.C. §§ 600-607 (1970); and prohibitions against the expenditure of grant funds 
for purposes other than for which the funds were appropriated. 

The listing does not include legislative riders attached to appropriation bills. It 
does not include acts such as the Davis Bacon Act, 40 U.S.C. § 2769 (1970), 
which are incorporated by specific statutory reference into the enabling statute 
of selected grant programs. 
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Chapter 3 
LEA A IN THE STATES: 1968-1980 

This chapter focuses on what happened to the LEAA program at 
the state level and particularly on the role played by the state planning 
agencies (SPAs). The lessons to be gained from the experience are rich 
but nonetheless complicated in what they offer to guide future criminal 
justice development. The chapter begins with a few remarks concerning 
our approach to assessment, and then examines the LEAA program 
in the states by following its evolution from 1968 to 1980. Employing 
the perspective provided by models of interorganizational and inter
governmental relations, the chapter ends with a preliminary assessment 
and analysis of the initial design and subsequent evolution of the 
program. 

LEAA Program Objectives and an Approach to 
Assessment 

The central objective of the Safe Streets Act was to build the capacity 
of state and local criminal justice agencies to combat crime. While the 
program enacted to achieve this effort was multifaceted, the lynchpin 
was a group of programmatic and fund:ng priorities directed toward 
three capacity-building initiatives at the state-level: (1) comprehensive 
system planning and coordination, (2) program innovation, and (3) 
development of new crime-fighting technology. State planning agencies 
were created to supply essential direction to these efforts. 

A common assumption among proponents of tlIe LEAA program 
had been that state and local units of government lacked both sufficient 
financial resources and policy commitment to support change in the 
criminal justice system. 1 The block grants were intended not only to 
offer the necessary financial support for innovation but were also 
intended to alter criminal justice agency task environments (that is, 
whom and what criminal justice agencies responded to, or more for
mally, the source and kind of inputs and the demand for outputs made 
by the criminal justice agency's relevant environment).2 To alter agency 
task environments, new agencies, supported largely through LEAA 
funds, were to advance comprehensive planning, innovation, and co-
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ordination. By placing block-grant funds under the "control" of these 
new planning agencies, the assumption was made that the task envi
ronments of criminal justice agencies would be altered through mea
sured application of a carrot-and-stick approach.3 That is, the belief 
was that an organization at one level of government could influence 
innovation and adaptation in organizations at other levels of govern
ment by offering innovative ideas and financial inducements. 

There was an implicit assumption in the Safe Streets Act, and it 
was carried forward in LEAA administrative regulations, that the 
SPAs would serve a.s the focal organization for change. To accomplish 
this, however, tension between two competing needs would have to be 
controlled. On the one hand, the SPAs would have to secure a relative 
degree of independence from state and local politics and from the 
status-quo-oriented policy decision making of these political environ
ments. On the other hand, the SP As could not remain too aloof from 
these political realities and from local perceptions of need. Because 
SP A formal authority over state and loca.l criminal justice agencies 
was limited, authority 'alone would not suffice in bringing about in
novation. The SP As would have to acquire both influence and legit
imacy; and to achieve these the SPAs had to attract operational agency 
interest in planning, coordination, and innovation. This would be dif
ficult under the best of circumstances and made all the more difficult 
in this case by the constitutionally decentralized nature of justice 
administration. 

A Judgmental Approach to Assessment 

Ultimately, the scientific evaluation of any public program requires 
many things, but none more important than clear and agreed-to policy 
objectives against which action and results can be assessed. So, too, 
hard data about results and accomplishments related to these goals 
and objectives are required for measurement purposes. There are not 
enough of either of these to permit a fully objective evaluation of state
level SPA efforts. First, the goals and objectives against which to 
evaluate the effort were never clearly stflted nor agreed to by all 
involved because the policy objectives of the LEAA program were 
themselves multifaceted and politically complex. Second, there are not 
enough, nor good enough, objective data on program outcomes for 
evaluation purposes. 

Nonetheless, there is a basis for assessment in an analysis of the 
expenditures and programs that were implemented and in the opinions 
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of knowledgeable people about what these expenditures and programs 
accomplished. There are three kinds of issues to consider. The first 
has to do with resources-· the amount of money expended and the 
rough distribution of these expenditures. There are fairly reliable data 
for assessing this. The second has to do with activities-the kinds of 
program efforts initiated or undertaken. Ther~ are .enough data c~r
rently to permit at least a general assessment m thIS area. The thIrd 
has to do with goals and objectives-determination of whether the 
purposes of the Crime Control Act were achieved, to what degre~, 
and what seemed to work and what did not work. The data to permIt 
assessment of this is largely anecdotal and judgmental. 

Previous assessments, those reaching positive conclusions about the 
effort as well as those reaching negative conclusions, have been based 
largely on these anecdotal and judgmental data. Diversity ,~n t~e c?n
clusions reached by previous assessors partly reflect theIr diffenng 
preferences about the ultimate public policy goals that should have 
been furthered by LEAA and the SPAs; the differences also reflect 
variance in judgments about what worked and what didn't. 

Intergovernmental Dilemmas in LEAA Objectives and 
Methods 

Previous assessment results of state-level activity have varied, from 
branding the effort as an outright failure to anointing it as a godsend. 
But almost all assessments agree on one thing: provisions of the Safe 
Streets Act, subsequent legislative amendments, and guidelines pro
mulgated by LEAA pursuant to the Act created a climate of confusion 
and either misdirection or no direction for SPA operations. That posi
tive accomplishments of any kind were realized seems all the more 
amazing given this legislative and administrative backdrop. 

One way of understanding the nature and consequences of the ad
ministrative environment created by the Safe Streets Act is to examine 
it from an interorganizational (intergovernmental) perspective. Un
fortunately, the interorganizational perspective has not been fully uti
lized by assessors of the LEAA/SPA endeavor. An exception is the 
work of Virginia Gray and Bruce Williams, published under the title, 
"The Organizational Politics of Criminal Justice.,,4 

Drawing heavily on the interorganizationa1s and the intergovern
menta1 6 relations literature, Gray and Williams have fashioned a con
ceptual basis for understanding both the strengths and the weaknesses 
of the LEAA program as it attempted to foster change at the state 
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and 10c~lle~els through the SPAs and the block-grant program. Their 
CO?c1~SlOn 1S that LEAA shortcomings in achieving federal policy 
obJ~ctIves can be traced to a set of ineffective strategies' and tactics' 
havIng been adopted to manage the intergovernmental flow of inno
v~t~on from the fe~era~ to the state and local levels. Although it is 
difilC~1t to summanze In a few words or a few paragraphs the basis 
of the1r argument and the interorganizational theory and research on 
which it is based, a simplified version of the essential points is useful. 
~el~w, we o~y brie~y introduce the interorganizational perspective; 
1t will be cons1dered In greater detail and utilized to provide a general 
assessment of the LEAA program in the states later in this chapter. 

Models for Interorganizational Relationships 

Interorganizational relationships can be viewed in three ways.7 The 
m.ost elementary is the dyadic form where two organizations interact 
w1th one another. A more complex form is the interorganizational set 
~here r~lationships among organizations occur as a number of dyadic 
InteractIons between a focal or hub organization and several other 
organizations.8 The most complex form is the interorganizational net
work where organizations are seen as entering into an involved set of 
exchanges with several other organizations; there is no focal or hub 
organization; the interorganizational network is a product of all or
g~ni~atio~s interacting at 9 varying points in time with all other orga
n1zatIons In the network. Although speculative, it can be advanced 
that the LEAA legislation assumed a kind of interorganizational-set 
model ~ith the SP As serving as focal or hub organizations in leading 
change In the system. The reality as it developed was probably closer 
to the interorganizational-network model. 
Th~ objective was for the LEAA program and its newly created 

agenc1es to foster system change and improvement in traditional crim
inal j~sti:e agencies. Gray and Williams present two possible inter
organIZat10nai models for accomplishing such change: (1) the selection 
model and (2) the adaptation model. The selection model is based on 
the biological-evolution analog: When environmental demands and 
suppo~ c~ange substantially, the organization must adapt to survive. lO 

OrgamzatIons that don't adapt to meet new environmental demand., 
cease to exist just as biological species do when they fail to respond 
to envir~nmental changes. For example, LEAA block-grant funds 
under th1s model would be used to support organizations that did 
change and funds could be withheld from those that did not. 
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Clearly, however, for the selection model to work the consequences 
of failure to adapt have to be severe; that is, the withholding of block
grant funds would be so consequential that criminal justice organi
zations would either change to meet federal policy objectives or they 
would cease (in time) to exist. Undesirable agencies would be elimi
nated and replaced with those that functioned in a way consistent with 
new directions. Another assumption of the selection model is that 
organizations generally have so high a degree of resistance to change 
that threats to survival must be introduced as the only practical way 
of bringing about change. 11 As we shall see, neither of these assumptions 
seem applicable to the LEAA experience; that is, block-grants were 
generally not used by the SPAs as a weapon to secure compliance and 
criminal justice agencies did change over the course of the LEAA 
program without there having been LEAA-induced threats to their 
survival. Under a completely rigid and uniformly enforced selection
model approach, change will either be fundamentally consistent with 
the new demands of the environment or the organization will cease 
to function. This was never possible under either provisions of the Safe 
Streets Act or the constitutional doctrine of cooperative federalism. 

The alternative model offered by Gray and Williams, the adaptive 
model, assumes that organizational resistance to change is not so 
consistent or pervasive because organizations continually adapt to 
many different stimuli of varying strengths and varying types. One 
method of change consistent with the adaptive model focuses on build
ing goal consensus among the various organizations or levels of gov
ernment. This so called exchange approach to adaptation "emphasizes 
cooperation and complementary goals as prerequisites to the formation 
of interorganizational linkages." 12 The exchange approach requires 
agreement among organizations at all levels of government not only 
in developing complementary goals but in undertaking complementary 
programs and actions to achieve these goals. Agreement is achieved 
not by way of threat to organizational survival or through carrots and 
sticks but rather through negotiation and the efforts of powerful opin
ion leaders to secure voluntary agreement on the need for adaptation. 
As we will see, the decentralized nature of American criminal justice, 
the fear about federal encroachment of states' rights and of state 
encroachment of local rights, and the lack of experience with the 
LEAA-program concept or agreement over its objectives combined to 
make achieving voluntary agreement on goals and programs exceed
ingly difficult. 

~------------------------------------------------~--------------------~------~-------------------------------~--~~--~--~~---~----~---------~~~--.--



\ 

74 "Federal Aid to Criminal Justice" 

The alternative approach under the adaptive model is power-de
pendence. The power-dependence approach is conflict oriented rather 
than consensus-building oriented and is a carrot-and-stick approach 
to "convince" organizations of the rewards to be realized from adopting 
desirable change. The power-dependence approach is closely related 
to the selection model in that there are negative consequences of failure 
to adapt as well as positive consequences arising out of adaptation, 
but the threats are not necessarily "life-threatening." An example of 
such carrot-and-stick, power-dependence approaches from the early 
days of LEAA was the tying of law enforcement communications 
equipment grants to agency consolidation (e.g., no communications 
equipment money permitted to agencies having fewer .than five sworn 
personnel). 

At least three conditions are important to the power-dependence 
approach. First, the resources-at-stake coming from the federal level 
need to be of substantial signficance to state and local organizations. 
Second, there can be few if any alternative sources for these resources. 
Third, the granting organization must be able to exercise substantial 
allocational authority over the dispensing and use of resources. I3 The 
greater the allocational authority and the greater the resource impor
tance, the great~r is the power of the granting organization and the 
dependence of the receiving organization. The degree to which orga
nizations change and adapt to new environmental demands will depend 
on the degree to which these three factors are realized. None of these 
conditions were met to any great degree under the LEAA program 
and thus, unlike "perfectly consistent" change produced under an 
effective selection-model approach, the amount of change produced 
under the power-dependence approach varies, and did greatly under 
LEAA from place to place. 

Intergovernmental Arrangements and Federal Funds 
LEAA, the SPAs and the block-grant program were fashioned as 

a tenuous compromise between federal spending to achieve federal 
goals and state-level control over the allocation of federal funds to 
support state and local priorities. The block-grant concept was a middle 
ground between two extreme models of federal and state intergovern
mental cooperation. On the one hand, federal categorical grants made 
directly to states and localities normally carry tight specifications and 
allowances for grant expenditures. On the other hand, general federal 
revenue sharing is little more than the shifting of funds generated by 
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the national government to the states; restrictions on the expenditure 
of these funds are minimal or nonexistent. 

The suitability of general revenue sharing to prompt change in the 
law enforcement field was inadvertently tested as a result of the passage 
of a $30 billion general revenue-sharing act in 1972. President Nixon 
had proposed "Special Revenue Sharing" for law enforcement, but 
Congress rejected inclusion of the idea as a part of the 1973 amend
ments to the Crime Control Act. Nonetheless, there is agreement that 
large portions of the general revenue sharing (GRS) funds were devoted 
to public safety and criminal justice. Studies of the application of GRS 
funds to criminal justice and law enforcement suggest that the bulk 
of these funds were substitutive and had a negligible impact on crinlinal 
justice procedures. GRS funds were used primarily fot traditional 
operating expenditures and capital ventures.I4 A 1974 Brookings In
stitute study found among those jurisdictions reporting on the use of 
GRS funds that nearly 34% were devoted to public safety, but that 
only about 8 % of GRS was used for "new" public safety purposes. 
Governmental units serving populations over one million reported that 
43 % of their GRS funds were devoted to law enforcement but that 
less than one-half of one percent was for new programs. IS In sum, the 
great majority of GRS funds did not augment or supplement existing 
state and local expenditures but supplanted them. Further, there is no 
suggestion at all that GRS funds led to any meaningful innovation in 
criminal justice. 

The federal block-grant concept sought to exert federal direction if 
not control over state and local anti-crime efforts while maintaining 
a decentralized intergovernmental model for specific allocation deci
sions. Federal wishes would be reflected in the actions of the state 
planning agencies and through the requirement of a statewide com
prehensive criminal justice plan. Hierarchy and control, stretching 
from the national to the local level, although not intended as a dom
inant feature of the block-grant scheme, was nonetheless a part of the 
design as LEAA was given power to review and to approve state 
comprehensive plans. Both review and approval were required for 
release of the block grants. 

The SPAs were to be the focal change-agent organizations. But two 
assumptions were critical to this being achieved. First, the new SPAs 
would have to understand and adopt the federal policy goals of co
ordination, innovation, and comprehensive planning. Because the SPAs 
would be financially supported through federal planning grants, the 
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revenue stakes for the SPAs were theoretically quite substantial if 
LEAA goals were not adopted and pursued. Second, the SPAs would 
have to be sufficiently free of constraint from and have influence over 
sta.te ~nd local criminal justice agencies (the targets of federal policy 
objectIves). To accomplish this, the legislative intent was that the SPAs 
w?ul~ be staffed with professional planners who by training and in
chnat~on would support coordination, innovation, and comprehensive 
~lan~m~. In tu~, SPA attempts to foster planning in operating crim
mal JustIce agencIes (by example, if not by other means) would increase 
the "professional-planner" network, and goal consensus would thereby 
be extended to th~ local criminal justice agency. Presumably if a 
network of ~rOfeSSI?nal planners could be established throughout the 
system, the mteractIOn of these planners would help override some of 
t~e "artifi~ial" task-domain boundaries of "independent" criminal jus
tIce agencIes and sub-state governmental units. 

Thus, the LEAA and block-grant programs implicitly combined an 
e~ch~nge appr~ach l!nd a powe:-dependence ~pproach to interorga
ruzatIOnai relatIons. The exertIon of federal lILtluence in the inter
governmental arrangement was to be through both processes of 
consensus building and alteration of the criminal justice agency task 
environment. Building goal consensus for change (the exchange ap
proach~ WOUld. b~ acc?mplished through the development of a core of 
profeSSIonal c?IDmal Justice planners, highly regarded by the system.17 

The task enVIronments of criminal justice agencies would be altered 
through the drawing power of the block-grant "carrot." 

The SPAs: 1968·1973 
By ~ecember of 1968 all states had established a planning agency 

as requIred under provisions of the Crime Control Act. In 31 of these 
states the new planning agency grew out of the governors' committees 
on law enforcement and criminal justice begun under OLEA. There 
was thus some experience at the state level in dealing with the federal 
government on the issue of crime control. However, the role envisioned 
~or th~ ne~ planning agency was much grander and complex. Among 
ItS legtslatIvely mandated first-tasks, the planning agency was to de
velop a comprehensive statewide plan for the improvement of law 
enforcement throughout the state as a precondition to the release of 
block-grant funds; it w~s to defme and to develop means of improving 
law enforcement; and It was to establish priorities. These were new 

I 
! 

t 
,-j 
tt 

It 
11 

II 
tj 
( 

It 
II 
11 
1", 

r 
t 
!. 
I! , 

LEAA in the States: 1968-1980 77 

tasks for which few had any prior experience; and the tasks were to 
be accomplished in relatively short order so as to pennit the release 
of the first batches of federal funds ($59 million in 1969 and $268 
million in 1970). 

The lack of experience in performing the new tasks produced pre-
dictable results. In 1969 less than 50% of the authorized funds were 
expended, and in 1970 less than 25% were. (Substantial disparities 
between annually authorized and expended funds would continue until 
about the mid-seventies, generally diminishing year-by-year.) The in
ability of the SPAs and LEAA to move money quickly surfaced as 
one of the earliest complaints; and as the SPAs and LEAA acted to 
counter these criticisms, comers were cut in the effort to produce 
comprehensive, improvement-oriented, and priority-setting plans. To 
many observers the early years of the LEAA effort can best be char
acterized as giving the highest priority to getting the money out and 
to starting the war on crime. This would prove to set a dangerous 
precedent and to create expectations on the part of state and local 
agencies that would be hard to override in the future-expectations 
that the money would flow regardless of the quality of effort put into 
planning, priority setting, and coordination. 

Nonetheless, giving priority to moving money is not unusual in 
public affairs. Pressman and Wildavsky have observed that policy 
making and policy implementation is fIrst and foremost tied to the 

flow of funds: 

Do something! Do anything! Do it right away! Poor cities, like 
poor countries are in trouble. They need so much so fast. They 
are always conscious that time is running out on them; hence they 
are always tempted to engage in short run expedience to overcome 
long run problems. Perhaps one major project . .. will enable 
them to catch up and move ahead. Donors of aid are also caught 
up in the 'Great-Leap-Forward' psychology combining undue pes
simism about the past with wild optimism about the future. . . .IS 

It is much too easy and convenient to indict the early LEAA and 
SP A efforts. Before 1970, components of the criminal justice system 
had rarely spoken to one another or recognized each other's existence 
in any important sense; few people were aware of or recognized the 
concept of a criminal justice system. Efforts to set priorities am.)ng 
independent and sometimes competing agencies, to develop compre
hensive plans, and to cooperate in producing improvements were all 
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strange and untried ideas. SP A professional staffs were themselves 
inexperienced in developing comprehensive plans. No one in criminal 
justice had experience in annually dispensing hundreds of millions of 
dollars in new crime-fighting funds. And although the new money was 
substantial in gross dollar terms, federal outlays represented less than 
.5% of total state and local expenditures for criminal justice in 1969 
and still less than 1 % in 1970.19 If one is to take seriously the necessity 
of having substantial fund-stakes involved in establishing a successful 
power-dependence relationship, a federal contribution of less than one 
percent seems hardly sufficient to force independent state and local 
criminal justice agencies to move in new directions. 

The SPAs and LEAA were caught in a multifaceted catch-22. On 
the one hand more federal funds were needed to boost the stakes in 
order to secure cooperation and compliance, but on the other hand 
the SPAs found it difficult to manage effectively the funds already 
authorized. Indeed, the problerH inherent in managing such large 
amounts of new money was refle~ted in a 1975 survey of SPA directors: 
61 % felt that growth in Part C funds (action money) during the early 
years of the program had been too rapid to allow effective planning 
for distribution and use.20 So, too, comprehensive planning took time, 
especially as it was new and as an appropriately skilled infrastructure 
to do it could only be established slowly. This was recognized as early 
as 1970: 

Although there are 50 State plans, these are rudimentary, exhibit 
gaps in coverage, are often vague and imprecise about implemen
tation, and have yet to incorporate serious long-term or multi
year components. Despite the encouraging start, it is still too early 
to tell whether the States will develop sophisticated, well-delin
eated plans capable of effectively directing funds and spearheading 
reform efforts. While we have insightful understanding of needs 
and sound conception of priorities, we do not have such plans as 
yet.21 

If fund disbursements were to await the development of truly com
prehensive plans, few if any funds would be expended in the near term, 
and complaints would arise; yet, if funds were released without com
prehensive planning, charges would be made that provisions of the 
Crime Control Act were not being followed. LEAA and the SPAs 
were in a no-win situation. 

fl.:,"""" 

" 

LEAA in the States: 1968-1980 79 

Criticism from the Cities 

As could have been expected, the most vocal critics of the early 
effort came from the cities; they had lost the fight in Congress to have 
crime-fighting funds flow directly to cities, either under a categorical 
or a block-grant model. The Johnson administration had supported 
direct assistance to the cities as it believed that the states were ill
equipped and lacked experience in matters of law enforcement.22 After 
the first few years of experience with LEAA, the major complaint of 
the cities came to be a replay of their earlier concern: they were being 
left out of policy decision-making concerning the use and the distri
bution of block-grant funds. They charged that many states were 
unwilling to assist in solving urban problems and that this was most 
clearly reflected in a disproportionate share of federal anti-crime funds 
going to rural and suburban areas. Representatives of cities were also 
more than chagrined with the way in which regional planning districts 
were designed. They charged that many states had designed districts 
in such a way that the advisory groups for these regions dispropor
tionately represented the parts of the regions with smaller populations 
and less crime.23 Since t,hey were not in a position to do major surgery 
on the parent legislation (for example, establishing direct categorical 
or block grants to the cities), many from the cities advocated abolition 
of the regional planning structures.24 

The views of cities were most clearly represented in a series of 
assessments conducted by the National Urban Coalition and published 
under reports entitled, "Law and Disorder I, II, and 111".25 These 
reports, in addition to noting an unfavorable balance of influence away 
from the cities, noted that regional and state advisory boards were 
dominated by criminal justice professionals-little room having been 
left or allowed for the inclusion of private citizens (especially minor
ities). Community involvement in the drafting of plans was deemed 
essential if community support for law enforcement was to be in
creased.26 Further, continuing domination of the planning apparatus 
by the agency professional would be likely to result in little innovation 
or change in "repressive" law enforcement practices. Clearly, these 
reports reflected not only local urban interests but "liberal" reform
minded interests as well. Indeed, they reflected a preference to view 
the crime problem as more of a macro-social condition, requiring the 
involvement of not only the general public in anti-crime planning but 
also social service agencies such as departments of welfare, education, 
and employment. As the Urban Coalition expressed it, 
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A strengthened criminal justice system alone cannot begin to solve 
the crime problem. In a democratic society all available alter
natives should be explored before the role of the police is expanded. 
The agencies of the criminal justice system should be subjected 
to broad public review and participation. The criminal justice 
system as a whole is presently characterized by widespread dis
crimination against the poor and minorities?7 

The SPAs were criticized for no( acquiring and developing staffs 
with sufficient expertise to undertake system-wide planning. They were 
criticized for awarding grant funds to support traditional crime-fighting 
measures instead of supporting programs that would get at the root 
causes of crime. Some states were accused of developing "overly de
tailed plans which in effect precluded localities from developing their 
own priorities by requiring them to fit into one of the state's preferred 
categories." Others were accused of having "avoided planning respon
sibilities entirely by filing plans which were so general in nature that 
almost any subsequently submitted proposal could be tailored to fall 
within the plan." 28 

Taking note of the large number of small-dollar grants awarded, 
charges were made that program funds were being dissipated-geo
graphically and programmatically. Yet, at the same time the SP As 
and the regions were accused of unduly concentrating expenditures in 
law enforcement, and then usually for the purchase of equipment, and 
away from areas such as corrections, juvenile treatment, narcotics 
control j and court reform. The Urban Coalition specifically quoted 
figures based on a twelve-state study that indicated expenditures on 
law enforcement were 10 times that of expenditures on corrections; 
they recommended that a ceiling be put on the percentage of block
grant funds that could be distributed to law enforcement.29 

Although it is clear that criticisms from the cities were prompted 
by dissatisfaction at ha,ving not been made the focal point of the anti
crime effort, many attracted considerable support. Indeed, a 1972 
House Report made several recommendations for changes that im
plicitly and explicitly gave recognition to these complaints.3D They 
included that the LEAA program had failed to produce visible impact 
on erime; LEAA had failed to develop effective policy direction and 
evaluation criteria; states and localities did not use funds promptly; 
LEAA didn't effectively monitor funds used, held, or invested by state 
and local agencies; SP A audits were nothing more than voucher ver
ifications; SP As had failed to produce sufficient inhouse talent to 
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diminish the excessive use of outside consultants; and LEAA and the 
SP As had failed to enforce federal guidelines. (This last criticism seems 
partially to have been directed toward the fa~l~re to use block-g~ant 
funds to prompt innovation; the Urban Coahtlon Reports had Cited 
this failure as well, noting that in their view the LEAA program had 
become one of fiscal relief and that funds and programs grew so rapidly 
that no one had bothered to determine what worked.) 31 These and 
other criticisms yielded a series of recommendations in the House 
Report, most of which concentrated on requiring ~EA~ an~ the SPAs 
to develop more effective accounting and evaluat~on .cntena and pro
cedures. Other recommendations concerned the creation of manpower 
·development programs, presumably to improve the quality of inhouse 
talent to undertake planning and evaluation and to reduce the need 
for consultants. 

The Early Years in. Perspective 
With the advantage of hindsight and the passing of time that permits 

cooler reflections, observers from the vantage point of the early eighties 
can look back upon the first few years of LEAA/SP A operations with 
some sympathy for those who attempted to put the Act into effect. 
Criticisms such as those coming from the Urban Coalition were in 
part politically motivated and in part dir~cted at the experim~ntal 
searching for effective means of implementatlOn. The lack of expenence 
in fund disbursement and in comprehensive planning, the lack of an 
established infrastructure to carry these out, and the lack of policy 
agreement among levels of government concerning the intentions of 
the Act made it easy to generate criticisms of the early efforts. 

Although criticisms abounded at the time, more balanced assess
ments based on more objective data were also made. In September 
1970 the prestigious Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Re
lations published a report on the first two years of LEAA/SPA op
erations. The Commission's conclusions were less damning than those 
of the Urban Coalition and in several places it questioned both the 
assumptions and the conclusions of the other critics. The comments 
below are quotations from paraphrases of this report.32 

One important finding and conclusion of the Commission related 
to the states' abilities to administer the block grants. 

The basic criticism of the block grant approach is that the States 
are not equipped to handle the money and not really interested 
in the urgent crime problems of large cities and counties. That 
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States were both concerned and equipped to move on the anti
crime front was demonstrated in the speed with which the program 
was implemented. The legislation required the States to set up a 
State law enforcement planning agency within six months of the 
measure's enactment to devise a comprehensive plan, receive block 
grants, and disburse subgrants. 

The Commission also responded to critics that the supervisory boards 
were inadequately representative of local government policymakers 
and people. 

The average supervisory board has 23 members. Of the 1,153 
persons serving on the 50 SPA boards at the end of 1969, one
third represented the States and two-thirds represented elected 
local government policymakers, law enforcement professionals, 
and the citizens. Overall, one-quarter of the board members rep
resented citizen interest or elected local officials. 

Concerning the distribution of block-grant funds to high-crime areas 
and to urban against rural areas, the Commission reported the follow
mg. 

Of the action sub grants going to cities, jurisdictions over 50,000 
population received 76 percent of the total funds awarded mu
nicipalities. And urban counties (over 50,000 population) received 
77 percent of the action money going to counties. However, cities 
under 50,000 population constituted 77 percent of the total num
ber of municipal subgrantees; their average subgrant amounted 
to $2,782. Small counties (under 50,000 population) made up two
thirds of the subgrantees in the county category, with an average 
grant of $2,511. This proliferation of small subgrants has led to 
the charge that the States are employing a 'buck-shot' approach 
and are spreading subgrants too thinly rather than targeting the 
money on the most serious crime problem. 

Some analysts have used a locality's crime rate, its portion of total 
State-local police expenditures, and its share of total local police 
outlays as measures of its law enforcement assistance need and 
effort. The study considers the amount of money 'passed through' 
to the five largest cities (25,000 population or more) in each of 
45 States to assess how they fared. Five States 'passed through' 
more to these Jurisdictions than they would have received if crime 
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rates were the basis for allocation, and another seven States 
awarded a roughly proportional amount. Using these cities' por
tion of the total State-local police expenditures as a test, 12 States 
'passed through' more and 12 others an amount commensurate 
with city expenditures. And using their share of total local police 
outlays, seven States distributed more and ten a comparable 
amount. These figures show that a majority of States are not 
focusing sufficient funds in high need areas, but no general con
sensus exists as to the reliability of these factors as a gauge of 
State responsiveness to urban crime reduction needs or of local 
anti-crime effort. 

83 

On the matter of the large proportion of block-grant funds going 
to law enforcement, the Commission noted that 

A major intent of the legislation is to stimulate a comprehensive 
approach to law enforcement and criminal justice. But early plan
ning and action on the program focused primarily on the for
mer .... The study reveals heavy accent on police in the 1969 
plans and expenditures, although somewhat greater attention ap
parently has been given to courts and corrections in 1970 plans. 
As of early 1970, 45 percent of the action funds had been used 
for police programs with large amounts going to purchase equip
ment and for communication systems and training. Relatively 
insignificant dollar amounts were awarded for upgrading courts, 
prosecution and corrections. . . . There was little time to gear 
up for a truly comprehensive approach initially. The law enforce
ment interests were organized at State and local levels, and able 
to get the funds and use them immediately. A balanced, inter
related criminal justice program will take more time, but the 
mechanisms exist for working out such a program. 

Amendments to the Crime Control Act in 1971 and 1973 are the 
best indicators of which criticisms garnered broad-based support and 
were taken seriously enough to prompt formal remedial action. The 
most important of the 1971 amendments sought to reduce the seem
ingly disproportionate amount of block-grant funds going to law en
forcement. Part E funding was established to earmark revenues for 

I 

corrections; and 25 percent of law enforcement funds were shifted to 
corrections. Another amendment, recognizing that as of 1970 only 
one-tenth of the members of supervisory boards were elected executives 
or policy executives, sought to increase the representation of units of 
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general local government and that of public agencies maintaining pro
grams to reduce and control crime. 

Other 1971 amendments dealt with the more complicated problem 
of comprehensive planning. Evidence was substantial that little com
prehensive planning was underway in the states. Most SPAs and their 
supervisory bodies had formed functionally specialized working groups 
and working comrriittees, paralleling the major functional divisions in 
criminal justice. This clearly stood in the way of comprehensive and 
coordinated planning among these functional components: 

"[Such functional divisions] will foster development of separate 
programs oriented to the various elements of law enforcement
police, courts, corrections, probation and parole-rather than the 
comprehensive, unified improvement program toward which the 
Safe Streets Act was directed. Such functionalization could also 
be partly to blame for the lack of integration of the criminal justice 
system." 33 

The problem of functional specialization and its negative consequences 
for comprehensive planning would prove to be a long-term problem 
and none of the 1971 amendments dealt with it specifically. But an 
allied planning problem was addressed: this centered on big-city con
cerns that the Regional Planning Units (RPUs) were simply another 
layer of bureaucracy that further screened the cities from crime-fighting 
money. Charges included that the RPUs were havens for red tape, 
that RPU staff were "state" agents, that composition of RPU super
visory boards underrepresented the cities, and that the RPU s siphoned 
off all funds for local planning efforts. After substantial discussion, an 
amendment passed that required (with LEAA waiver under appro
priate circumstances) that 40% of planning funds be passed through 
directly to major cities and counties. A further amendment allowed 
local governments or combinations of local governments (with pop
ulations of 250,000 or more) voluntarily to form criminal justice co
ordinating councils, thereby ameliorating many of the problems arising 
from state-defined RPU boundaries and membership. 

The 1973 amendments addressed or attempted to address several 
other criticisms consistently made since 1969. As to the purpose of 
the Act, "criminal justice" was put before "law enforcement," and 
specific attention was drawn to criminal rehabilitation and juvenile 
delinquency as legitimate concerns and objectives of the Act. The first 
change was meant to make clear that improvement in law enforcement 
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was a component of the Act, not its exclusive focus. The latter changes 
reflected a "liberalization" of the Act explicitly to include the targeting 
of funds to less "repressive' crime control efforts. Other 1973 changes 
included authorization for private citizens to be members of the su
pervisory boards, but a requirement was also added that at least a 
majority of supervisory-board members be locally~elected officials. The 
minimum Part B planning grant funds allocated per state was doubled, 
reflecting an interest in improving the quality of comprehensive plan
ning in the smaller states. Units of local government serving popula
tions of 250,000 or more were authorized to submit their own annual 
plans to the SPAs for funding, thereby allowing large cities and counties 
to express their priorities directly. And finally, in recognition of many 
criticisms that LEAA and the SPAs were not paying sufficient attention 
to the issue of measuring or determining program success, the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice was given the 
responsibility of developing and implementing means of evaluating 
LEAA programs. Unfortunately, no additional funds were earmarked 
for this evaluation. 

The Early Years in Sum 
Many of the criticisms made of the early effort and the measures 

taken to address them continued to reflect divisions of opinion about 
how to deal with crime. The major issues raised from 1969 to 1973 
were in many cases the same issues that had been raised during debates 
in Congress about passage of the 1968 Safe Streets Act. The ability of 
the states to lead a crime-fighting effort, the problem of big-city in
fluence, the issue of "repressive" versus more "liberal" approaches to 
crime control, and the problems inherent in attempting to measure 
the impact of federal dollars were the substance of the most salient 
critiques of the early effort. 

The Period of SPA Maturation: 1974·1977 
A basic proposition is that "the greater the task uncertainty, the 

greater the amount of information that must be processed among 
decision makers during task execution in order to achieve a given level 
of performance." Responses to uncertainty might include growth in 
bureaucracy, the creation of self-contained monitoring tasks, and the 
creation of vertical communication networks.34 Because of rather sub
stantial task uncertainty, 1974 through 1977 witnessed great bureau-



\ 

86 "Federal Aid to Criminal Justice" 

cratic growth in LEAA and increasing administrative complexity in 
monitoring grant programs. But also the period may be described as 
including increased experience, skill and sensitivity to addressing earlier 
criticisms levelled against the LEAA program. A focal criticism had 
been that the SPAs dispensed federal LEAA funds in a haphazard 
fashion, and not on the basis of effective comprehensive system plan
ning. Much of the bureaucratization of the SPAs was the result of 
attempts to institutionalize the comprehensive planning process and 
more effectively to monitor the expenditure of grant funds. 

In 1975 LEAA outlays were $853 million, nearly 30 times that of 
1969 and over twice that of 1972. The size of the bureaucratic effort 
created to dispense block-grant funds through a comprehensive plan
ning format had also risen to substantial proportions by this time. It 
resulted not just from growth in block-grant outlays but also as a 
result of increasing efforts by LEAA to shape grant letting, monitoring, 
and evaluation more effectively. The Guideline Manual issued by 
LEAA in 1975 to direct SPA grant functions offered an expansive list 
of duties and responsibilities~ . 

A. Preparation, development and revision of comprehensive 
plans based on an analysis of law ·enforcement and criminal 

. justice problems within the state; 
B.· Definition, development and correlation of action programs 

under such plans; 
C. Establishment of priorities for law enforcement and criminal 

justice improvement in the State; 
D. Providing information to prospective aid recipients on pro

cedures and grant application; 
E. Encouraging grant proposals from local units of government 

for law enforcement and criminal justice planning and im
provement efforts; 

F. Encouraging project proposals from State law enforcement 
and criminal justice agencies; 

G. Taking action within 90 days after official receipt of local 
applications for aid and awarding of funds to local units of 
government; 

H. Monitoring progress and expenditures under grants to State 
law enforcement and criminal justice agencies, local units 
of government, and other recipients of LEAA grant funds; 

I. Encouraging regional, interstate metropolitan regional, local 
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and metropolitan area planning efforts, action projects and 
cooperative arrangements; 

J. Coordination of the State's law enforcement, criminal and 
juvenile justice plan, with other federal support programs 
relating to or having an impact on law enforcement and 
criminal justice; 

K. Oversight and evaluation of the total State effort in plan 
implementation and law enforcement and criminal justice 
improvements; 

L. Provide technical assistance for programs and projects con
templated by the State plan and by units of general local 
government; 

M. Collecting statistics and other data relevant to law enforce
ment and criminal justice in the State and for state criminal 
justice planning management, and evaluation purposes, as 
required by the Administration.3s 

These guidelines imposed a monumental set of tasks on the SPAs. 
Most of course related to improving grant management, but many 
others were directed toward SPAs' taking the lead in developing an 
enhanced capability among state and local agencies to undertake plan
ning and coordination quite aside from that associated with block
grant funds. Tasks I, K, Land M, for example, were at least as much 
directed toward building indigenous state and local capabilities as they 
were toward improving the block-grant process. Task G added a time 
dimension to guide decision making, requiring that SP A responses to 
local plans and grant applications be given within 90 days. This was 
clearly an attempt on the part of LEAA to answer criticisms that the 
SP As were ineffective in responding to local needs and wants in a 
timely fashion. 

The situation was exacerbated by the manner in which LEAA en
forced compliance with these guidelines. The SPA planning process 
was supposed to be an annual affair, with LEAA giving the SP As a 
response to their plans within 90 days of each annual submission. 
However, the LEAA guidelines were over 200 pages long and a con
stant source of friction between the SPAs and LEAA as each attempted 
to interpret the meaning of convoluted and multiple requirements. 
Furthermore, the guidelines were often revised by LEAA and fre
quently in the middle of the SPA planning cycle, requiring in some 
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instances major revisions of work already completed by the SP As. 
LEAA did not terminate funding to states that failed to follow the 
guid~lines but rather engaged in a leng!hy process of negotiations, 
rewntes, and attachment of special conditions. An Urban Coalition 
report roundly criticized LEAA and the SPAs for the failure to with
hold funds in the absence of acceptable plans.36 

LEAA and ~he SPAs were caught in a catch-22 created by a Congress 
bent on assunng that the block-grant funds were used as intended. 
The dilemma has been aptly described in a report of the Twentieth 
~entury F~nd: "If the federal government follows a hands-off policy, 
It cannot Impose and enforce standards. If it insists on and audits 
comprehensive planning, it cannot avoid setting up precisely the sort 
of bureaucracy that the block grant program was supposed to elimi
nate." 37 

If all of the imposed tasks of the Guideline Manual are taken as a 
whole~ one inescapable conclusion is that they generally focused SPA 
attentIOn on process rather than substance. That is, in order to accom
plish the full range of tasks or to show movement toward meeting 
them, the SPAs would necessarily be involved in an inordinate amount 
of red-tape, busy work, and vertical communication to demonstrate 
com'plia~ce with p~ocedural requirements. A second inescapable con
clusIOn IS that the SIze of SPA staffs would have to be increased greatly 
to meet these procedural bureaucratic tasks. ACIR estimated that 
professional SP A staff levels had grown 200 percent between 1969 and 
1976. Another assessment of 1976 staffmg levels describes the nature 
of this growth in more detail. 

The. consequence was ... the growth of a sizable bureaucracy 
dedIcated to the criminal justice planning and resource allocation 
mission which, by 1976, was supported by more than $70 million 
in annual funding (mostly federal) and involved an aggregate 
manpower complement in excess of 3,400 employees (roughly 
2,400 professional and 1,000 clerical, 55 percent state level, and 
45 percent regional and local) plus some 1,500 "supervisory 
board" officials responsible for policy guidance, priority setting, 
grant approval? and a number of other oversight functions.38 

. The A.dvisory C.ommission on Intergovernmental Relations, taking 
mformatIOn supplIed from 1976 SPA planning grant applications, 
noted that much of the staff growth had taken place among component
focused planning positions (e.g., law enforcement planners) and in 
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fiscal and grant administration positions. It also noted, however, that 
since its 1970 report the number of auditors and evaluators had in
creased as most SPAs had established small but full-time monitoring, 
evaluation and auditing units. Perhaps most importantly, ACIR ob
served that the problem of finding competent, trained, and professional 
planners to staff the SPAs was less a problem in 1975 than it had been 
in 1970. Increased visibility of the LEAA program and an increase in 
the number of college degree programs producing persons with req
uisite skills were assumed to be the principal reasons for this improve
ment in the availability of qualified staff. 

Most assessments of the period appear to confirm that a majority 
of SPA staff time was spent in developing the annual comprehensive 
plan, in finding unique ways to fit and twist local as well as state grant 
applications into the plan, in monitoring grant compliance, and in 
generally acting as distributors of federal funds. In a report to LEAA 
by the Executive Management Service, Inc., SPAs were characterized 
as spending less than 25 percent of their time in planning, while 38 
percent was spent on the grant process and another 17 percent on 
auditing and financial assistance. 39 

Even with an increased amount of Part B administrative funds 
most SPAs are caught in a never ending cycle of devoting the 
vast majority of their time to assuring compliance with the LEAA 
guidelines and the bureaucratic shuffie connected with grants 
administration. This leaves precious little time for the SP A staff 
to provide the criminal justice system with the technical assistance 
and coordination assistance so desperately needed.40 

LEAA has received much of the blame for the generation of "creep
ing bureaucratization." Yet, as observed by Carl Stenberg, Senior An
alyst with the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
"most of the changes which produced the bureaucratic maze were the 
result of Congressional, not LEAA, initiatives" (e.g., more stringent 
financial monitoring, greater attention to planning, and the require
ments of program evaluation).41 Stenberg also referred to the concept 
"creeping categorization," noting that the block-grant concept as im
plemented was not pure but had evolved as a hybrid form through 
the actions of a Congress bent on assuring that certain national interests 
and priorities were honored in the disbursement of block-grant funds 
(e.g., requirements for local pass-through, funds for corrections and 
juvenile justice, LEAA's use of discretionary funds.) Within this grow-
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ing morass of Congressionally mandated and LEAA-implemented 
tightening of controls over the use of block-grant funds, there was also 
a broadening of the purpose of LEAA. Stenberg observed that one 
lesson from the LEAA block-grant experience was that Congress would 
either need to restrict the objectives of the LEAA program to a man
ageable few or would have greatly to increase the amount of funding 
to achieve the wide array of purposes and requirements worked into 
the program since 1968. With the growth in bureaucratization for 
block-grant administration, there arose serious concern that the SPAs 
and the substate planning bodies were effectively precluded from in
stitutionalizing comprehensive planning, innovation, and coordination 
in any meaningful sense. 

Assessments in the Mid-Seventies 

In 1977 the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
(ACIR) released a two-volume assessment of the block-grant experi
ence and of SPA performance from 1968 to 1975. ACIR concluded 
that, "After seven years, the Safe Streets program appears to be neither 
as bad as its critics contend nor as good as its supporters maintain. 
While a mixed record has been registered as between states, on the 
whole results are positive.,,42 

ACIR noted increased sophistication in the use of federal anti-crime 
funds to fight lawlessT.'ess-calling particular attention to the move
ment away from police equipment purchase and toward the funding 
of programs directed at detection and apprehension. It further noted 
the. trend toward using federal funds to increase the efficiency with 
whlCh offenders were processed and the effectiveness with which they 
were rehabilitated. In all ACIR detected an increased understanding 
t~at crime ~as ~ compl~x social phenomenon and that overcoming it 
d1d not res1de m the s1mple expedient of investing substantial re
sources.43 These observations reflected a maturing of the program. 
However, positive developments notwithstanding, ACIR also called 
attention to the fact that reported violent crime had increased 57% 
since 1968. Indeed, if the LEAA program were to be held accountable 
to the goal of reducing crime, it was a failure, regardless of other 
positive benefits. 

The ACIR report did not emphasize failures to reduce crime. The 
Report recognized, as did many others44 that since LEAA funds con
~tituted betw~en 2 and 5 percent of total crime-fighting expenditures, 
1t would be d1fficult to expect a quick and substantial impact on crime 
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simply because of these expenditures. Further, ACIR was unconvinced 
that greatly expanding the amount of LEAA funding would accomplish 
the goal any more quickly. More important in the view of ACIR was 
a set of changes in the criminal justice infrastructure that was likely 
to produce benefit over the long haul; these changes, many of them 
more intangible than concrete, were given greater prominence in 
ACIR's conclusions than was the failure to reduce crime. 

ACIR concluded that seven major positive benefits of the LEAA 
program could be enumerated and balanced against five major weak
nesses.45 On the positive side there was now a greater awareness among 
elected officials, criminal justice professionals, and the general public 
of the complexity of the crime problem and of the interrelated needs 
of the components of the system. Efficiency and effectiveness of the 
system were viewed as vital to effective crime control. ACIR further 
concluded that a process had been established to promote coordination 
among system components and that LEAA funds had acted as an 
incentive to promote such coordination and had encouraged the greater 
use of joint undertakings among criminal justice agencies. So, too, 
LEAA funds had supported many innovative programs and activities 
that would not otherwise have taken place or have been initiated. At 
variance with fund disbursement decisions in the earlier years of the 
LEAA program, ACIR observed a greater trend toward the disburse
ment of funds to jurisdictions having serious crime problems and a 
greater balance in the awarding of funds among the functional com
ponents of the criminal justice system. State and local units of gov
ernment were also assuming the costs of a substantial portion of the 
new programs (the SPAs reported that on the average 64% of the 
LEAA-initiated programs were assumed; counties and cities responded 
that on the average 78% and 83%, respectively, were being assumed). 
Finally, ACIR reported that many elected officials and criminal justice 
professionals believed that LEAA funds were both appropriate and 
necessary to system improvement and that these funds had already 
helped to have an impact on crime. 

ACIR analyses of distribution of block-grant funds indicated that 
the larger cities and counties, and those jurisdictions experiencing more 
serious crime problems were receiving block grant funds in excess of 
their percentage of the population and slightly below their percentage 
of reported crime. The percentage of block-grant funds going to law 
enforcement declined from 66% in 1970 to 36% in 1974, reflect~rig a 
greater adherence to the notion that all components of the criminal 
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justice system needed to share in the objectives of the Safe Streets Act. 
And most importantly, a far greater percentage of block-grant funds 
were flowing to corrections than to the police relative to the distribution 
of state and local revenues to these components. Only a small pro
portion of block-grant funds went to equipment purchase, the over
whelming majority going to fund law enforcement and criminal justice 
servIces. 

On the negative side, ACIR observed that despite greater recognition 
being given to criminal justice as an interdependent set of agencies, 
there still was a paucity of evidence to indicate that strong ties had 
developed among the criminal justice components. Indeed, although 
criminal justice components now frequently met and discussed issues 
of common concern, collegial environments broke down when it came 
to apportioning LEAA funds. Further, only a few of the SPAs had 
apparently developed close working relationships with governors and 
legislatures, and this minimized the opportunity for coordinated policy 
analysis and development at the state level in budget and program 
decision making. For example, only nine SPAs responding to an ACIR 
survey indicated that the governor had reviewed and commented on 
the comprehensive plan. ACIR noted that the preponderance of SPA 
task-activity was devoted to administering the block-grant program 
and to complying with LEAA procedural requirements, leaving little 
time for the SPA staffs to begin building effective linkages to local 
levels outside of block-grant activities. There was little time for SPA 
staffs seriously to undertake the business of developing planning ca
pabilities at the local levels; LEAA had yet to provide SP As with 
guidance (standards and criteria) by which state plans would be mea
sured for effectiveness or comprehensiveness; and fmally, excessive 
turnover in both LEAA and SPA management had prompted contin
uous shifting and redirection of priorities, making any concerted move
ment toward longer-range goals virtually impossible. 

The report of the Twentieth Century Fund Task Force on the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration generally agreed with the 
ACIR assessment of comprehensive planning.46 It noted that criminal 
justice components were beginning to view themselves as part of an 
interrelated system; planning had improved and there was greater 
participation in the process by locally elected officials and non-crim
inal-justice personnel. Financial controls had been tightened and a 
better balance achieved in the allocation of funds to criminal justice 
components and to high-crime areas. It noted the development of 
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systematized computer information systems that facilitated informa
tion exchange, and it observed that state legislatures were making use 
of SPA staff in revising criminal justice legislation. But like the ACIR 
report, the Fund report concluded that planning did not extend beyond 
LEAA-funded areas. It ventured several reasons for this: 

... SPAs control only about 5 percent of the states' entire criminal 
justice budget and have no way to influence the elements of the 
system that are not financed by LEAA .... Another problem is 
LEAA's guidelines, which are so complex and fluid that, instead 
of streamlining the planning process, they have reduced it to 
drudgery and irrelevance. . . . And in practice, as more of the 
money is earmarked by Congress, there is less room for the state 
to set its own priorities. Finally, the tightening of state budgets 
has generated an atmosphere of economic emergency that is not 
congenial with systematic planning.47 

Comprehensive Planning 
Perhaps the issue of greatest importance to an assessment of SP A 

activity in the mid-seventies concerned that of comprehensive planning. 
Mindful of many criticisms made between 1968 and 1972 that the 
SP As were not engaged in comprehensive planning but rather were 
merely dispensing funds, Congress provided a de,finition of compre
hensive planning in the 1973 amendments to the Safe Streets Act, with 
the objective being to focus SPA attention on what comprehensive 
planning was and on the mandate to do it: 

The term comprehensive planning means that the plan must be 
a total and integrated analysis of the problems regarding the law 
enforcement and criminal justice system within the State; goals, 
priorities, and standards must be established in the plan and the 
plan must address methods, organization, and operatiot'- perform
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 and noninstitutional rehabilitative measures.48 

By 1977, nearly a decade of planning capability development had 
passed and evaluations of the degree of comprehensive planning 
achieved were hardly laudatory. In its 1977 report on the block-grant 
program, ACIR noted that 
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[~]arely are the criminal justice activities of state and local agen
CIes planned and coordinated with the activities supported by the 
SPAs. For the most part, SPA planning in the states visited is 
project-based and lacks a well-defined set of goals against which 
to measure individu~l projects. Although project-based planning 
can be a very effectIve means of allocating resources to achieve 
a successful rate of project implementation, without a broader 
f~~ework of reference within which to judge the merits of in
dIvId~a~ ~rogr~ms, the ~s~ of supporting lower-priority objectives 
or actIvItIes WIth conflICtmg purposes inevitably arises.49 

The Commission also observed that the planned disbursement of 
federal funds generally followed from one of three-or a combination 
of three-"planning" approaches. One approach was crime-data 
driven, in that criminal statistics were analyzed to single out crime 
areas for funding. Another approach was dollar-balance driven in the 
s~nse of setting minimums and maximums for functional or j~risdic
tIonal areas. The third approach was a bottom-up process based on a 
summation of indications from local and state agencies of their needs. 
None of.these approaches seems to be in keeping with terms such as 
s!stematzc, long-range, comprehensive, or coordinated. But at the same 
tIme, no better alternative seemed on the horizon. The principal dif
fi~ul~y, a~ n~ted by the Commission, was the "relative limited use of 
cnmmal JustIce data and analysis." 50 The problem was not a reluctance 
by the SPAs to use data if available; rather, the overall lack of data 
and the reluctance (or inability) of elected decision-makers to use such 
data posed the major difficulty. 

How~ver, in a 1976 article Daniel Skoler observed that it was prob
a~ly naIve to assu~e that coordination could be achieved easily or 
sl~ply throug~ a reha~ce on planning, believing that the development 
of mtegrated .mformatIOn systems, the functional integration of go v
ernm~nt servIces, and the unified administration of criminal justice 
functIOn~ were equally important. Nonetheless, Skoler asserted that as 
of the ~Id-~eventies "the scope and clout [of] official planning missions 
are begmmng to e~pand beyond federal aid programming to cover 
total sys~em operatIons, to attract legislative and quasi-line status and 
to be remf~rced. by 'minimum standards' criteria."51 He also ~oted 
that strategI~s dIrected t~ward coordination were moving beyond the 
use of planmng alone to mclude common information systems, coor-
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dinated educational and training programs, and "integrated regula
tion" of system agencies by legislative bodies. 

Probably the most serious impediment to defining what was meant 
by comprehensive system planning was the division of opinion about 
whether planning should be oriented toward improving systems or 
toward reducing crime. 

System improv~ment planning, the most common approach used 
by the SP As, seeks to enhance the quality of the components of 
the criminal justice system and the management of the flow of 
cases and people through it. Directing planning efforts toward 
syste~)mprovement rather than crime reduction has been a con
tinuing bone of contention for those concerned about the program. 
The uneasy compromise eventually adopted by Congress in the 
1973 amendments called upon the program to promote planning 
for "strengthening and improving the criminal justice system" in 
order to reduce crime. 52 

The effect of this dilemma was to cloud how the term comprehensive 
planning was to be operationalized; it did little to help differentiate 
between intermediary and final objectives to planning. And whether 
one subscribed to systems improvement or crime reduction or a com
bination of these as ultimate objectives, cross-component planning 
seemed to be only weakly served. 

In sum, the operationalized meaning given to comprehensive plan
ning in the first decade of the LEAA initiative seemed to have the 
following aspects. First, planning was short run, generally coinciding 
with annual comprehensive plans and federal fund disbursement. Sec
ond, planning was grant oriented, tied to largely discrete awards of 
federal funds. Third, normative planning in the guise of standards and 
goals was attempted, but there is little evidence of serious attempts to 
reach these goals through the conscious application of specific oper
ational means. Fourth, planning had a component orientation rather 
than a system orientation, with only lip service being paid to the 
concept of systematically taking into account the interactions among 
the components and resulting effects. The term comprehensive plan
ning seemed to have meaning only in a process sense; that is, emphasis 
was given to the fair distribution of federal funds among the criminal 
justice components, to cross-component representation on the planning 
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boards, and to following the LEAA guidelines for distributing block
grant funds on the basis of an approved plan. 

The Realities of Planning and Coordination 

The kind of comprehensive planning envisioned by Congress in its 
1.973 definition was appealing because it mandated that a highly ra
bonal form of comprehensive analysis precede decision making and 
block-grant allocations. However, its feasibility seemed questionable 
owing to the great fragmentation of the criminal justice system. Al
though from a practical point of view "comprehensive" was an ill
defined concept, three operational definitions seemed possible. The 
first defined comprehensive in a very limited sense and, in line with 
the practices of the SP As, as the fair (equitable) distribution of federal 
grant money among system components. A second option was to define 
comprehensive planning as central planning, with authority vested in 
a state agency to do just that. The third option was to derme com
prehensiveness as coordination, recognizing that fragmentation is a 
fact of life and that decision making in the criminal justice system is 
itself decentralized and fragmented. These are not necessarily mutually 
exclusive options because, for example, the equitable distribution of 
block-grant funds could be undertaken in a coordinated fashion .. 

The idea of central planning was most at variance with American 
political traditions and with apparent Congressional intent-that in
tent clearly being that crime was to be treated as a local problem and 
th~t th~ Safe Streets Ac~ was to be facilitative rather than preemptive.s3 
This Vlew was echoed ill a 1976 report of the Council of State Gov
ernments on the future of criminal justice planning: "Everything we 
know about American government, and especially about the separation 
of p~wers doctrine, argues against centralized comprehensive planning 
an~ 10 favor of fragmented functional planning located throughout the 
vanous branches and subdivisions of government. Fragmentation is 
not the problem to overcome: The dysfunctions resulting from frag
mentation should be targeted."s4 Nonetheless, many of the critics of 
SP A comprehensive planning seemed fixed on the notion that the SPAs 
and local planning bodies were not making decisions based on the 
consideration of hard data, and using such analyses as a basis for 
central allocational control of the distribution of block-grant funds. 
Few of these critics, many of whom were from the larger cities and 
?ad objected to the "pie-cutting" approach to planning, recognized an 
mconsistency in their criticisms-namely, that comprehensive plan-
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ning as more centralized planning was anathema to proponents of local 
government authority. 

Daniel Skoler views planning as a "legitimate technique for meshing 
the activities of segmented but functionally related public services."ss 
In his view planning is a substitute for central administration and is 
quite appropriate for a system that values local control of justice. "The 
natural tension between various criminal justice functions (e.g., pros
ecution and defense) suggests that they function better by remaining 
separate but equal, albeit cooperative, rather than being joined under 
a single authority." Others agreed with Skoler. The Council of State 
Governments, for example, offered "coordination'" as a major alter
native to central planning. This alternative focused on dealing with 
the obvious dysfunction of fragmentation rather than on some notion 
of a comprehensive response to dysfunction. 

What is needed in order to deal with fragmented decision making 
is a method of interfacing the decisions of separate agencies or 
units of government so that such problems as duplication of ser
vices, unequal funding, and discontinuities or conflicts in policies 
can be minimized. S6 

ACIR noted that SPA planning seemed to follow a project-specific 
approach, observing that program planning naturally evolved out of 
the funding of projects. It questioned and perhaps rejected the notion 
that this was not acceptable comprehensive planning.s7 In so doing, 
ACIR recognized that a form of planning was evolving that focused 
attention on the identification of projects meant to address identifiable 
problems. One problem noted by ACIR was that a large number of 
activities continued to be funded year after year with block-grant funds. 
Although projects were generally limited to three years of federal 
funding for implementation, the actual program type might be con
tinued in the state plan as an approved activity for a greater length 
of time, thereby encouraging other local jurisdictions to implement it. 
No doubt this contributed to notions that SPA planning was project 
specific in that large portions of annual state plans set priorities in 
light of these continuing priorities. However, long-term funding may 
also have indicated a commitment to making sure that certain programs 
of proven merit and broad-based value were given a firm toehold for 
later assumption by state and local governments. 

In response to an ACIR survey, 22 SPA directors reported that 
empirical data collection and analysis of crime and the system guided 
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these project-specific funding decisions. However, the remainder of 
respondents indicated that such data collection and analysis was in
frequently used in reaching funding and other policy decisions. ACIR 
concluded that a rational-analytic approach to planning (that based 
on substantial collection and analysis of data) was only weakly de
veloped. It observed further that this lack of development was attrib
utable to the complexities of the political environment the SPAs 
confronted rather than to inadequate SPA performance. 

In the view of Lindblom and Cohen, the classic method of scientific 
evaluation is only one of several equally important routes to problem 
solving. Other valid methods are based on what they term "ordinary 
knowledge" and "interactive problem solving."58 These two types of 
approaches to planning and evaluation are particularly well suited to 
public policy decision making, and evidence indicates that they were 
extensively utilized by both LEAA and the SPAs in program planning 
and evaluation. 

Throughout government, establishing specific causal linkages be
tween empirical data and their impact on planning, and the impact of 
planning in tum on decision making, is difficult. Usually, we are 
confronted with the opinions of planners and decision makers that 
linkages either exist or do not exist. But as pointed out by Cohen and 
Garet, even the more methodologically sophisticated approaches to 
evaluation may serve to cloud conclusions about what empirical data 
suggest for policy because of the "internal logic of applied research," 
which through "competing conceptions of methodology and validity 
ensure conflicting interpretations of the results of applied research.,,59 
Martin Rein cites a study of Caplan et al. that gives some interesting 
findings about whether linkages between empirical analysis and de
cision making have existed in public bureaucracies. 

Caplan and his colleagues at the University of Michigan have 
broken ground with an empirical study on this question. They 
interviewed 204 people who held important positions in the ex
ecutive branch of the United States government between October 
1973 and March 1974. The study distinguishes between data-based 
(,hard') and non-empirical ('soft') information and concludes that 
'rarely is policy formulation determined by a concrete point-by
point reliance on empirically grounded data.' Only 13 percent of 
the respondents could cite five to ten instances of use with good 
supporting evidence. However, there were numerous examples of 
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the use of soft information, which led the authors to conclude 
that 'knowledge is used at the top levels of government decision 
making and probably to a greater extent than most experts in the 
area of utilization would expect.' These findings make it clear 
that the issue remains unsettled. 60 

Although it seems true that SP A and local criminal justice planning 
in the mid-seventies was tied to LEAA fund disbursement and that it 
was not comprehensive in the sense of being pervasive, long range, or 
analytically based; several points mediate against too harsh a judgment. 
First, criminal justice planning was a relatively new process, at most 
seven years old. Second, federal resources to support planning were 
largely consumed by administering the block-grant program. Third, 
few SPAs had the administrative and policy authority in their respec
tive states to pursue planning outside the context of the block-grant 
program. Finally, there is scant evidence to suggest that hard empirical 
data are generally used in reaching decisions anywhere in the public 
arena; the expectation that things would be different in criminal justice 
(especially in the short run) was most likely an unrealistic expectation. 
And hard empirical data sometimes raise more questions than they 
answer, which serves to complicate the decision-making process fur
ther. 

In 1973 the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals identified planning as one of the principal rnech-

, anisms of fashioning coordination among the components of the crim
inal justice system. The National Advisory Commission also stressed 
the importance of planning agencies' becoming the planners for the 
entire criminal justice system-not just for that portion supported 
with federal funds. A broadening of planning responsibilities to include 
nonfederal areas would help widen the power base and the influence 
not only of the SPAs but of the functions of system-wide coordination.61 

As early as 1970 LEAA guidelines encouraged the participation of 
local units of government in planning on a regional, metropolitan, or 
some other "combined" basis. Regional planning units (RPUs) and 
criminal justice coordinating councils (CJCCs) were subsequently cre
ated and came to number over 450 by the mid-seventies. RPUs were 
created by act of governors or state legislatures while CJCCs were 
created under the authority of local units of government. In 1973, an 
amendment to the Safe Streets Act permitted cities and counties with 
populations of more than 250,000 to submit their plans to state plan
ning agencies directly. All of these actions were directed toward en-
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couraging the development of planning capacity at the local level. To 
support this, at least 40% of the Part B planning funds awarded the 
states had to be passed through to these local levels and some of Part 
C action funds could be used for the same purpose. States varied in 
how they managed this multilayered planning infrastructure. Some 
adopted highly centralized approaches that curtailed the freedom of 
sub-state planning units to develop local plans and to set local priorities; 
others developed more decentralized approaches that allowed greater 
local freedom. 

ACIR assessment of local planning-efforts produced Dlixed results. 
Most city and county officials believed that planning funds were in
sufficient to support their operations, especially given the burdens of 
a multilayered process of plan approval and grant monitoring. It also 
seemed questionable that truly comprehensive planning was taking 
place at these levels. In an October 1975 survey of cities and counties 
many reported that their criminal justice planning offices were housed 
in police agencies; most reported that, regardless of placement, the 
vast majority of planning-office time was occupied with grant-proposal 
writing, fiscal monitoring, project evaluation, and guideline review. 
Less than 2 out of 43 SPAs, reporting about their respective RPUs 
and CJCCs indicated a high level of planning development among 
them. Slightly less than 50 percent called the RPU and CJCC planning 
adequate.62 ACIR did note, however, that substantial development had 
taken place in the creation of and in the sophistication of RPU sand 
CJCCs between 1970 and 1975, and among other things turnover 
among key professionals was much lower than it was with the SP As. 
It also noted that county and city officials generally viewed the RPUs 
and the CJCCs as creations of local government. 

In sum, critiques of RPU and CJCC planning were similar to those 
of SPA planning. An inordinate amount of time was spent in complying 
with LEAA guidelines and not much time developing comprehensive 
plans that included consideration of nonfederally-funded criminal jus
tice program and activity areas. 

Block-Grant Outcomes and the Problem of Evaluation 
As measures of the progress having taken place since 1970, ACIR 

noted several developments that indicated that many important ob
jectives of the block-grant program were being pursued with some 
success. It reported evidence that block-grant funds were not being 
used to supplant existing state and local expenditures, but rather were 
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being used to stimulate innovative programs. Safe Streets monies had 
clearly upgraded traditional criminal justice activities. Although re
ported crime was obviously rising, ACIR noted that both LE~ block 
and discretionary grants had improved the state and local cnme re
porting systems, and the visibility given to criminal justice by the 
LEAA program had encouraged greater citizen reporting of crime. 

There were of course views expressed from other quarters about the 
progress or lack of progress toward innovatioIl, comprehensive plan
ning, and coordination. One search of the LEAA's Grants Management 
Information System revealed that in 1975 40% of grant funds went 
to the police, 16% went to the courts, 26% went to correcti?ns, and 
that only 10% were for combination projects that cut across or mvolved 
several criminal justice component agencies.63 The apparent low pro
portion of grants that cut across components caused some to be con
cerned about the level of coordination fostered by the block-grant 
funds. Further, the Office of Management and Budget charged in a 
1976 position paper that "LEAA funds have been used for projects 
that have little or no relationship to improving criminal justice pro
gramming, [and] funds are so widely dispersed that their potential 
impact is reduced.,,64 Representatives of the cities continued to charge 
that insufficient funds flowed to the cities where in their view the most 
serious crime problems flourished and where the local funding potential 
was most seriouslylacking.6s-And the cities continued to be vocal 
about the amount of red tape generated by the multilayered bureau
cracy that interfered with their ability to set priorities (LEAA, LEAA 
regional offices, . and the SPAs). 

The most serious challenge came from those who registered concern 
about the lack of program evaluation. In 1972 the House Committee 
on Government Operations issued a report highly critical of LEAA 
evaluation efforts. It charged that LEAA had done little toward eval
uating the effectiveness of programs or projects funded with block 
grants and little to guide the assessment of program management and 
performance.66 Shortly thereafter, Congress amended the. Safe Stre~ts 
Act to require evaluation, using action-grant funds. The NIxon Admm
istration demanded that LEAA show demonstrable results from the 
use of block-grant funds, and LEAA responded by requiring SPAs to 
conduct evaluations through SP A establishment of special evaluation 
units. Malcolm Feeley and Austin Sarat note that by the mid-seventies 
this had had the effect of bringing the professional evaluator into close 
contact with the SPA infrastructure.67 This was in contrast to the 
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findings of a previous study conducted in 1972 that discovered SPA 
personnel to be openly hostile toward and ignorant about evaluation 
methodology. 68 

The General Accounting Office was one of the earliest and most 
vocal critics on the subject of LEAA evaluation efforts, with criticism 
ranging from the assertion that inadequate financial accounting mea
sures were being employed by LEAA to the charge that there was no 
consistency nor a sound set of procedures developed or enforced to 

69 V' L measure the outcomes of LEAA-funded programs. Ictor owe, 
Director of the General Government Division of the General Ac
counting Office, testified before the Subcommittee on Crime of the 
House Judiciary Committee in 1976, and detailed many of the GAO 
complaints.

70 
Lowe granted that it was inappropriate to evaluate the 

block-grant program by its impact on crime; he expressed strong pref
erence for LEAA to be held accountable for the "systematic planning, 
testing, and evaluation of efforts to adequately advance the Nation'S 
knowledge as to how to effectively fight crime." He noted that there 
was something of a dearth of criteria specifying how and what types 
of evaluations should be conducted by SPAs and by substate planning 
agencies. Planning for evaluation was generally poor and evaluation 
research designs themselves were so poor that few definitive conclu
sions could be drawn about what worked and what didn't. So, too, 
few if any states had apparently established effective procedures for 
disseminating evaluation results so as to allow them to act as feedback 
in subsequent grant decision-making. In Lowe's view the funding of 
evaluation was 15 to 25 times less than what was necessary. Lowe 
concluded that little improvement had taken place in identifying pro
grams and strategies that worked and little was available to help assess 
the degree to which block-grant funds had had an impact. 

ACIR's 1977 report likewise was not encouraging about the level 
of evaluation effort. It noted intense negative reaction among city and 
county officials to the LEAA evaluation program.71 Among other 
complaints, these officials were concerned that strict evaluation re
quirements would draw funds away from action programs. Most re
spondents to the ACIR surveys observed that the funds available for 
evaluation were inadequate. Although ACIR also reported that the 
great majority of SP As responding to its surveys indicated that they 
had developed evaluation strategies in accordance with LEAA guide
lines, there was litde to indicate that serious attention was devoted to 
outcome evaluation; There seemed to be ample evidence that the mon-
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itoring of financial complianoe had improved greatly since the early 
seventies and that monitoring program activities had also improved. 
But the evaluation of outcomes, the determination of what worked 
and what didn't, what achieved goals and what didn't, was ill-devel-
oped. In the view of some it was largely nonexistent. . 

The obstacles to effective evaluation of outcomes were substantIal. 
As Feeley and Sarat note, "Evaluation is not welcomed by the agencies 
requesting money, it is not regarded as a high priority by the S~A 
board and is viewed as a nuisance by the planners themselves, Im
mersed as they are in the practical problems of grant administration."72 
Local criminal justice and governmental officials lo?ked up~n ev~~u
ation requirements as further red tape and as a dental of theIr abII~ty 
to know what was necessary and what worked. And there was a paucIty 
of evaluation models to accomplish it. 

Many argued the success of block-grant programs by pointing to 
the number that were assumed by local jurisdictions. The argument 
was essentially that local units of government would not be willing to 
expend precious funds on programs that hadn't produced be~efit. At 
minimum there was great confusion at all levels about the requtrem~nts 
of "scientific evaluation" and also great hostility directed toward It
none of which is surprising, given how limited the scientists themselves 
view the applicability of research findings in the public arena. However, 
the failure to evaluate in the case of LEAA was due also to severe 
structural faults in both evaluation methodology and in the planning 
and grant-letting processes themselves. . . 

Strictly speaking, gathering proof that somethIng works re~utres 
attention to research design and usually adoption of some verSIon of 
the classical experimental design (i.e., a control and experime~tal 
group, pretesting and posttesting, and randomiz~tion). These requtre
ments are nearly impossible to meet in the pubbc arena. Thus, good 
evaluation researchers, usually working with substantially less than 
optimal research designs, will hedge their findings and not offer much 
solace to the decision maker who wants clear-cut answers. To the 
planner or the administrator faced with the necessity of making such 
decisions, evaluation research with its usual great expense appears 
quite unappealing. . . . 

Politics and the funding cycle for block-grant deCISIons also Inter
fered with the adoption of sound evaluation techniques. Many of the 
decisions regarding block-grant allocations were arrived at throug~ a 
political process of compromise and pie-cutting that was not receptIve 
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to the rationalizations of equivocal research findings; further, the po
litical process took many subjective factors into consideration, factors 
not always fully considered by the evaluation researcher.73 The annual 
funding cycle also made it nearly impossible for the SP As to utilize 
evaluation findings to consider the renewal of grants. The normal one
year-grant process would have required an evaluation of the project 
before it was completed in order to feed any evaluation information 
into the decision about whether to renew. So, too, the start-up time 
involved in many programs and the length of time required to show 
results (e.g., for rehabilitation programs) made it impossible in these 
circumstances to acquire evaluation data that could be useful in the 
annual decision-making funding cycle. 

The problem, it appears, was not the absence of trained evaluators 
for the LEAA program had quite clearly resulted in bringing numerous 
qualified evaluators into the arena of criminal justice. But the avail
ability of evaluation specialists did not solve the inherent structural 
difficulties associated with doing evaluation in criminal justice and in 
evaluating block-grant program~. The reactions of SPA and RPU 
personnel to these structural problems were gathered by Feeley and 
Sarat and summarized by them as follows: 

But while these officials could agree in the abstract over the 
meaning of the concept, there was no similar agreement as to 
whether in fact they ought to be conducting such evaluations. 
When responding to the questions, what are you doing and what 
would you like to be doing with respect to evaluation, we received 
widely varying responses. Some thought evaluation was an ideal 
toward which they were working against overwhelming odds, 
while others regarded scientific evaluation of the SPA-funded 
projects as a waste of time and effort .... While we found wide
spread differences among SPA officials over the meaning of the 
concepts 'innovation' and 'planning,' there were no significant 
differences over the term 'evaluation.' ... Despite this agreement 
in conception, few evaluation specialists reported that they were 
engaged in evaluation in any meaningful sense, or that they were 
supporting others who were conducting meaningful evaluation 
research. . . . In contrast to planning and innovation, this failure 
was not a failure of clarity in the Act or in its intentions. SPA 
officials knew what the Act required. However, given the oper
ational conditions of their programs, they were often unable to 
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obtain systematic evaluations, and when they did, they could 
rarely put them to use.,,74 

Reformulation and Demise: 1977-1980 

In fiscal year 1976 LEAA appropriations fell by about $85 million 
to $810 million. For the next five years LEAA appropriations would 
continue to decline, and lead to the eventual zeroing-out of the pro
gram. The decline began under the Ford Administration and continued 
under the Carter Administration. President Ford had throughout most 
of his political career resisted federal expenditures in the area of social 
welfare and was a steadfast opponent of Johnson's Great Society pro
grams. Ford was also a long-time supporter of tough anticrime mea
sures such as wiretapping and no-knock provisions and resisted a 
federal expenditure role in dealing with the "root causes of crime." 
In the 1976 presidential elections both Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter 
championed a tougher stand toward crime-Carter, for example, sup
ported minimum sentencing and streamlined court procedures to make 
justice "swift and sure." Carter also directly challenged LEAA's track 
record, referring to its failure to reduce crime and calling it a mis
managed, uncoordinated and wasteful effort; Carter's principal cam
paign promise regarding LEAA was that he would eliminate the waste, 
which some took to mean "eliminate the agency." 

Carter was a candidate of many faces, however, because although 
he appeared similar to Ford in championing many traditionally c?n
servative approaches to fighting crime, he also supported the notlOn 
that crime was related to broader social, conditions such as unem
ployment and that the justice system was unjust because wealth. was 
a major factor in whether or not justice was done. Although neither 
candidate directly called for the elimination of LEAA, and although 
crime did not develop into a central political issue during the 1976 
campaign as it had in the presidential elections of 1964, 1968, and 
1972, there was an assumed promise that strong presidential leadership 
would be exercised in undertaking a major reform of LEAA. 

When Carter took office there was substantial talk that LEAA would 
be disbanded. Carter's Attorney General Griffin Bell was reported to 
have initially wanted the program shut down, but reconsidered after 
being warned that shutdown would preclude doing anything mean
ingful in reforming the effort to produce results?S In LEAA itself 



I 

\ 

106 
"Federal Aid to Criminal Justice" 

gloom was rising;. few believed that the program would be terminated 
but at the same tIme most felt that substantial budget cuts and other 
~hanges :v?uld be en~cted. Whether or not Carter or Ford were serious 
m prOmlSI?g s~eepmg ch~nges and improvements and in exerting 
s~rong pr~sI~entI~lleadershlp, other domestic problems came to receive 
hIgher pnonty, Ju~t ~s they had in the past. For Nixon, Watergate 
had ?ecome the chI.ef Issue; ~ith Ford the chief issue had been restoring 
publtc confidence m a tarnIshed presidency and in dealing with un
e~ployment; for Carter the issues would be unemployment and infla
tIon, among others. 

Another ~rucial factor in the decline of LEAA concerned growing 
federal defiCIts and the tax-revolt movement broadly aimed at reducing 
govern~ent spending and waste. After over 30 years of expansive 
growth ~n the fed~ral bud~et and ~fter almost 15 years of unparalleled 
growt~ m domestIc spendmg, publtc attention was riveted to the notion 
of haltmg the growth and indeed in cutting back. The general public 
had also. lost much of its faith that federal spending programs would 
necess~rily solve domestic or foreign problems. Both Ford and Carter 
champIOned greater governmental efficiency as a means of holding 
even or perhaps reducing the level of government expenditure. LEAA 
beca~e a natur~l target for budget cutting exercises because it lacked 
a vaned an~ umt~~ constituency and because it was unable in the eyes 
o~ ~any. of Its cntIcs to prove concrete results. Although the outright 
~ltm~at~on of LEA A would prompt substantial resistance among crim
mal JUStIC~ agency heads, mayors, and governors because many had 
come ~o VIew the~e LEAA funds as a right, cutback, now much in 
vogue m, th~ ~?bltc arena, would be easy to sell the general pUblic. 

C~rter s I~ItIal response on taking office was similar to that of 
prevIOUS preSIdents who inherited the program: an acting administrator 
w~s :eft at the he~d of LEAA for a substantial period; a study com
illlSSIOn was appomted to determine what to do about LEAA· and 
analyses ,,:ere conducted to determine where waste and ineffici~ncies 
coul~ be dIscovered an~ eliminated. However, before Carter left office, 
he dId what two preSIdents before him had not: he zero-lined the 
LEAA budget. 

Reauthorization 

The options be~ore Carter were varied and included elimination of 
the ~genc~, ch~ngmg the block-grant concept to one of general revenue 
shanng, tmkenng with the existing block-grant concept, introducing 
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more categorization by specifying the kind of program efforts that 
could be funded, and eliminating or altering ancillary requirements 
such as for comprehensive planning and so forth. A study group 
appointed under Attorney General Griffin Bell recommended shifting 
nearly all LEAA funds to a special revenue-sharing format, eliminating 
much of LEAA's national leadership role and the requirement of 
comprehensive planning. Senator Edward Kennedy, then chairman of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee, proposed reauthorization legislation 
that would substitute three-year priority setting for annual compre
hensive planning as the means of guiding the use of federal funds. 
Under Kennedy'S plan states, counties, and cities would directly receive 
70% of LEAA funds after setting priorities. Senator Joseph Biden 
who chaired the subcommittee reauthorization hearings offered amend
ments that ( through guidelines) categorized the permissible programs 
against which LEAA funds could be applied. 

These and other proposals would be debated and would lead to 
substantial changes in the LEAA enabling legislation. In December 
of 1979 Congress passed the Justice System Improvement Act. The 
title itself is noteworthy-gone was explicit reference to "law enforce
ment," and the term "system" was added, presumably to reflect the 
decade-long emergence of the concept of a criminal justice system. 
The Act created the Bureau of Justice Statistics, the National Institute 
of Justice, and retained LEAA as administrative caretaker of the "block 
grants." All three were placed under the administrative and coordi
native umbrella of a new agency called the Office of Justice Assistance, 
Research, and Statistics. The Institute was to fund, to do pilot testing 
of, and to evaluate innovative programs. The Bureau of Justice Sta
tistics was to act as a national clearing-house for criminal justice 
statistics and to monitor and to develop the capacity of state and local 
units of government to assist in generating such statistics. Overall the 
Act sought to reduce the amount of red tape involved in the federal 
assistance program and shrink the bureaucratic maze. 

Modifications were made to the block-grant program in that com
prehensive planning was eliminated as a requirement in dispensing the 
funds. Formula grants were to be given directly to cities, counties, and 
combinations of local governments in addition to the states. This 
represented a victory for the cities in particular who had argued for 
direct, no-strings-attached awards from the beginning. The formula 
grants would take into consideration population, crime rates, ta;xrates, 
and criminal justice expenditures; the formula was a victory both for 
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those who felt that crime rates should be given greater consideration 
in the dispensing of federal anticrime funds and for those who felt that 
federal assistance should flow toward those jursidictions that had dem
onstrated a substantial commitment to funding its criminal justice 
components. Annual statewide comprehensive planning was eliminated 
as a requirement but still encouraged; in its place criminal justice 
councils were to establish three-year plans that consisted of funding 
priorities. Twenty-three program categories were explicitly spelled out 
as eligible for funding under the Act; some viewed the specification 
of eligible categories as furthering creeping categorization, but the 
categories themselves were loosely stated-the funding of (1) alter
natives to maximum-security confmement for nondangerous offenders, 
(2) the coordination of components of the criminal justice system, (3) 
court reform, and so forth. Creative grantsmanship could probably 
fmd an appropriate niche in one or several of these categories. 

Continning Assessment: 1977.1979 
In the midst of congressional reauthorization hearings and debates, 

assessments of the LEAA/SP A programs continued to emerge. It is 
difficult to determine how much any of these affected congressional 
deliberations or those of the executive branch. However, the findings 
of these reports presented a similarly mixed picture as had earlier 
assessments, and many of the issues raised during the late seventies 
were the same as those raised during the mid-seventies. One partic
ularly nnportant report by the Congressional Budget Office on "Fed
eral Law Enforcement Assistance: Alternative Approaches" was 
presented in April of 1978. The report noted that insufficient time had 
passed since the passage of the 1976 amendments to the crime control 
act to evaluate the impact of the amendments. Presumably, therefore, 
the comments made in the Congressional Budget Office report were 
based on findings from previous assessments as well as on additional 
material of its own. The report summarized the LEAA program (as 
of 1978) as having produced mixed results: 

The intergovernmental institutions created by LEAA are generally 
considered to be the program's most valuable contribution. Even 
critics of LEAA agree that the program has increased cooperation 
among functional areas and across jurisdictional lines of the crim
inal justice system. . . . 
Critics of the program have argued that: State criminal justice 
plans are of limited usefulness; well-integrated criminal justice 
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systems do not generally exist at the state and local level; and 
LEAA's role in approving state plans has been largely perfunc
tory .... 
The degree to which LEAA block grants have stimulated the 
development and implementation of innovative programs depends 
on the criteria applied to 'innovative.' Under the most stringent 
standard, only 9 percent of LEAA projects were innovations that 
had never been tried anywhere. If the criteria are broadened to 
include "generally acceptable undertakings" that are new to a 
particular state, about 59 percent were innovative .... 
One of the most important roles of LEAA is its information 
function. Detailed reviews of LEAA's research and evaluation 
activities by the National Academy of Sciences and the General 
Accounting Office concluded, however,that: The LEAA research 
progran:I has produced products of mediocre quality and limited 
usefulness. The extent and type of evaluation effort conducted by 
LEAA and the State Planning Agencies has been limited, the 
quality low, and the use little. ,,76 

In February of 1979 the National Academy of Public Administration 
(NAP A) issued a report entitled, "Criminal Justice Planning in the 
Governing Process: A Review of Nine States."77 In its summary and 
conclusions NAP A observed what it believed to be heartening devel
opment in the degree and the sophistication with which comprehensive 
planning was being practiced in nine states studied (California, Col
orado, Connecticut, Michigan, Minnesota, New Mexico, North Car
olina, North Dakota, and Virginia). The generalizability of the NAP A 
fmdings to the other 48 states and territories is questionable, however, 
given that the majority of the nine states selected for review were very 
likely among the strongest with regard to established reputations for 
comprehensive planning. Nonetheless, NAP A drew several conclusions 
from the nine states and from the views of a panel of nine people who 
were considered "experts in criminal justice, state government, and 
intergovernmental relations." Several of these conclusions are partic
ularly interesting as they would seem to indicate a fair amount of 
development between 1975 and 1978, just as there had been substantial 
development between 1970 and 1975. The most important of these 
conclusions as summarized by NAP A include the following: 

1. Comprehensive criminal justice planning is 'coming of age'
it is an area of state government management where heartening 
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~rogress.and innovation is apparent. Criminal Justice planning 
IS becomIng.a part of the governing process in state government, 
although thIS progress has occurred principally during the past 
three years. [emphasis added] There is evidence of valuable 
contributions being made by criminal justice planning to better 
coordination, information, and management of criminal justice 
functions .... 

2. The LEAA program has been the driving force behind im
provements in criminal justice planning at the state level. ... 

3. Criminal Justice Planning is at an extremely sensitive stage 
where substantial reduction in LEAA support easily can set 
back the progress which has been made so far .... 

4. Based on the experience and progress of the nine states re
viewed, the panel believes that considerably more can be ac
complished elsewhere in criminal justice planning if adequately 
Supported by political leadership.78 

NAP A went on to caution against standard solutions and regulations 
as me~ns by. which comprehensive planning might be more effectively 
establIshed In all state and local jurisdictions. In this, it seemed to 
lobby against what the National Conference of State Criminal Justice 
Planning Administrators had referred to as categorization of the block
grant program and creeping b~reaucratization. 79 And in so doing it 
also ~~lle~ atte~tion t? t~~ issues ?f local.control and variability among 
localItIes In settIng pnontles and In defimng their anti-crime programs. 
~AP A furth~r warned that comprehensive planning is a complex and 
tIme-consummg venture and that it would only become established in 
the long run and as a result of a long-term commitment to it by state 
and local governments. Having a top-quality professional as director 
of the SPA, having support of the governor and the confidence of 
criminal justice agencies, and having stability in SPA leadership and 
an approach to planning that emphasized "controlled coordination 
with diffused responsibility for detailed planning and implementation" 
were ~i?gled out as pa~icularly important to continued growth in the 
capabIlIty of undertaking comprehensive planning. 

In January of 1980 President Jimmy Carter issued his own formal 
assessment of the LEAA program. Carter's preliminary budget pro
~osals for fiscal year 1981 had carried a recommendation for a slight 
Increase over that of 1979 in the LEAA appropriation. However, in 
January of 1980 Carter changed his mind and the budget recommen-
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dation: LEAA would receive approximately $15 million in 1981, all 
for the purpose of program phase out. After 12 years and nearly $8 
billion the program of innovation and assistance was to be terminated. 
Many state and local beneficiaries of the LEAA program objected 
vociferously but unsuccessfully. In April of 1982 LEAA officially 
expired. The lead editorial of the New York Times on April 21, 1982, 
said: "LEAA may be dead, but the need for such help is greater than 
ever." 

Summary and Conclusions 
Successful implementation is a product of mutual adaptation in

volving modifications of the program and its original ideas as well as 
modifications to the institutional settings in which the program is to 
be implemented.80 Throughout its twelve-year history, the LEAA pro
gram underwent substantial and frequent modification both to assure 
compliance with legislative intent and to meet state and local needs 
better. These included among others, the targeting of LEAA funds to 
high-crime and high-population areas, the creation of earmarked cat
egories of funds for corrections and juvenile justice, and increasing 
regulations related to the representation of locally elected leaders on 
planning commissions, the conducting of comprehensive planning, and 
the requirements for program evaluation. 

Important adaptations in the traditional ways by which state and 
local criminal justice agencies responded to crime also were made. 
These included the ongoing development of a consciousness that there 
was a criminal justice system and that coordination and innovation 
were required for system improvement if not for system survival. At 
the time of its phase-out, beginning in 1980, LEAA continued to go 
through modification, the last set of changes taking place in 1979. 
These' changes decentralized the planning and block-grant-Ietting proc
ess to state and local levels much more so than had been the case in 
the past. Additionally, states and localities were required to fund a 
greater percentage of planning and coordination activity, reflecting in 
part a belief that after twelve years the ideas of planning, coordination, 
and innovation had taken hold at these levels. These changes also 
reflected a belief that in many states an effective infrastructure had 
been established, which would continue these processes without the 
necessity of \tight federal bureaucratic controls over the use of block
grant funds. And it also reflected a position that if state and local 
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authorities viewed the processes as valuable, then they should fund 
them. 

LEAA and Intergovernmental Constraints 

The LEAA program confronted a number of constraints arising out 
of intergovernmental and interorganizational relationships. To under
stand the nature of these constraints as well as to provide a basis for 
thinking about the federal LEAA effort to exert influence over state 
and local crime-fighting efforts, several points arising out of intergov
ernmental and interorganizational theory need consideration. First, to 
the extent that sources of revenues for state and local agencies are 
dispersed, the ability of a federal organization to exert influence or 
control over state and local organizations is weakened.81 Criminal 
justice revenue sources are dispersed throughout all three levels of 
government (federal, state, and local), and within each level of gov
ernment as well. Further, federal crime-fighting resources are only a 
small percentage of total crime-fighting revenues available. Thus, there 
are multiple and significant nonfederal sources of revenue available to 
criminal justice. 

Second, where grant-allocation controls are weak, federal influence 
is minimized even in the face of substantial federal revenue commit
ment. 82 There are strong constitutional and political impediments to 
federal efforts to maintain strong allocational control over the grant 
resources made available to state and local criminal justice organiza
tions. To be clear, strong-control allocation mechanisms are available 
(e.g., federal categorical-grant models), but the kind of federal control 
possible under these models has not been acceptable to those who 
firmly subscribe to states' rights and especially to local control of 
police powers. In part, this may reflect problems of domain consensus 
(agreement among agencies over how roles, tasks, and responsibilities 
are to be divided Up).83 Further, categorical grants can be viewed by 
local agencies as interference with their locally and "constitutionally 
reserved" task domains. 

A highly protective attitude toward local task domains makes co
ordination among agencies threatening if the coordination carries with 
it the possibility of alterations to task-domain boundaries.84 There was 
probably nothing in the LEAA legislation and little in LEAA
promulgated guidelines to suggest the necessity of substantial shifts in 
the task domains of most state and local criminal justice agencies. 
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However, the strength of the local-control sentiment coupled to tra
ditional beliefs about the independence of criminal justice agencies 
one from another, made concepts such as comprehensive planning ~ 
coordination sound suspiciously threatening. 

Third, the criminal justice organizational-set (the number and kinds 
of agencies at all levels of government) is complex. The consequences 
of this if the SPA is to act as a focal change organization are substantial. 
Change efforts cannot be easily focused against such a wide array; the 
effort gets watered down. Additionally, the criminal j~stice organi
zation-set is not only large but is composed of several powerful coa
litions (e.g., law enforcement, corrections, city-go'fvernment coalitions, 
etc.) that have their own constitutional and traditional sources of power 
and influence. The power of these coalitions hindered the relative 
freedom of the SP As to act as change agents.85 

Thus, regarding resources, policy decision-making, and policy im
plementation, criminal justice is a highly dispersed and decentralized 
interorganizational network of agencies, and the environments sup
porting these various agencies differ substantially in the kinds of task 
environments that they present to their criminal justice agencies. Given 
these conditions, we are likely to find that the ability of federal or
ganizations to alter state and local criminal justice agency task envi
ronments is circumscribed. 

It. is nonetheless important to recognize the primacy given by the 
LEAA legislation to building interorganizational arrangements in 
criminal justice. The requirement that SP As be advised by boards 
broadly representative of criminal justice component agencies, levels 
of government, and citizens was recognition that interorga~izational 
relationships do not occur naturally. 86 The meeting of agency and 
governmental heads for the purpose of joint policy planning and. co
ordination was intended to move the nature of interorganizational 
arrangements from the level of simple recognition that other organi
zations exist in criminal justice to the level of conscious consideration 
of the policy interdependency of these agencies.87 So, too, the implicit 
belief was that these and other requirements oriented toward fostering 
coordination among agencies would provide the ways for criminal 
justice to adopt more effective means of dealing with crime, not just 
respond to it. Indeed, a common assumption in the interorganizational 
literature is that interorganizational relationships actually can help 
agencies in the organization network to adapt in substantial ways by 
providing multiple points of access to and demands for innovation.88 



114 
"Federal Aid to Criminal Justice" 

Divergent Interests, Bargaining, and Program Goals 
Evaluation was an afterthought in the Safe Streets LEAA program. 

Not until the program effort was nearly five years old was a mandate 
and serious thought given to the proposition that the program ought 
to be evaluated. There are several reasons for this, including, as Alice 
Rivlin notes, that with regard to government programs we often do 
not know how or have not established the machinery ahead of time 
that will permit evaluation because, typically, legislation establishing 
a program does not provide the means for securing the kind of infor
mation that will allow a conclusive appraisal.89 This is a problem 
throughout governmental programming, not limited to criminal justice 
and to LEAA. 

In the LEAA case other problems also directly affected the potential 
for evaluation. Foremost among these was conflict and divergent views 
about what the program was supposed to accomplish. For example, 
one assessment conducted mid-way (1976) through the LEAA effort 
by the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations noted 
that representatives of city and county governments believed that the 
LEAA program was intended primarily to supplement their criminal 
justice budgets while SPA representatives viewed the primary objective 
of LEAA to be that of encouraging comprehensive planning, coordi
nation, and innovation.90 Many others felt that the prime LEAA ob
jective was something called system improvement, which was to include 
improving efficiency and management of the criminal justice enterprise. 

Many believed the prime goal of the LEAA program to be the 
reduction or eradication of crime. During the initial euphoria sur
rounding passage of the Safe Streets Act, only a few questioned that 
this could be accomplished quickly or that measurable impact on crime 
rates would be seen in the short run. As rates of reported crime 
continued to rise, most observers eventually came to the view that 
crime could not be dealt with quickly or easily, but critics of the LEAA 
program never relented: if crime was not reduced, then LEAA was a 
failure. Indeed, LEAA was held accountable to a goal which, on 
reflection, few believed to be achievable except through far more drastic 
and expensive means than adopted by the Safe Streets Act. 

As better data on actual crime levels became available through 
victimization surveys and pointed to relatively stable crime rates, many 
came to argue that a more appropriate goal of the LEAA program, 
given the breadth and complexity of criminal behavior, would be 
improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the criminal justice system 
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in responding to crime. Others argued that the primary goal should 
be improving the justice, humaneness, and even-hande~ness o~ the 
criminal justice system. Crime reduction, improvements m efficlen~y 
and effectiveness, and making the system more just are not necessanly 
incompatible goals; however, attempts to pursue all as r.oughly. equal 
priorities complicated the undertaking and made it exceedmgly dlffic~lt 
to accommodate all interests, given the limited resources and authonty 
inherent in the LEAA program. Indeed, the objectives of the LEAA 
program were so expansive as to preclude any being pursued sufficiently 
within available rezources. 

So too we can take note of the several vested interests accompanying 
the disbu;sal of federal block funds. In addition to quarrels surrounding 
the proportion of funds that would fall to state, county, and city 
governments, there was also disagreement a~~ng law. e~orc~me~t, 
corrections, the courts, and several less tradItIOnal cnmmal JustIce 
program areas-such as public defender and diversion programs-as 
they all vied for "their fair share.'~ Views about "f~ir ~hare" differed 
and were based on diverse assumptIOns about the objectIves of the Act. 
The flow of funds to public defender and diversion programs, for 
example, was supported by those who held that the Safe Streets Act 
was reform-minded-oriented toward making the system more hu
mane and cognizant of individual rights. The flow of funds to police 
and corrections to support traditional forms of programming in these 
areas was supported by those who held that the .p~rpose of the ~ct 
was to take tougher stands toward crime and the cnmmal by upgradmg 
"traditionally effective" catch-'em, convict-'em, and lock-'em-up strat
egies. Funding police equipment-purchase, so as to upgrade t~chnology 
and efficiency, raised criticism that the root causes of cn~e were 
thereby untreated and fundamental change in the system aVOIded. 

As LEAA and the SPAs attempted to develop and to fund programs 
variously directed to one or more of the prioriti~s, critics surfaced. to 
speak about misplaced priorities. And as ~peclfic program fundmg 
priorities were set, the dissensus that developed over the programs 
extended to the goals themselves. Congressional response to these 
criticisms often took the form of categorization (earmarking funds f~r 
specific kinds of programs or components o~ the system), and thIS 
further complicated relations between the natIOnal and state govern-
ments in setting priorities. . . 

LEAA goal and program priorities ~requently shIfted wIth c~an?es 
in administration and came to be reflected in LEAA grant-gUldelme 
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changes; frequent changes in SP A leadership led to additional and 
sometimes continuous shifts of priorities within states. To be clear, 
however, program leadership change would not have produced con
stantly shifting priorities by itself. Equally fundamental was the lack 
?f public and political consensus about the goals of the LEAA program 
In the first place. And as none of the priorities of crime reduction 
improved efficiency and effectiveness, and greater justice could b; 
achieved quickly, accomplishments could be measured in the short run 
only with great difficulty. This contributed to frequently changing goal 
and programming priorities in an effort to find something that would 
show the critics quick results. Finally, there was dis sensus over whether 
the block-grant program should fund nationally set priorities or 
whether state and local priorities should be funded. The block-grant 
concept itself was an exceedingly uneasy compromise between that of 
setting national priorities and that of allowing state and local author
ities freedom in using the funds. The inherent tension between national, 
state, and local priorities for change and improvement were never fully 
mediated. 

What LEAA and the SPAs confronted in implementing the Safe 
Streets Act was indeed the panoply of conflicting interests that had 
been represented in the debates that preceded passage of the Act. These 
debates and contrary views were not laid to rest by passage of the Act 
but were carried into the implementation phase. In Eugene Bardach's 
view this is not an unusual course of events in the public-policy arena: 

It is widely and correctly realized that the bargaining and ma
neuvering, the pulling and hauling, of the policy-adoption process 
carries over into the policy-implementation process. Die-hard op
ponents of the policy who lost out in 'the adoption stage seek, and 
fmd, means to continue their opposition when, say, administrative 
regulations and guidelines are being written. Many who supported 
the original policy proposal did so only because they expected to 
be able to twist it in the implementation phase to suit purposes 
never contemplated or desired by others who formed part of the 
original coalition. They too seek a role in the administrative proc
ess. A convenient, albeit somewhat misleading description of their 
activities in both stages is "pressure.,,91 

The suspicion is probably warranted that the various interests who 
finally supported passage of the Safe Streets Act saw the opportunity 
to augment budgets' for pet projects or local priorities. The Act was 

, ,. 
! 

I 
1 

\ 
{ 
~ 
r 

\ 

n 

II 
I 
I 

l 
I 

I 
'; 
1 
I 

I 
'I 

I 
I :i 
I 

\ \ 

II 
I 
1 

\ 
1 
f , 

I, 
'I 

" 1\ 
i 

.'1 

1 
~ ., 
1 
~ 

1"1 

'I 
·1 

I 
I 
j 

,I 
1 
J 

\ -1 
! 
j 
j ., 
1 
.! 
I 

I 
·1 

I 
. J 

1 
1 

j 
.J 

I 

Ii t 
i1 
I! 

11 

II I 
'·1 

t' ! 
II 
11 
~ ·1 

r' ". I 

f ! 

~ ,j 
.\ 
~ ! 

" "I 
I 
I 
I 

J 

LEAA in the States: 1968-1980 
117 

written to give everyone a little of something. There is little evidence 
that state and local criminal justice agencies were initially interested 
in the goals of comprehensive planning, coordination, and innovatio~. 
They were much more interested in shoring up existing eff~rts: This 
also is not an unusual state of affairs when federal funds are dlstnbuted 
to states and localities. There are examples of this throughout the 
public-policy arena. Bardach, paraphrasing Jerome Murphy's study of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, notes several matters 
that ought to sound more than vaguely familiar to anyone who has 
followed the course of the LEAA program. 

The reformist impulse in passing ESEA (the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act) Title I was to "help eliminate poverty." 
Title I attempted to target billions of dollars to schools with large 
numbers of children from poor families. The impulse of other key 
actors in the passing coalition, however, was simply to get more 
money to the nation's schools. "The educational associations in 
Washington were ... primarily interested in general support for 
ongoing public school activities. They accepted ESEA's poverty 
focus as a compromise necessary to achieve passage of ESEA, but 
their emphasis was on breaking the federal aid logjam, on the 
ground that this would be a major step toward federal general 
support later." Since the traditional school establishm~nts. at ~he 
state and local levels, which actually controlled the dlstnbutlOn 
of funds, saw Title I as general aid too, the result has been a 
nearly total neglect of the antipoverty objective.

92 

As one would expect, the SPAs did not confront an organization
set whose only policy dilemma was how best to pursue a joint goal; 
rather, they confronted an organization-set bent on bargaining, and 
conflict if need be, to settle how a pot of money could be divided to 
support a multitude of and often divergent objectives. 

Numerous accounts of the early history of LEAA and the SPAs 
confirm the primacy of bargaining over attempts at meaningful com
prehensive planning and coordination.93 And in t?is there ~s ample 
evidence that the lack of policy consensus estabhshed a chmate of 
semipermanent bargaining coalitions within which the SPAs had to 
achieve their broader purposes. "Follow through,,94 in the sense of a 
single declaration of intent to a clear result was impeded by. an in~ti
tutionalization of conflict over purposes, results, and the dlSpensmg 
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~th?ugh. the SP As were hardly "traditional" criminal justice or
ganIZatIOns m the sense that other criminal justice agencies were and 
although they. we~e. e_~tablish~~precisely as change agents, they 'were 
n~t helped much by the "science" of managing criminal justice-a 
SCIence that. was a~sumed to be sufficiently developed and understand
able that dIverse l.11terests would put away their partisan claims in 
fav~r of the coordination and innovation espoused by that science. 
ThIS too was an unfortunate taken-for-granted belief. As Carol Weiss 
~as obsen:ed, the. use ~f social-science research in developing and 
Implement~g public polIcy is not so nearly developed as many would 
have us belIeve. 

People say that s~cial science ,research should be used. But many 
of the people domg the saymg are social scientists who like 
Rexford Tugwell on his way to Roosevelt's Washington, e~pect 
to "s~eak truth to p~wer." Such a posture presupposes that (a) 
~h~re IS a clear and SIngle truth, (b) they have it by the tail, (c) 
~t IS a whole truth whose revelation is irrelevant to the clash of 
Interest~ and political stakes, (d) powerful decisionmakers will 
heed this tru~h, and (e) decisions embodying such "truth" will be 
bet~er a~d ~Iser than decisions reached on other grounds. Few 
SOCIal SCIentIsts would make such extravagant claims.95 

There are v~ry f~w. "w~ole .truths" i.n the public policy domain and 
~er~aps none m cnmmal JustIce. There are certainly none in criminal 
Ju~tI~e th~t h~ve comp~lled a politically and organizationally dispersed 
cnmmal JustIce establIshment to pursue innovation and coordination 
un~er t~e. leadershi~ of anyone focal organization or set of ideas. Yet, 
a~ ImplI~It assumption of the Safe Streets Act was that such "truths" 
eIther .exlste~ o~ could be readily discovered. Armed with these truths 
the p~lll1e mISSIons of the SP As would be saleable to criminal justice 
agenCIes and. managers at their face value. But common sense as well 
as the .expenence of LEAA and the SPAs in developing innovative 
strategIes suggest that the knowledge base did not exist and only could 
be developed slowly. In the absence of singular and accepted "truths" 
about what ~orked an~ what didn't, "individualized truths," arising 
o~t ?f th~ d~verse ser~lCe and political environments confronted by 
cnmmal JustIce agenCIes, met to be resolved in a bargaining atmo
sphere. 

Interorganizational Relationships and Conflict 

Milbrey McLaughlin believes successful implementation to be a 
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product of mutual adaptation.96 This involves modification of the pro
gram and its original ideas as well as modifications in the institutional 
settings in which the program is to be implemented. Bargaining to 
reach mutual accommodation, principally to redress the difference 
between the assumptions of the Safe Streets Act and the traditional 
policy domains of criminal justice agencies, was required if anything 
was to be achieved. Several factors made it difficult for the SP As to 
bargain effectively to uphold their Act-mandated objectives. First, 
federal funds (the carrot) were not nearly so significant a factor in the 
realm of criminal justice agency expenditures as many proponents of 
the Act may have assumed. Second, there were few if any "truths" to 
guide the SPAs or to be offered to local criminal justice agencies. 
Third, the organization-set confronted by the SPAs was complex: The 
SP As' power was limited by not only the number of agencies that 
constituted the institutional population for change, but also by behavior 
and decisions of these agencies that were constrained by their task 
domains.97 Put plainly, the SPAs' change-oriented energies were dis
persed across numerous agencies, and' the change-potential of these 
agencies was limited by the individual environments in which they 
existed. Given the great diversity in task environments, one should 
expect that the mutual adaptations made by the various SPAs would 
vary from one setting to another. 

The design of the LEAA program did not allow the development 
of a strong power-dependence relationship between LEAA and the 
SP As and between the SPAs and state and local agencies. LEAA, 
although empowered to withhold block-grant funds if state plans were 
inadequate, rarely if ever exercised this power effectively, for fear of 
political reaction and because the block-grant concept itself was meant 
to provide great latitude to the local administration of justice. Com
prehensive planning, intended as the method by which the SPAs would 
ensure appropriate coordination in setting priorities for the use of 
block-grant funds, never developed in some states and only slowly 
developed in others. And as comprehensive planning was largely lim
ited to directing the use of block-grant funds and did not extend to 
coordination of other criminal justice programs, except in some states 
and late in the program, the broad-based institutionalization of new 
forms of interorganizational relationships and cooperation arrange
ments developed only slowly. The block grant constituted only 2 to 5 
percent of total criminal justice agency expenditures: this made them 
a weak carrot or stick in the overall attempt by one level of government 
to prompt short-run and substantial change in other levels of govern-
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ment. Thus, if the intent of the LEAA legislation was to create a 
strong power-dependence relationship between LEAA and the states 
and localities, neither sufficient resources nor sufficient and uncluttered 
authority were given or used to accomplish it. 

Neither was the legislation nor its assumptions enough to permit 
the establishment of a successful "exchange environment" capable of 
producing substantial change in the short run. The fragmentation of 
justice delivery and the local control of the administration of justice 
made it difficult to secure agreement over goal and program priorities 
(requisites of a successful exchange environment). Further, the general 
lack of "truths" about how to control and respond to crime made it 
difficult if not impossible readily to secure agreement at all levels of 
government and across jurisdictions about which programs and meth
ods should be given priority. The nature of interorganizational rela
tionships in the LEAA program may perhaps best be characterized as 
stormy. Conflicts between LEAA administrative guidelines and the 
SP As and between the SP As and powerful interests within the states 
(cities and large metropolitan areas in particular) were commonplace. 
In part these conflicts grew out of goal dissensus; but from an inter
organizational perspective they also arose out of increasing bureau
cratization of the LEAA effort. Bureaucratic red tape inflamed state 
and local officials and made them anything but receptive to "national 
priorities and objectives." 

Environmental Realities and Accomplishments 

The greatest unreality facing the LEAA program was the often 
accepted belief that its prime goals and objectives would be achieved 
relatively quickly, or at least that readily measurable progress toward 
them would be demonstrated in the short run. This was most unfair 
and reflected a certain naiveness of the age that federal money and 
federal priorities were sufficient to solve problems. But the root causes 
of crime are ingrained and, even if known, can only be dealt with in 
the long run, making any achievement in the reduction of crime a 
long-range proposition and the product of solutions directed toward 
those root causes. The amount of money made available to the LEAA 
program was never sufficient to attack these roots meaningfully, and 
congressional and administrative requirements directed the flow of 
limited funds more toward improving the system's reaction to crime 
than to getting at its causes. 

So, too, if one speaks to improving criminal justice efficiency and 
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effectiveness, it must be considered within the environment of frag
mentation and local control. No nationally led effort at changing the 
nature of policy making and administration at the state and local levels 
can be successful in anything but the long run when confronted by 
such a diversity of independent agencies as LEAA and the SPAs were. 
Altering the task domains and decisional premises on which these 
agencies traditionally operated could only be accomplished with much 
effort and incrementally. 

The LEAA program, when begun, confronted a "network of agen
cies" and personnel who rarely spoke with one another, had little if 
any comprehension of something called a criminal justice system, had 
not practiced nor understood what was entailed in coordination or 
comprehensive planning or priority setting, was in the dark ages when 
it came to having reliable data about crime and the criminal justice 
system, was woefully undertrained not only in basic procedures but 
in management practices as well, and looked on innovation as a "lib
eral" threat against "time-proven" means of dealing with crime. 

No responsible individual denies the existence of significant problems 
and failures associated with the LEAA program. However, if expec
tations are adjusted from the short run to the longer run, several 
accomplishments of the LEAA program can be underscored. In the 
judgment of many individuals and organizations, criminal justice man
agers from the criminal justice components began to converse regularly 
and to consider the effects of systemic policies and individual agency 
policies in a coordinated manner. Comprehensive planning, although 
largely practiced only in relationship to block -grant program funds, 
did nonetheless begin to fashion an understanding of and appreciation 
for cross-agency priority setting and coordination. Educational and 
training opportunities made available to system personnel greatly in
creased knowledge and skills and laid the basis for the use of more 
effective and sophisticated program and management techniques. In
formation system development and utilization progressed substantially, 
with applications being made available from the level of computer
assisted and constantly updated beat designs in police agencies to the 
level of long-range system planning. The idea of innovation and its 
acceptability was furthered by the unsettling of the criminal justice 
system through an infusion of new ideas, opportunities, and people 
being brought into the system. And certainly the LEAA program 
forced an opening up of the criminal justice system to much greater 
external view and evaluation by many affected pUblics. The LEAA 
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program promoted a consciousness not only that there was something 
called a criminal justice system, but further prompted the view of an 
open system-a system that interacts in complex ways with its en
vironment. 

These and other views about positive accomplishments presented 
earlier in this chapter indicated that LEAA was anything but a wash. 
Certainly it had its difficulties and faced its constraints. The remaining 
question, however, concerns whether LEAA-prompted changes and 
improvements have outlasted the program itself. This question is the 
subject of the next chapter. 
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Chapter 4 
LEAA IN THE STATES: 1980-1983 

This chapter reviews structural and functional changes that have 
taken place in the SPAs since 1980, with close attention being focused 
on LEAA-mandated tasks such as comprehensive planning and eval
uation. The future of the SPAs and their program responsibilities is 
also examined. Information for the chapter was provided through 
surveys and interviews conducted between late April and early June 
of 1983. Lengthy surveys were mailed to all current SPA directors 
and to some former SP A directors; substantially shorter surveys were 
mailed to all governors' executive assistants, and to chairs of all state 
legislative judiciary committees. Findings reported here are based pri
marily on survey returns from current and former SPA directors; 
returns from governors' executive assistants and from legislative per
sonnel are used where appropriate to corroborate or to supplement 
survey results from SPA directors. Face-to-face interviews were con
ducted with sixteen current or former SPA directors in order to explore 
several issues to a greater depth than possible in the mail surveys. 

The chapter is divided into three parts. Part I summarizes fmdings 
about the major changes in SPAs from 1980 to 1983. Part II is a closer 
look at current (late 1983) and projected SPA program efforts. Part 
III briefly summarizes the views of respondents about major LEAA 
program-legacies in their states. 

Prelude to Phase-Out 
The 1979 Justice System Improvement Act, which reauthorized 

much of the LEAA program, fundamentally altered a long-standing 
provision of federal-state partnership under the LEAA program by 
stipulating that no more than 50% of SP A administrative costs could 
be federally funded; before this, the maximum federal-state ratio had 
been 90:10. This change seems to have been prompted largely by two 
factors. First, there were many who wished the states to undertake 
greater responsibility for criminal justice system improvement by shoul
dering a larger portion of the financial burden. Second, there was a 
belief (or perhaps only a hope) that many of the SPAs had become 
rooted in state infrastructures and were now relatively familiar criminal 
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justice institutions with accepted roles to play in prompting innovation, 
fostering cooperation, and advancing planning. The assumption was 
that these integrated SPAs could secure the required increased state 
financial support. So, too, forcing an increase in the level of state 
support might encourage further integration of all or most of the SP As 
into state decision-making structures. 

Estimations of the "survival rate" of SPAs under the 1979 legislation 
varied, but most observers agreed that few if any SP As would be 
eliminated. 1 However, given the reduced compliance-monitoring re
quirements under the 1979 Act and the substitution of a simplified 
three-year "application plan" for the annual comprehensive plan, and 
the implications of these for reducing SPA personnel-requirements, it 
was estimated that one-third to two-thirds of the SPAs could undergo 
significant staff reductions (on the order of 40 to 60%); roughly one
third of the SPAs were projected to have no or very moderate staff 
reductions. 2 

As would be expected, the largest SPA-staff reductions were pro
jected in those states where meaningful comprehensive planning and 
coordination had failed to take root and where the activities of the 
SP A had bt:en little more than window dressing to qualify the state 
for LEAA funds; with a reduction in federal planning and monitoring 
requirements, the assumption was that a proportionate reduction of 
staff could be achieved in these states without noticeable effect on the 
amount of effective planning or coordination taking place (there having 
been little or none to begin with). Alternatively, in states where com
prehensive planning and coordination had been effective and especially 
where it had been extended beyond block-grant funded programs, 
proportionately smaller staff reductions seemed likely, given that cur
rent SPA-staff levels more nearly reflected state priorities, not just 
federal requirements. 

These forecasts about staff reductions were based on judgments made 
by SP A directors and by state legislators, governors, and governors' 
assistants who assumed that the Justice System Improvement Act of 
1979 would be fully funded. When President Carter announced a 
zeroing-out of federal financial support for the program, a far more 
sweeping test of these basic judgments was inadvertently set into mo
tion. Whereas the Justice System Improvement Act required a 50% 
state contribution to SPA activity, under Carter's action the SPAs 
would have to be 100% state funded. 

Initial appraisals of the effect of the LEAA phase-out on SPAs and 
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on the program objectives of comprehensive planning, coordination, 
and innovation tended toward the catastrophic. In September of 1980, 
for example, the National Conference of State Criminal Justice Plan
ning Administrators estimated that 30 to 40 percent of the SPAs would 
fail to survive the 1981 fiscal year without federal support of some 
kind.3 The National Conference implied that the projected failure rate 
would have been much higher had it not been for the availability of 
reverted federal funds from previous years to run the SPAs. Only 
about one-quarter to one-third of the SPAs were considered to have 
fashioned enough support within their respective states to achieve full 
state assumption, and even with most of these SPAs, staffing levels 
would be drastically reduced. As reverted federal funds dried up, more 
SP As were likely to meet their end. Among forecasts, the more op
tinlistic held little hope that more than a third of the SPAs would 
survive into fiscal year 1983. And among these survivors, even less 
hope was held out that planning, coordination, or innovation would 
be successfully pursued. 

Updating Projections: The Survey 
In May of 1983, a survey requesting over 180 items of information 

was sent to all current SPA directors and to some former SPA directors. 
Four general subject-matter areas were the focus of the survey: (1) the 
major structural and functional changes in the state SPAs between 
1980 and 1983; (2) the current program efforts of the SPAs; (3) the 
future of the SPA and of certain program efforts in the states over 
the next two to five years; and (4) the program-legacy of LEAAo in 
the states. 

Responses were received from 33 current SPA directors (or their 
designees). Three former SPA directors supplied only pre-1983 infor
mation for an additional three states. In sum, survey information was 
available from 35 states and the District of Columbia. However, the 
survey response rate from states where the SPA continues to function 
as a strong agency was much higher than that from states where the 
SP A is weakened or barely functioning. "Strong" was defined by us 
as continuing to perform many planning and coordination functions 
(but now without LEAA funds) and occupying a key criminal justice 
decision-making or decision-influencing role in the state; additionally, 
their being strong was taken to imply that the future of the SPAin 
the state seemed comparatively assured. "Weak" was defined as not 
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~erforming significant planning, coordination or administrative func
tIOI~S~ ge~erally ~ot being in a criminal justice decision-making or 
decISIOn-InfluencIng position, and having a precarious or very doubtful 
future. 

Using these distinctions and in order to roughly gauge the percentage 
return from strong and weak state SPAs, NCJA staff who maintain 
frequent contact with SPAs in the states and the District of Columbia 
were asked to rate the present status of each SP A. Seven were rated 
strong; fourteen were rated moderate, and thirty were rated weak. 
Seven out of seven and fourteen out of fourteen surveys were returned 
from the "strong" and "moderate" SPAs; only 50% (15 out of 30) of 
the surveys were returned by directors of "weak" SPAs. This was 
e~pected, ~nd overall survey findings will be somewhat biased toward 
vIew~ of dIrectors from the strong- and moderate-status SPAs. 

WIth regard to both regional composition and state size as measured 
by population, survey returns are generally representative. To assess 
regional representativeness, the nation was divided into four regions: 
(1) the northeast, (2) the south, (3) the midwest, and (4) the west.4 

Each region accounted for about 25 % of the returned surveys. The 
response rate for each region was 80% among eastern states, 69% 
among southern states, 75% among midwestern states, and 62% 
among western states. Roughly one-third of the responses were from 
states having a population of fewer than 1.5 million, one-third from 
states having a ~opulation of 1.5 to 5 million, and the remaining third 
from states havIng a population over 5 million. 

. Interviews were conducted with sixteen current or former SPA 
dIrectors. These interviews allowed us to explore some issue to a much 
greater ~ep~h than possible in the mail survey and also allowed taking 
up certaIn Issues not queried in the mail survey. Interviewees were 
selected primarily because of the amount of their experience with the 
LEAA program at the state level. Four of the interviewees were from 
the northeast region, six from the south, two from the midwest and 
four from ~h~ west. Six were from states with a popUlation of fewer 
than 1.5 mdhon, three were from states with 1.5 to 5 million and six 
from stat~s with over 5 million. Five of the interviewees w~re from 
states havIng strong SPAs, seven from states with SPAs rated moderate 
and four from states with weak SP As. ' 

Changes in Structures and Tasks: 1980-1983 
An important structural change taking place between 1980 and 1983 

was that SPA budgets became smaller and personnel fewer. Less ob-
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vious but equally important are changes in SP A placement within state 
government and the narrowing of SPA program and task responsi
bilities. LEAA phase-out began and was concluded in a relatively 
hostile and unstable economic environment, because during most of 
the 1980 to 1983 period a rather substantial recession gripped the 
nation's economy, inflation continued to eat away at the purchasing 
power of private citizens and governments alike, and tax revolts, cou
pled with declines in revenues produced by the recession signaled 
budget crises in many if not most states. 

Although phase-out formally began in 1980, reductions in the LEAA 
program had been started by President Ford'in the 1976 fiscal year 
and had been continued every year thereafter until 1980. Thus, in 
many SPAs there were minor to moderate personnel reductions during 
the mid to late seventies. But since 1980, personnel reductions have 
been substantial in nearly all SPAs. As reported in Table 1 the median 
number of total SPA employees decreased by nearly 70%, from 31 to 
9, between 1980 and 1983. So, too, at the beginning of phase-out 
activities in 1980 none of the respondents report their SPAs' having 
fewer than 10 employees, while in June of 1983 sixteen reported having 
under 10 employees and, of these, eleven reported having fewer than 
6. Only one SPA reported an increase in personnel from 1980 to 1983. 
As can be seen in Table 2 where 1980 and 1983 figures are reported 
for individual SP As, a third of respondents report personnel decreases 
in excess of 80%, and a little over a quarter more report decreases of 
between 60% and 80%. Further, there is reason to believe that the 

TABLE 1 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES CONCERNING 

THE TOTAL SPA EMPLOYEES IN 1980 AND 1983 

Number of 
Reported 

SPA Employees 

0-5 
6-9 

10-25 
26-50 
51-75 
76 + 

Median Number 
of Employees 

N of Usable 
Responses 

Frequency of 
Responses 
About 1980 

o 
o 

10 
13 
6 
3 

31 

32 

Frequency of 
Responses 
About 1983 

11 
5 

10 
3 
3 
o 

10 

32 

" 
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TABLE 2 
RESPONDENT SELF-REPORT OF TOTALS AND 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN SPA EMPLOYEES FOR 1980 AND 1983 
N = 32 

Decrease in 
Number of 

Respondent 1980 1983 Employees % Change 

1 45 9 36 80 
2 34 32 2 - 6 
3 26 9 17 - 65 
4 54 6 48 - 89 
5 18 0 18 -100 
6 29 23 6 21 
7 118 66 52 44 
8 18 5 13 72 
9 32 19 13 41 

10 18 5 13 72 
11 76 48 28 37 
12 55 23 23 58 
13 70 12 58 83 
14 14 1 13 93 
15 24 5 19 79 
16 31 19 12 39 
17 52 6 46 88 
18 57 65 (8) + 14 
19 22 18 4 18 
20 30 5 25 83 
21 40 14 26 65 
22 31 14 17 55 
23 20 .11 9 45 
24 30 5 25 83 
25 12 3 9 75 
26 28 0 28 -100 
27 103 60 43 42 
28 35 4 31 89 
29 23 7 16 70 
30 21 1 20 95 
31 60 14 46 77 
32 41 27 14 34 

TOTAL: 722 

proportion of states reporting decreases greater than 80% would be 
l~;·' higher than indicated here if surveys had been returned from all fifty 

states-this because of the underrepresentation in survey returns of 
states with weak SPAs. 

These substantial reductions in personnel would seem to portend 
rather severe consequences for SPAs, not only forcing curtailment of 

I 

\ 
\ 

" :I 

\ 
\ 

l' 

LEAA in the States: 1980-1983 133 

formal SPA task performance but effectively decreasing it even further 
because of diminishing morale a.mong remaining employees. Indeed, 
several current and former SPA directors have related that gloom 
pervaded most of their operations during the phase-out period, many 
of the most qualified employees left for other positions, and those who 
remained often hovered around water fountains or coffee machines 
discussing where the budget-cutting axe might next fall. The morale 
problem was most severe in states where the SPA had never become 
appreciably integrated into the state criminal justice infrastructure and 
where state support for the SPA was merely a construct to qualify for 
block-grant funds. But even in states where the SPA had established 
generally firm linkages, concern was registered over the likelihood (or 
lack thereof) of the state assuming all or even a substantial portion of 
the SPA administrative budget. To the extent that these concerns 
proved well founded, task performance no doubt suffered greatly and 
phase-out may well have turned into a disorderly retreat in some states. 
Such problems of morale were not uncommon throughout much of 
government during the period as cutback management and program 
downsizing were frequently discussed, if not implemented, in numerous 
public policy areas.5 

Although the personnel reductions no doubt affected the perform
ance of key SPA tasks (comprehensive planning, evaluation, data col
lection, coordination and innovation), the phase-out also eliminated 
LEAA-mandated grant-planning and grant-monitoring functions that 
previous studies had estimated consumed between 40% and 60% of 
SPA-personnel time. Thus, several SPA directors characterized their 
1983 organizations as smaller but more productive because they were 
now free of federal grant-administration duties and available to pursue 
state priorities in a more effective manner. To be clear, those taking 
such positions were generally from states where the SPA had not 
sustained a 1980-1983 personnel reduction much larger than 40%. 

Also, comments made both on the surveys and in the interviews 
lead to the conclusion that most of the SPAs were not able to withstand 
large personnel reductions without seriously affecting performance. 
Indeed, the argument that 40% to 60% of SPA-personnel time was 
spent in grant monitoring and compliance activity and that the elim
ination of these duties and the personnel associated with them would 
not seriously affect SP A performance of other tasks is at least open 
to serious question. For example, it can be argued that activities as
sociated with the annual grant-planning and grant-review process 
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helped to identify state problems and to set priorities. Data collection 
associated with grant-program monitoring helped support fledgling 
efforts at meaningful program evaluation and helped to further the 
development of statistical analysis. Thus, the loss of personnel osten
sibly associated with performing federally mandated functions none
theless negatively affected the performance of useful state-oriented 
tasks as well. 

The nature of personnel reductions can be further clarified and their 
effects estimated by analyzing the kinds of positions in which reduc
tions predominated. Table 3 provides a comparison between 1980 and 
1983 of the median number of personnel by type of position in SPAs. 
The greatest decreases took place in evaluation specialists, financial 
managers or accountants, and program specialists (police, corrections, 
and judicial). As these positions tended to be closely associated with 

TABLE 3 
NUMBER OF SPA EMPLOYEES IN SELECTED 

PERSONNEL CATEGORIES FOR 1980 AND 1983 
N = 32 

1980 1983 
% % % 

Respondents Respondents Change in Personnel Median Indicating Median Indicating Total for Category Number None Number None All SPAs 

General 
Management 4.0 0 1.5 6.3 -44 FinanCial 
Management 5.8 0 1.3 16 -70 General Planners 1.5 28 .72 44 -59 Evaluation 
SpeCialists 2.5 16 .18 74 -78 Statistical 
Analysts 2.9 19 1.0 44 -43 Police Program 
SpeCialists 1.2 13 .21 71 -67 Corrections 
Program 
Specialists 1.2 10 .24 68 -69 Judicial Program 
SpeCialists .88 29 .08 87 -86 Juvenile Program 
SpeCialists 2.2 6 1.3 38 -44 Clerical 
Personnel 5.9 3 1.5 22 -62 
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the performance of LEAA-mandated responsibili~ies,. th.is fin.ding is 
not surprising. The comparatively smaller reductIon In Juvenile spe
cialists may be accounted for by the continued existence of federal 
juvenile justice funding. 

It is of note that 44% of the respondents report not having a general 
planner in the SPA in 1983; surprisingly, 28% reported not having 
had one in 1980. The 1980 figure is partially explained by the preference 
of many SPAs not to have hired generalist planner~ b~t rather to ha~e 
assigned planning responsibilities to program speclahsts. As noted In 
previous chapters, this left the SPAs open to th~ charge t.hat. the 
comprehensive planning function was ill served by ItS separat1?n Into 
isolated police, corrections, and judicial subsets. However, wlth the 
decrease in functional program specialists as well as in general planners 
by 1983, it is hard to imagine who, if anyone, is undertakin~ planning 
in any formal sense within most SPAs, whether comprehenslVe or not. 

It is probable that many of the SP As are functioning by. ~~v~ng 
individual employees alternatively perform several task responslblhtIes. 
For example, information provided in the interviews and in the surveys 
gives the impression that remaining SP A personnel tend to have re
sponsibilities in one or more general-skill area such as management, 
financial accounting, or statistical analysis, as well as program re
sponsibilities in one or more of the functional. areas (police, co?,e~tions, 
juvenile, or the courts). So, too, decreases In .program. speclal~sts no 
doubt have affected the SP As' ability to provlde technlcal asslstance 
to local criminal justice agencies, and this in tum raised questions 
about the SPAs' ability (even in strong-SPA states) to interact with 
either local or state-level agencies on any regular basis. 

Further research would need to be conducted before we could have 
any confidence that we knew what employee skill and task-~s~ignment 
make-ups have become. However, it does seem that remammg SPA 
employees are less compartmentalized in their job d.ut~es t~an ~as the 
case before 1980. Whether this suggests that the cnmmal Justice gen
eralist is more pervasive among surviving SP As than was the case 
three years ago cannot be determined from this data. What .is clear, 
however, is that there are fewer individuals performing essential plan
ning, evaluation, statistical-data-compilation, and program-develop
ment work than there were before phase-out. Of course, before phase
out the great majority of the people nominally performing t~ese f~~c
tions were engaged in substantial amounts of bureaucrattc actlvlty 
related to federal grant-letting and monitoring requirements. But 
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clearly, not all grant letting and monitoring requirements were busy 
work7 As pointed out, these bureaucratic requirements also served as 
essential catalysts in many states for both planning and evaluation 
activities. 

Changes in Budgets 

Decreases in SPA personnel reflect decreases in operating budgets. 
From 1980 to 1983, the SPAs experienced budget decreases of an order 
similar to the decreases already reported with regard to personnel. 
Table 4 summarizes data provided by respondents on SPA operating 
budgets and on the total funds administered by the SP A during the 
fiscal years 1980 and 1983. Fifteen respondents report operating-budget 
decreases in excess of 60%; twenty-one report that the funds admin-
istered by the SPA declined 60% or more. However, some respondents 
counted federal juvenile justice funds in both their 1983 operating-
budget and administered-fund categories. Indeed, as the 1983 operating 
budgets of several of the SPAs are composed almost entirely 'of federal 
juvenile-justice funds, their operating budgets might well fall to nearly 
zero in the event of a phase-out of the federal juvenile justice program. 

Although data from the surveys does not permit the drawing of a 
firm conclusion on the matter, there is strong indication that decreases 
in the administered-funds category from 1980 to 1983 has dispropor-
tionately affected the amount of revenue available for experimental or 
new programming. There is not much evidence that progralI!. funds 
administered by the SPAs in 1983 are earmarked or utilized for ex-
perimental or innovative programming. For example, from survey 
explanatory notes made by respondents and from comments made 
during the interviews, it is apparent that significant portions of the 
1983 "administered-funds" category includes funds earmarked for such 
things as jail and prison reconstruction or remodeling, for adminis-
tration of established state programs such as victim-witness assistance, 
for data collection and analysis, and so forth. A few of the SP As report 
continuing state-funded activity in new or experimental programming, 
but there is no indication of this from the vast majority of responding 
SP A directors. 

Thus, a potentially serious consequence of the decline in adminis-
tered program-funds is the apparent cessation of any substantial ex-
perimentation and innovation. Several SPA directors commented on 
such a theme when they noted during interviews that criminal justice 
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agencies in their states were "beginning to bac~sl~de" -either not con
tinuing to seek improvements or not even contmumg LEAA-prompted 
innovations that were already operational. . 

Several SPA directors, both former and current, commented dun~g 
interviews that decreases in operational funds were not necessanly 
counterproductive to an efficient and effective SP A~ especially .s~ ~ith 
the curtailment of federal grant-letting and monitonng responslblhtles. 
But there was also substantial support for the proposition that program 

TABLE 4 
SPA OPERATING BUDGETS AND SPA-ADMINISTERED FUNDS 

IN 1980 AND 1983 (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 
N = 30 

Operating Operating Adminis- Adminis-
Budget Budget % tered Funds tered Funds % 

Respondent 1980 1983 Change 1980 1983 Change 

18,870 7,680 - 59 .. 1,559 910 -42 I 

2 854 964 +13 2,282 506 - 78 
3 1,500 500 -67 6,500 1,500 - 62 
4 350 100 -71 5,000 1,000 - 80 
5 665 255 -62 5,000 2,500 50 
6 999 100 -90 5,230 733 - 86 
7 440 33 -92 1,644 70 - 96 
8 365 85 -77 2,087 668 - 68 
9 752 214 -72 9,798 0 -100 

10 548 423 -23 2,269 988 - 56 
11 562 487 -13 4,836 1,529 - 68 
12 800 348 -56 3,000 0 -100 
13 1,108 175 -84 4,483 516 - 88 
14 730 701 - 4 1,365 899 - 34 
15 6,000 3,000 -50 44,000 22,000 - 50 
16 678 76 -89 6,000 2,000 67 
17 650 460 -29 5,000 736 - 85 
18 497 186 -63 2,575 608 - 76 
19 538 613 +14 4,405 3,797 14 
20 626 288 -54 5,059 2,949 - 42 
21 1,583 956 -40 10,566 5,866 44 
22 1,595 1,351 -15 14,874 6,927 53 
'23 500 185 -63 2,040 600 - 71 
24 1,000 520 -48 5,100 1,000 - 80 
25 525 150 -71 2,000 605 - 70 
26 4,500 2,200 -51 45,000 7,000 84 
27 1,101 733 -33 5,761 1,700 70 
28 208 76 -63 2,098 700 67 
29 925 186 -80 11,105 3,125 72 
30 1,200 250 -79 7,000 1,000 - 86 
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funds (administered funds) could be decreased from 1980 levels as well 
without necessarily decreasing effectiveness. One director, for example, 
commented that in his experience, there was often more program 
money to be allocated in one year than could be effectively planned 
for or efficiently managed. His final comment was, "I would have been 
just as innovative and probably have accomplished more in discovering 
really helpful programs in our state if there had been less program 
money to haggle about or try to manage each year." The important 
qualifier in the position taken by this respondent as well as by others, 
however, is that some funds must nonetheless be available for inno
vation, planning, and coordination; with the exception of a few states, 
funds do not seem to be available, having largely disappeared with the 
phase-out of LEAA. 

Administrative Placement 
An important consideration for SPA survival and influence is its 

administrative placement within the state governmental hierarchy. 
Studies conducted before 1980 underscore the importance of direct 
access to the governor. Some suggest that a crucial additional variable 
is whether the SPA has advice-giving or decision-making powers with 
regard to criminal justice agency budgets.6 

Before phase-out, the dominant forms of administrative placement 
included attachment to the governor's executive-office apparatus, lo
cation within a larger crbninal-justice-services organization, or attach
ment to a budget or policy-formulation department. Although these 
three options accounted for most SPA placements, it is probably fair 
to say that there was nonetheless more variety than consistency. What 
seems clear from pre-1980 studies, however, is that SPA attention to 
broader criminal justice issues as opposed to concentration on the 
issues germane to one component or more is dependent on the SPA's 
not being administratively attached to one of the state-level component 
agencies (e.g., state police, corrections, attorney general). 

The SPA's relative importance to and influence with state-level 
criminal justice decision making and policy setting is dependent to a 
great degree on whether it has comparatively easy access to the gov
ernor and to state legislative bodies. Studies by NAPA, MSU, and 
ACIR all indicate that a key variable in assuring this access was either 
independent departmental status for the SPA, placement in the ex
ecutive office, or "high-level" placement within a general criminal 
justice service department. If the SP A was isolated from the governor 
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by bureaucratic layers or was shielded from state. a~d local agencies 
by being buried in an existing multipurpose agenc~, ~ts mfluenc~ ~eyond 
the letting of federal grants was likely to be mlnlm~l. Addl~lonally, 
some suggested that the influence of the SP A was drrectly hnke~ to 
the political appointment of SPA directors by. governors-. the Idea 
being that governors appointed "friends': and falth~ul cao:palgn work
ers who could always secure access on Important Issues. 

Although there are exceptions, information from the surveys and 
the interviews indicate that the strongest surviving SPAs as of 1983 
maintain either an independent departmental status, are closely at
tached to the governor's office, or are a policy-making arm of ~ general 
criminal justice services department. Survey responde~~s notmg con
tinued survival of the SPA, but in a weakened condItion, generally 
identified alternative forms of administrative placement: For example, 
two respondents rroted SPA attachment to the attorney general'.s office, 
three indicated placement in one or more component ag~ncles, and 
three indicated that they were being moved to state agenCIes not spe
cifically associated with criminal justice (e.g., a general state planning 
agency and a state department of community affairs). 

As could be expected, SPAs already terminated, about to be, or only 
performing functions related to federal j~ve?ile-justice grant respon
sibilities indicate either a complete termmatIOn of SPA-related func
tions or a splitting up and assignment of some of these functions to 
several state agencies-some criminal justice, others not. The p~r
celling-out of SP A tasks to a number of age~cies rather than keepmg 
the task set together within a single agency IS a matter of some con
sequence. To the extent that this is the practice,. the id~a of a single 
criminal justice agency at the state level performmg an mtegr~ted. set 
of tasks with regard to planning, policy dev~lopn:ent, coordmatIo~, 
and integration is severely threatened-especially If the tasks are dI
vided among a number of the component criminal justice agencies 
where interests will be parochial. 

Changes in Task Responsibilities 
Many of the tasks traditionally performed by SPAs were mandated 

in the Safe Streets Act and its subsequent amendments. The most 
widely acknowledged of these included comp~ehe~sive planning, pro
gram evaluation, grant letting and grant momtormg. As the role and 
purpose of SPAs evolved during the cou~~e of the LEA.A program, 
additional responsibilities or at least addItional expectatIOns or sug-
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gestions were attached to the list of SP A tasks. These included criminal 
justice policy and legislative analysis, the collection and analysis of 
statistics on crime and system performance, analysis and review of 
operating agency budgets, oversight or coordination of criminal justice 
training, technical assistance to state and local criminal justice agencies, 
administration of state-funded grant programs to localities, adminis
tration of a variety of state-level specialty programs (e.g., victim com
pensation), and the development of programs that involved several 
component criminal justice agencies and or several political jurisdic
tions. Clearly, not all of these tasks were expected of all SPAs as many 
of the latter tasks were dependent on the existence of state programs. 
But through expectations generated out of the LEAA program, there 
evolved a fairly uniform notion among observers of the program that 
SP As ought minimally to do comprehensive planning, program eval
uation, data collection, legislative and policy analysis, technical as
sistance, and develop coordinated programming. 

Studies done before 1980 indicate a mixed record of achievement 
from SPA to SPA regarding perfomlance of these functions.8 Conclu
sions varied from study to study, but typically about a quarter to a 
third of the SPAs were found to be performing most of the tasks in 
the list above with some competence. Another third of the SP As 
performed fewer of the tasks but progress was reported in these SPAs 
toward expanding the task list and improving overall task performance. 
Finally, about a third of the SPAs were found to be little more than 
conduits for federal funds and generally not engaged in any meaningful 
performance of the above tasks. 

To update knowledge about the performance of these tasks in the 
absence of LEAA funds, survey respondents were asked whether 11 
separate tasks were performed in their state and who performed them. 
For comparison purposes respondents were asked to estimate the 
amount of task performance for both 1980 and 1983. There are certain 
dangers in asking SPA directors about task-performance levels because 
there may. be a tendency to overestimate the amount and kind of work 
done by their own agency. Also, there is no guarantee that respondents 
employed the same standards in making determinations about whether 
there was "much," "moderate," or only "some" activity in their state 
related to the performance of a particular task. Neither of these prob
lems can be dealt with completely: so responses must be interpreted 
with a due amount of caution. 

Table 5 presents fIndings of reported 1980 and 1983 levels of assigned 
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performance responsibility across the eleven tasks. The first three col
umns are percentages of respondents indicating whether the task was 
assigned to the SPA, to a state agency other than the SPA, or not 
assigned to any agency in the state in 1980. The last three columns 
report percentages for 1983. Where respondents indicated that the 
SP A and another state agency share the task, the responses were ~oded 
(for the purposes of Table 5) as a task in which the SPA had aSSIgned 
involvement. As would be expected, joint assignment between the SP ~ 
and another state agency was common (30% to 40% of the ~ases) m 
the areas of policy and legislative analysis and the collectIOn and 
analysis of criminal justice statistics. . 

The areas of greatest decline in state-level task aSSIgnments are 
comprehensive planning and program ev~l~atio~. ~bout 50~ of re
spondents report that comprehensive cnmlnal Just1~e pla~mng a~d 
program evaluation were not assigned to any age~cy In th~lr states In 
1983; for 1980, only 6% report that comprehenSIve p~anmng was not 
an assigned task, and only 9% report that evaluatIOn w~s ~ot an 
assigned task. Critics of the LEAA program will of course l?SlSt that 
comprehensive planning and meaningful program evaluatIOn were 
rarely practiced anywhere in the nation under th.e LEAA progr~m 
and, hence, that reported estimates of 1980 plannmg and eva~u.atlOn 
efforts do not reflect reality in any case. Regardless of the vah~lty of 
such charges, the important finding from the Table 5 figures IS that 
the two most commonly recognized task mandates of the LEAA pro
gram are the ones suffering the greatest declines in .reported .levels of 
current assignment. But given that most ~omprehenslve planmng prac-

t' d by the SPAs was linked to the dIsbursement of federal grant 
Ice . . f fi d I 

funds, a decline in planning concomitant to t~e termInatIOn o. e era 
funding should have been expected. So, too, smce comprehenSIve plan
ning was mandated in 1968 and program evaluation in 1973, there 
had always been critics in the states who charged that ~hese two 
requirements essentially amounted to federal red tape and httle else. 

Several state-oriented tasks seem to have fared much bette: b~tw~en 
1980 and 1983. Among these, the percentage of respondents 1.n~~cat1ng 
that some state agency continues to have assigned responslb~hty for 
criminal justice legislative and policy analysis, data collectIOn and 
analysis, budget review, and technical assistance to state a~d ~ocal 
agencies remains close to 1980 levels. And al~ resp~ndents m~lcate 
that criminal justice data collection and analYSIS contmue as aSSIgned 
functions in their states. Further, a high percentage of respondents 1 
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TABLE 5 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES 

ON THE ASSIGNMENT OF TASK RESPONSIBILITIES 
TO STATE-LEVEL AGENCIES FOR 1980 AND 1983 

(N varies from 32 to 35) 

1980 1983 

% Another % Another 
Type of Task State % No State % No 
Responsibility % SPA Agency Agency % SPA Agency Agency 

1. Criminal Justice Policy 
...... Analysis & Legislative 77 14 9 71 19 10 
~ 
tv Analysis 

2. Criminal Justice Statistics: ~ 

Data Collection and 80 17 3 69 31 0 
Analysis 

3. Analysis and Review of 
State-Level Criminal 

14 75 11 19 65 16 Justice Agency Operating 
Budget Requests 

4. Development of Criminal 
Justice Comprehensive 94 0 6 44 3 53 
System Plans 
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5. Oversight of or 
Coordination of Criminal 54 35 11 31 44 25 
Justice Training 

6. Evaluating State Criminal 89 2 9 47 6 47 
Justice Programs 

7. Technicai Assistance to 
State and Local Criminal 92 5 3 7'') t_ 12 16 
Justice Agencies 

8. Administration of State-
Funded Grant Programs to 74 11 15 61 13 26 
Localities -~ 9. Administration of a State-w 
Level Program, e.g., 29 45 26 37 44 19 
"Victim Compensation" 

10. Development of or 
Assistance in Coordinating 66 11 23 50 16 

~1 

Cross-Agency Programs, 34 

e.g., "Career Criminal" 

11. Development of or 
Assistance in Coordinating 
Multi-Jurisdictional 63 26 11 47 37 16 
Programs, e.g., Drug Task 
Forces 
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report continuing SPA involvement in these assigned task areas (the 
exception being budget analysis, which has traditionally been the re
sponsibility of state management and budget offices). About 60% of 
the respondents indicate that the SP A has administrative responsibility 
for one or more state-funded grant programs for localities, and 50% 
indicate continuing responsibility of the SPA to develop or to coor
dinate cross-agency programs. Although the percentage of respondents 
reporting cODlprehensive planning as an assigned task of any state
level agency has fallen off dramatically, still about 40% of the re
spondents report that the SPA is assigned this task. 

More extensive analysis and cross-tabulation of survey responses 
indicate that 17 of 33 respondents (50%) report continuing SPA re
sponsibility for the performance of a majority of the eleven tasks. The 
remainder report continuing SP A responsibility in from none to five 
of the task areas. If it were assumed that all or most of the nonreporting 
states are low performers on these eleven tasks, then it could be that 
roughly one-third of the 50 states have SPAs participating in a fairly 
wide range of task performance related to original LEAA programs 
and objectives. This coincides with estimates reported in studies con
ducted before 1980 that about one-third of the states had SPAs ade
quately performing a majority of intended tasks. 

Amount of Task Performance 

It is one matter to determine whether a task has been assigned a 
state agency and quite another to determine whether and to what 
degree the task is being done. The survey differentiated between these 
two issues and asked respondents for a separate estimate of the amount 
of task performance. Table 6 displays responses on this issue for both 
1980 and 1983. The first column is the median response for 1980, 
using a scale of 1 = much activity, 2 = moderate activity, 3 = some 
activity, and 4 = little or no activity. (Thus, the lower the median, 
the more activity being reported.) Column two contains the percentages 
of respondents indicating "little or no activity" in their states for each 
of the eleven tasks. Columns three and four provide similar response
information a;bout 1983. 

Reported activity levels for comprehensive planning and program 
evaluation fall off substantially from 1980 to 1983 and are lower than 
for any of the other eleven tasks. The strong area of reported task
performance, both for 1980 and 1983, is criminal justice data collection 
and analysis. Findings from the survey as well as from interviews make 
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TABLE 6 
REPORTED ACTIVITY LEVELS FOR TASK PERFORMANCE 

(N varies from 32 to 35) 

Type of Task 
Responsibility Median * 

1. Criminal Justice 
Policy Analysis and 2.50 
Legislative Analysis 

2. Criminal Justice 
Statistics: Data 1.34 
Collection and 
Analysis 

3. AnalysiS and Review 
of State-Level 
Criminal Justice 2.13 
Agency Operating 
Budget Requests 

4. Development of 
Criminal Justice 1.37 
Comprehensive 
System Plans 

5. Oversight of or 
Coordination of 1.78 
Criminal Justice 
Training 

6. Evaluating State 
Criminal Justice 2.33 
Programs 

7. Technical Assistance 
to State and Local 1 .94 
Criminal Justice 
Ant:lnr~it:l~ . ';:'-"-'-

8. Administration of 
State-Funded Grant 1.31 
Programs flO 
Localities 

9. Administration of a 
State-Level Program, 2.22 

"V'c't'lm e.g., I 
Compensation" 

1980 1983 

% Respon
dents 

Indicating 
Little or 

No Activity 

9 

o 

21 

6 

11 

12 

o 

18 

32 

% Respon
dents Indicat
ing Little or No 

Median* Activity 

2.05 19 

1.76 6 

2.19 19 

3.56 50 

2.20 29 

3.38 45 

2.28 16 

2.38 30 

2.12 30 
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Type of Task 
Responsibility 

10. Development of or 
Assistance in 
Coordinating Cross
Agency Programs, 
e.g., "Career . 
Criminal" 

"Federal Aid to Criminal Justice" 

TABLE 6-Continued 

1980 

% Respon
dents Indicat

ing Little or No 
Median * Activity Median * 

2.62 29 3.00 

1983 

% Respon
dents Indicat

ing Little or No 
Activity 

42 

11. Development of or 
Assistance in 
Coordinating Multi-
Jurisdictional 2.65 17 2.88 23 
Programs, e.g., Drug 
Task Forces 

* Scare: 1 (Much Activity) to 4 (Little or No Activity) 

it clear that the c?~lect.ion and analysis of crime and system-operational 
data and the utIhzatlOn of those data for policy-development and 
manage~e~t p~rp?ses remains a matter of high priority in the states. 
SP A partICIpatIon m or administrative responsibility for data collection 
and. analysis ha~ apparently decreased somewhat, however, since 1980, 
havm~ b~en shifted in some states to another state agency or to a 
combmatlO~ of state agen.cies. In those states where criminal justice 
data collectlO~ and analYSIS has been divided among the several com
pon~n~ agenc!es (e.g., state police, department of corrections, court 
adm~n!strator s office, attorney general's office) with no central su
f'ervlsl0n or control, there is a question whether a unified criminal 
Justice data base is being maintained. ~ . .. .. . 

. The median activity level reported for policy and legislative analysis 
1Dcrea~es from 1980 to 1983. One related reason for this ventured by 
some .IS that as ~ ~atter of survival SP As have had to pay greater 
attentlOn to p:ovldlhg services to state-level policy makers and legis
lators so as to mcrease support for state pick-up of SPA costs: Providing 
g~v6rnors, legis~ators and their staffs, and state-departmental heads 
WIth useful pohcy advice and legislative. analysis on often volatile 
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criminal justice matters could prove a highly visible and rewarding 
activity for purposes of agency survival. 

Based on SPA directors' appraisals of changes in activity level be
tween 1980 and 1983, the SPA role in task performan~e is decreasing 
substantially in roughly half the responding states and holding com
paratively firm in the remainder of responding states. In states where 
the SPA's assigned tasks and task performance are decreasing, only 
some of the tasks are being picked up by other state-level agencies. 
Further, as a disproportionate share of states with weak or terminated 
SP As did not respond to the survey, one would expect that actual 
slippage in performance of these eleven tasks is somewhat greater than 
indicated by Tables 5 and 6. 

In sum, the SPAs weak before LEAA's demise have generally re
mained weak or have become weaker still, and it is in these SP As that 
there is the most dramatic slippage from 1980 to 1983 in reported 
levels of task assignment. Indeed, nine respondents from these weak
SP A states indicate that only federal juvenile-justice functions continue 
to be performed. On the other hand, the strongest surviving SP As 
have maintained or added to their criminal justice responsibilities. And 
in those states with strong SPAs, data collection, policy analysis, plan
ning, and coordination are more nearly an integrated set of tasks 
undertaken for criminal justice as a whole. 

This dichotomy between strong and weak SPAs was given further 
clarification when respondents were asked in an open-ended question 
to summarize what they considered the major changes in the SPA 
from January of 1980 to May of 1983. The responses can be grouped 
into two categories. Respondents from states with strong SPAs in
cluded the following as the major changes: (1) state assumption of 
SPA administrative costs; (2) legislative authorization of the SP A and 
formalization of its state-oriented authority and responsibilities; and 
(3) reorientation of the SPA and its staff from the administration of 
a federai grant program to the support of state and local programming, 
policy analysis, planning, and coordination. Several respondents in this 
group also noted the creation of state-grant programs (subsidy pro
grams in some cases) for local criminal justice and the assignment of 
the administration of these programs to the SPA. Additionally, a 
hodge-podge of other responsibilities variously assigned the SPAs were 
noted; but most frequently noted were programs that did not easily 
fit into one of the traditional state-level component agencies (e.g., 
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~olice, corrections, courts), or programs that cut across these tradi
tIonal component lines . 

. The .second group of comments were from those whose SPAs were 
eIther m a wea~ened condition or had already been terminated. As 
~xpected, the major changes noted by these were: (1) drastic reductions 
m personnel and budgets; (2) general failure of the state to authorize 
?r to. fun~ SP A activity in any of the eleven task areas previously 
Ident1~:~ .m Tables 5 and 6; (3) a general cutting back of SPA re
~Po~slbllltIes to those required or permitted under federal juvenile 
jUstlCe gra~ts; ~d (4) a transfer of only some SPA functions to other 
state agencIes wIth a discontinuation of remaining tasks. 

Current SPA Program Efforts and Perceptions of 
the Future 

. Alth.ough the formal termination of the LEAA program took place 
m Apn~?f 1982, changes no doubt will continue for some time in the 
CO~pOSltlon, placement, and responsibilities of SP As, and even in their 
eXl~tence. To assess directions for this continuing evolution or devo
lu.tlOn, survey respon~~nts were asked a series of questions dealing 
wIth curre~t ~nd antIcIpated SPA activities. They were also asked 
about the lIkelIhood of the continued existence of the SP A, and about 
the number of personnel it was likely to have in the near future (defined 
as the next two to five years). 

Current SP A Efforts 

~espondents were asked to list "noteworthy" program efforts in 
~hlCh the SPA was currently engaged. In the aggregate, respondents 
listed ~51 program efforts which covered an exceptionally wide range 
of tOPlCS .. Includ~d were several involving data-collection and man-
:!~~~~:~n~o~a;:on _~~~t~~~, victim and witness programs, family-
p~v"~v"~v.u a:lU UUlllC::iLlC-VIOlence programs, consolidation of youth 
servlCe~, senou~- ~nd repeat-offender programs, sentencing reform, 
cen.tral~ed restl~u~lOn collections, training development and coordi
na~l~n, t;a~eer cnmmal programs, state grant-in-aid programs, a variety 
of jall projects, and numerous others. 

~he component ~ocus of these programs was coded by a panel of 
revI~wers and put m one of seven categories (law enforcement, cor
r:ctl~ns, courts, prosecution, juvenile, information systems, and com
blOatlOn programs). Programs that typically involve more than one 
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component of the criminal justice system were classified as combination 
programs; programs whose major focus was on data collection and 
analysis were classified under information systems. For each program 
listed, survey respondents were also asked to indicate the nature of 
SP A involvement. Six options were provided, including: planning, de
velopment, coordination; implementation monitoring; program admin
istration; technical assistance; providing or administering funds; and 
program evaluation. Respondents were instructed to check as many 
of these as applied to each program area listed. Results are summarized 
in Table 7. 

The comparatively high proportion of programs in the juvenile
justice area no doubt reflects the continuing existence of federal funding 
in this area. Although law enforcement programs are the next most 
frequently listed type of program, the composite list of current SPA 
programming reflects a substantial mix across the major components 
of the criminal justice system. This mix is reflected not only in the 
aggregate but by individual respondent as wen. 

As displayed in the bottom portion of Table 7, the most frequently 
reported current SPA programming efforts involve "planning, coor
dination, and development." The second most frequently reported 
activity is rendering technical assistance. In well over half of all pro
grams listed, the SPAs are reported to be engaged in a majority of the 
six program-related activities. This further reflects a point made earlier 
that a substantial proportion of SPAs seem now to have been assigned 
increased responsibility for the management and administration of the 
state-funded initiatives such as victim-witness assistance, repeat
offender programs, child abuse units, alternatives to incarceration pro
grams, state grants to local criminal justice units, etc. Thus, one con
sequence of the termination of the LEAA program is not only a shift 
of the SPA from a grant-administering agency to a state-policy and 
state-legislative analysis unit, but among the stronger SPAs, substantial 
management responsibilities are being assigned to the SPAs as they 
administer what in many cases are innovative programs and programs 
that cut across the traditional component boundaries-programs that 
would have been previously administered in one of the component 
agencies. 

Respondents' Estimations of the Future 
About 25% of responding SPA directors foresee the termination of 

their SPA within the 1983-84 fiscal year. However, several of these 
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Focal Component 

Law Enforcement 
Corrections 
Courts 
Prosecution 
Juvenile Justice - Combination 

VI Management Information 0 
System 

Column N 

Type of 
Involvement 

Planning 
Implementation 
Administration 
Technical Assistance 
Funding 
Evaluation 
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TABLE 7 
COMPONENT-FOCUS DISTRIBUTION OF CURRENT SPA PROGRAM EFFORTS 

AND TYPES OF SPA INVOLVEMENT 

Frequency of Type of Program Component Focus 

Listings 

First Second Third Fourth Fifth Sixth Seventh Eighth 

5 5 5 1 3 4 2 2 
1 4 5 3 2 2 3 0 
4 3 2 1 2 2 0 1 
3 0 1 3 1 1 2 0 
8 6 4 6 4 2 4 2 
6 5 3 4 1 1 1 4 

1 3 2 1 4 2 1 3 
28 26 22 19 17 14 13 12 

Percentage of Column-Total Responses Indicating Type of Function 

Listings 

First Second Third Fourth Fifth Sixth Seventh Eighth 

89 85 77 89 94 93 85 83 
71 54 55 61 77 57 62 75 
57 54 55 67 59 43 54 50 
75 73 59 78 82 71 69 67 
57 54 50 72 59 43 54 42 
54 54 55 56 71 57 50 64 
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r. 

-Row Row % 
Total of Total 

27 18 
20 13 
15 10 
11 7 
36 24 
25 17 

17 11 
151 100 
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qualify their forecast by noting that the SP A will survive if new federal 
program funds become available. The remaining 75% of respondents 
(24 in number) profess varying levels of confidence that the SPA or 
a similarly constituted successor agency will continue to function in 
their state over the next 2 to 5 years, with or without new federal 
funds. Piecing this together with other information from the survey 
and from the interviews, a reasonable basis exists on which forecasts 
can be made about the survival of SP As (or similarly constituted 
successor agencies) in the next 2 to 5 years. The odds are very great 
that SPAs will survive in about 15 states, and substantially better than 
50/50 that they will survive in a total of 20 to 25 states (a nearly 
50% survival rate). Without new federal funding, a survival rate much 
higher than this is doubtful, and given present circumstances there 
seems no possibility that SPAs would survive in abou.t 10 states under 
almost any set of circumstances foreseeable. 

Survival of the SPAs at what level of effort is of course another 
issue. During interviews with several current SP A directors, the com
ment was often made that surviving SPAs were generally stripped
down versions of their former selves; but the companion implication 
was that the SP A could function very effectively in most states (pro
viding policy analysis, planning, coordination, data collection and anal
ysis, and technical assistance) and easily enough with fewer personnel. 
The amount of personnel shrinkage from 1980 to 1983 has already 
been noted. Respondents also were asked to estimate what they thought 
SP A personnel levels would be in the next 2 to 5 years. The median 
estimate of the future number of SPA employees was 8. Only 5 re
spondents indicated that employees would number more than 40. These 
findings make it clear that a much smaller SPA apparatus will continue 
to predominate in the years to come, and except for 25% of the 
respondents projecting that they will be out of business shortly, the 
remaining respondents expect personnel levels in their SPAs to remain 
relatively stable. 

Respondents were also asked to identify the state agency likely to 
be performing each of ten state-level tasks over the next few years. 
Respondents were not-provided agency names to select from but were 
asked to write in the name of the agency. Summary results are presented 
in Table 8. For each of the ten tasks, percentage breakdowns for 
responses are given. Answers provided by respondents were collapsed 
into eight types of administrative structures for purposes of reporting 
summary results in the table. The category "functional agencies" was 
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TABLE 8 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES CONCERNING STATE AGENCY THAT 

WILL MOST LIKELY BE ASSIGNED RESPONSIBILITIES FOR 
SELECTED TASKS OVER THE NEXT 2 TO 5 YEARS 

Tasks 

a. Criminal Justice Policy 
and Legislative 
Analysis for Either the 
Executive or Legislative 
Branches 

b. Crimina.l Justice Data 
Collection and Analysis 

c. Reviewing Criminal 
Justice State Agency 
Budgets 

d. Development of a 
Comprehensive 
Criminal Justice Plan 

e. Evaluation of Criminal 
Justice Programs 

f. Technical Assistance to 
Local Criminal Justice 
Agencies 

g. Administration of State 
Grant Funds to Local 
Criminal Justice 
Agencies or 
Governmental Units 

h. Developing Special 
New Program Efforts in 
the State 

i. Administering Special 
Program Areas 

j. Coordinating Criminal 
Justice Training in the 
State 

(SPA RESPONDENTS'! 
N = 35 ' 

Type of State Agency 

SPA OMB 

56 9 

69 o 

16 56 

41 3 

50 6 

59 3 

50 3 

66 3 

59 o 

32 o 

Public 
Safety 

o 

13 

3 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Func
tional 

Agency 

9 

16 

9 

6 

6 

6 

13 

9 

16 ! 

32 

Other 

17 

o 

3 

o 

3 

9 

9 

6 

3 

3 

None 

9 

3 

13 

50 

34 

22 

25 

16 

22 

32 
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used for responses indicating that the task would be performed by a 
component agency (e.g., state police, corrections, attorney general's 
office, or combinations). 

Except for reviewing criminal justice state-agency budgets, respon
dents identify the SPA as the agency likely to perform the task a 
greater percentage of the time than they identify any other type of 
agency. In seven of the ten task areas the SPA, either working alone 
or with another agency, is identified 50% of the time or more as the 
agency likely to perform the task: (1) criminal justice data collection 
and analysis-69% of respondents; (2) developing special new pro
gram efforts-66% of respondents; (3) technical assistance to local 
criminal justice agencies-59% of respondents; (4) administering spe
cial program areas-59% of respondents; (5) criminal justice policy 
and legislative analysis-56% of respondents; (6) administration of 
state grant programs to locals-50% of respondents; (7) evaluation 
of criminal justice programs-50% of respondents. Consistent with 
findings reported earlier, an analysis of Table 8 also indicates that 
comprehensive criminal justice planning will not be assigned any state 
agency in 50% of the responding states; evaluation research will not 
be an assigned function in roughly a third of the states. 

What seems clear on the basis of responses about future SP A per
sonnel levels and future task responsibilities is that about half of re
spondents (those from 17 to 19 states) are predicting a relatively stable 
two to five years for their SP As. If these predictions are accurate, then 
the major "shaking-out" of SP As as a result of phase-out has concluded 
or is just coming to a close. In those states where an SPA-type agency 
survives, the policy implications are potentially far-reaching. Among 
other things, even the mere existence of such an agency with a formal 
systemically-oriented task domain increases the probability that cross
system data collection and analysis will be better served, that legislative 
and administrative analyses will include a cross-system perspective, 
and that at least the potential exists for system-level planning and 
coordination. 

Questions about the assignment of the ten functions listed in'1Zable 
8 were also put to governors' executive assistants. The initial objective 
in doing this was to compare SP~A directors responses to governors' 
offices' responses, to find areas of agreement and disagreement. How
ever, of the 24 responses received from executive assistants, 13 of these 
were from states where the SPA director had not returned a survey. 
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Comparison, therefore, would only be possible in 11 states, and in a 
few of these there was a question about the governors' office and the 
SPA having collaborated in fIlling out their respective surveys. How
ever, as 13 of the 24 executive assistant surveys provided information 
not otherwise available from several "weak-SPA" states, and as the 
remainder provided additional viewpoints about future assignment of 
criminal justice tasks in the various states, an analysis similar to that 
done for Table 8 was conducted. Table 9 displays a summary of this 
analysis, and it is clear that response patterns in Table 9 are similar 
to those in Table 8. In Table 9, projected SPA involvement is lower 
on the average, but this no doubt is a reflection of a larger proportion 
of the executive assistant surveys than the SPA directors' surveys being 
from states with weak SPAs; indeed, even making allowances for this, 
the degree of projected SP A involvement in performing several of the 
ten tasks is relatively high. Comprehensive planning, however, also 
appears as a comparatively underassigned task, as it did in Table 8. 

Views on What LEAA Accomplished in the States 
Several open-ended questions on the surveys elicited respondents' 

views about the LEAA program in their states. They were asked to 
list five programs begun with LEAA funds that they thought partic
ularly beneficial to their state; and, separately, they were asked to 
consider what the major benefits or accomplishments of the LEAA 
program had been in their state. Governors' executive assistants were 
asked to respond to the same questions. There is a difficulty in knowing 
what criteria respondents used in reaching judgments about "benefi
cial," ana we may assume some variance among them in both the 
selection and the use of criteria to reach such judgements. As noted 
at the beginning of Chapter 3, objective data on LEAA program 
outcomes are difficult to fmd, let alone interpret, and ultimately, sep
arating "beneficial" from less than beneficial programs will be a matter 
of judgment, employing a mixture of criteria. Respondents' judgments 
reported here, whether subjectively based in whole or in part, none
theless form a set of conclusions for which there is a fair degree of 
consensus. 

Noteworthy LEAA-Funded Programs 
All respondents except one listed five LEAA-funded programs that 

they considered to have been of major benefit to their states. The 
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TABLE 9 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES CONCERNING STATE AGENCY THAT 

WILL MOST LIKELY BE ASSIGNED RESPONSIBILITIES FOR 
SELECTED TASKS OVER THE NEXT 2 TO 5 YEARS 

(GOVERNORS' EXECUTIVE ASSISTANTS) 
N = 24 
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topical nature and the component foci of these programs varied greatly 
from respondent to respondent. The kinds of programs listed include: 
law enforcement training, consolidation of law enforcement programs 
and services, juvenile diversion programs, prerelease and aftercare pro
grams, statewide crime prevention programs, halfway houses, reor
ganizations of state court systems, anti-arson programs, jury and trial 
management :;ystems, PROMIS, career-criminal programs, automated 
criminal histories, victim assistance programs, deinstitutionalization of 
status offenders, leAP, automated data-management programs, re
gional crime laboratories, centralized processing of appeals, shelter 
care, statewide criminal justice information systems, various alternative 
programs to incarceration, revisions of criminal and juvenile codes, 
and others. The great variety of programs listed by respondents is 
made only pa.rtially clear by these examples. 0 

To provide a summary view of the kinds of programs listed, a panel 
reviewed each listed program, making three decisions about each. First, 
the program was categorized by its component focus; the categories 
were law enforcement, corrections, courts, prosecution, juvenile justice, 
combination programs, and management information systems (these 
being the same categories used and reported on earlier in this chapter). 
Second, the program was categorized according to its administrative 
focus; the basic categories were operational and nonoperational, with 
the latter being further broken down into subcategories of management, 
training, planning/evaluation/coordination, support services, and leg
islation. In several cases the assignment of programs to one of these 
categories or another was somewhat arbitrary, as some cases fit more 
than one category. However, for most programs listed by respondents, 
a fairly high degree of consensus developed about their placement. 

Third, we attempted to assess all programs according to whether 
they were traditionally oriented or nontraditionally oriented forms of 
criminal justice programming. The intention was to distinguish between 
programs oriented toward improving traditional criminal justice ac
tivities such as apprehension, conviction, and incarceration and those 
such as diversion, community relations, inmate services, and the like, 
that focused on less traditional forms of criminal justice programming 
and on concepts such as system humaneness, treatment, rights, and 
so forth. One effort to classify the programs according to these dis
tinctions yielded a ratio of over two to one in favor of the traditional, 
hard, conservatively oriented or supported programming. But there 
are problems with this classification scheme: Nearly all of the programs 
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listed by respondents did not exist prior to the ~EAA prog~am; m?st, 
therefore, were nontraditional in the sense of belllg new or I~novatIv~. 
Besides, there is the further probl~m ?f definiti~n and. ~onsistency III 
classification--one man's innovatIon IS another s ,tradItIon, 

T bl 10 11 and 12 present summary findlllgs related to the 
a es , , I 'fi t' Tables 

component-focus and the administrative-focus, c aSSllca IOns, , 
10 (SPA respondents) and 11 (governors', asslstant~) s~m~an~e t~e 
res~lts of the programs categorized aCCordlllg, to theIr ~nmlllal JustIce 
component focus, Over 70% of the programs lIsted are In a c,om~on~nt 
area other than law enforcement. And there is a fairly even dlstr:but~on 
among the six non-law-enforcement categories, ,although comblllatlOn 
programs and corrections programs are listed shghtly more often than 
are the rest, Not surprisingly, however, law enforcement programs are 
listed with far greater frequency than programs of o~her components, 
There are several possible reasons for this, The first IS that ~here we~ 
proportionately more law enforcement programs f~nded WIth LEA 

. money than there were LEAA-funded programs III the other com-
onents,9 So, too, law enforcement consumes about half of all ,funds 

~xpended on criminal justice in the country, and ,80, from a slze-of
operation point of view, the opportunity fo~ ident1!ymg law enforce
ment programs seems greater, Second, actIOns 01 law enforcement 
agencies have a generally higher public visibility than those of other 

TABLE 10 
COMPONENT FOCUS AND THE ORDER OF LISTING 

OF BENEFICIAL LEAA-INITIATED PROGRAMS 
(SPA RESPONDENTS) 

Frequencies of Types 
of Programs Listed 

Listed Listed Listed Listed Listed Row Row % 

COMPONENT FOCUS First Second Third Fourth Fifth Total of Total 

15 1 5 8 7 46 27 
Law Enforcement 

1 5 6 5 8 25 15 
Corrections 

3 2 8 4 1 18 11 
Courts 

2 7 2 2 4 17 10 
Prosecution 
Juvenile Justice 4 1 0 9 3 17 10 

8 " 8 4 7 29 17 
Combination c. 

Management 2 6 5 2 4 19 11 
Information System 

35 34 34 34 34 171 
Column N 
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TABLE 11 
COMPONENT FOCUS AND THE ORDER OF LISTING 

OF BENEFICIAL LEAA-INITIATED PROGRAMS 
(GOVERNORS' ASSISTANTS) 

Frequencies of Types 
of Programs Listed 

Listed Listed Listed Listed Listed Row COMPONENT FOCUS First Second Third Fourth Fifth Total 

Law Enforcement 10 10 7 6 6 39 Corrections 4 3 2 4 4 17 Courts 2 2 2 4 3 13 Prosecution 2 4 3 3 1 13 Juvenile Justice 2 2 4 2 2 12 Combination 3 0 4 4 3 14 Management 
Information System 1 3 2 1 5 12 

Column N 24 24 24 24 24 120 

Row % 
of Total 

33 
14 
11 
11 
10 
12 

10 

c~minal justice agencies; there may thus be a built-in proclivity to 
th~k first or more often about programs or events in law enforcement. 
~hIrd,. law enfor~ement representatives were also generally more ac
tIvely mvolved wIth local planning boards that made funding decisions, 
~nd we:e, at least during the early years of the program, more active 
In making grant applications. Fourth, it may be that there were more 
"successful" programs in law enforcement than in any of the other 
compo~ents; ~owever, an objective test of this proposition would be 
nearly. Imposs~ble. Suffice it to say that law enforcement programs 
we~e lIsted tWIce as often as any other type of c01nponent program, 
whIch at least attests to the popular notion that the LEAA program 
benefitted law enforcement more than any other component. 

Ta?le 12 presents summary information on the administrative ori
e~tatIon of the programs listed by respondents. First, a broad distinc
tIon w~s drawn between operational and nonoperational programs. 
OperatIonal progr.ams were defined as those that included the per
~ormance of a basIC agency work-mission (i.e., the substance of work 
In law enforcement, corrections, and the courts). Nonoperational pro
grams were de~n~d as thos~ more oriented toward support of basic 
agency.work-mIssIons. At tImes placing a program in one of these 
catego?es or the other was difficult because the program contained 
operatIonal and nonoperational components. Nonetheless, we classified 
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all programs as one or the other. Examples of programs classified as 
operational are specialized police units, arson control programs, youth 
seryice centers, inmate education programs, police community relations 
programs, various diversion programs and alternatives to incarceration. 
Nonopcrational programs were divided into five subclassifications as 
noted in Table 12. 

When the results reported in Table 12 are inspected, it is interesting 
that percentage breakdowns are very similar for both survey samples 
(SPA directors and governors' assistants). In both sarnples, approxi
mately half of the programs listed were classified by us as operational 
and the other half as nonoperational. In the nonoperational subclas
sifications, twenty-one percent of the programs in both samples are 
management orienteu (e.g., reor.ganization of courts, management in
formation systems, caseflow management programs). Sixteen to eigh
teen percent of programs listed deal with training (over 75% of the 
survey and interview respondents listed at least one training program). 
Programs related to planning, evaluation, and coordination were least 
frequently mentioned. Programs in the category "support services," 
which came primarily to include equipment and facilities purchases 
were also infrequently mentioned; this is not surprising because there 
were few straight-out equipment purchase grants, especially in the 
latter years of the LEAA program when equipment could only be 
purchased as an integral part of a broader program design. 

TABLE 12 
CLASSIFICATION OF SPA AND GOVERNORS' ASSISTANTS' 
RESPONSES ACCORDING TO ADMINISTRATIVE FOCUS OF 

BENEFIC!AL LEAA-INITIATED PROGRAMS 

Administrative Focus 

Operational 
Management 
Training 
Planning, Evaluation, 

Coordination 
Support Services 
Legislation 

N of Programs 
N of Respondents 

Percentages of 
SPA Directors' 

Responses 

47 
21 
16 

3 

9 
4 

171 
35 

Percentages of 
Governors' Assistants' 

Responses. 

48 
21 
18 

5 

7 
2 

120 
24 
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According to information provided by respondents, 95% of all 
"noteworthy" programs they list continue to function in their states 
in the absence of LEAA funds, indicating that these program inno
vations funded through LEAA have (at least to the present) an ap
parently substantial amount of state and local support. Indeed, the 
impression gained from both survey and interview information is that 
these innovations introduced with LEAA financial support are now 
permanent features of the criminal justice landscape. Inteview respon
dents estimated that on the average 80% of LEAA-funded programs 
were picked up in their respective states. Respondents were also clear 
about the importance of LEAA funds to the initiation of these pro
grams. Eighty-five percent of the SPA directors and eighty percent of 
the governors' assistants indicated that the programs would not have 
been started in their states without the LEAA funds. A few qualified 
this by noting that some of the programs they listed might, without 
LEAA funds, have started later and at a reduced level of effort. But 
the vast majority of respondents clearly perceive LEAA funds to have 
been crucial to the initiation of the listed programs. 

LEAA Meta-Effects in the States 

There was remarkable consensus among respondents in both the 
interviews and in the surveys about the most noteworthy general bene
fits or accomplishments of the LEAA program in their states. Nearly 
all cited the importance of LEAA funds as seed money for innovation. 
Several underscored their point by noting that since the demise of 
LEAA the amount of innovation in the systenl and the frequency with 
which program improvements were being adopted in criminal justice 
had decreased markedly. 

Nearly all pointed to an LEAA-prompted enormous growth in con
sciousness about a criminal justice system. Given particular note in 
this regard was increased communication and planning among system 
components and increased program coordination and cooperation 
among them to achieve commonly shared ends. A few of the respon
dents extended this point by also noting that the LEAA program 
raised the consciousness of key governmental policy and decision 
makers about a criminal justice system and its problems and its needs. 

. Many cited the importance of LEA A-supported training and system
personnel development programs to the increased professionalization 
of criminal justice as a field. They also noted that the LEAA program 
was responsible for new kinds of personnel being brought into the 
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criminal justice field. The infusion into criminal justice of peo~le with 
planning, research, evaluation, and specialized-management skIlls was 
given particular reference by several respondents; and .management 
information systems of one kind or another were mentIOned by the 
vast majority of respondents as being crucial LEAA-supported con
tributions to an improved criminal justice system. 

An implicit theme underlying many of the comments .made b~ survey 
and interview respondents was that LEAA-funded mnovatIOn and 
experimentation had an unsettling effect on the equ~librium of the 
criminal justice system and had created more uncertam~~ ~han there 
had been before LEAA. The uncertainty had a destabllIzmg effect; 
and, far from being critical of the effect, respondents implied by t~eir 
comments that this was one of the most important meta-accomplIsh
ments of the LEAA program in their states. Destabilization resulted 
in innovation. 

Summary 
An LEAA legacy of institutions and programs seems most securely 

rooted in about a third of the states and barely evident in about another 
third. In the remaining third, the legacy is more tenuous, with LEAA
created institutions and programs continuing to function but with an 
uncertain future. The states with the strongest surviving institutions 
and programs are those whose SPAs had been, over the course of the 
LEAA program, more than grant-money pur' 'eyors and had become 
effectively woven into the infrastructure of state government and state
level criminal justice policy making. Estimates based on data reported 
in this chapter are that 15 to 17 of the SP As c~ntinue ~o f~nc~ion 
effectively as planning, coordinating, and innovatIOn-leadmg m~tIt~
tions in their states, and that they will remain relatively stable mstI
tutions in their states in the future; SPAs in some 10 states more have 
the potential for becoming such effective and relatively stable insti
tutions but their future is more tenuous. Thus, about half of the states 
will likely preserve a systemic orientation to criminal justice data 
collection, policy analysis and program coordination; ~n the ot~er ~alf 
of the states, the systemic orientation is much less lIkely to survIve . 

With the phase-out of the LEAA program, nearly all SPAs con
fronted substantial reductions in personnel and budgets between 1980 
and 1983. There was on the average an approximate two-thirds re
duction in SPA personnel and an approximate 60% reduction reported I 
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in SPA operating funds. Of the SPAs continuing to function effectively, 
most did not suffer personnel reductioits greater than 50%; nearly all 
of the SPAs falling into the weak category suffered reductions greater 
than 80%. Generally, the most substantial personnel reductions have 
been among evaluators, planners, financial analysts, and program spe
cialists-these being positions most closely associated with LEAA
program-mandated functions. Although evidence is not available to 
confirm it, it seems likely that a high proportion of remaining SPA 
personnel are criminal justice generalists, or at least must fill job 
responsibilities in a variety of technical as well as criminal justice 
component areas. 

Program funds administered by the SP As fell by about 80% between 
1980 and 1983. The most important effect that reductions in program 
funds have had is an apparent near-elimination of the availability of 
resources for continued experimentation in the states or for continued 
funding of innovative programming. State program funds administered 
by SPAs in even the strong-SPA states are reserved primarily for the 
support of on-going state-level projects and not for experimentation 
or to act as seed money to foster innovation. 

SP A performance of eleven critical tasks including planning, policy 
analysis, coordination, data collection and analysis, technical assist
ance, evaluation, and others has slipped in all reporting states, but 
only marginally in the 15 to 17 strong-SPA states. In the strong-SPA 
states, crucial components of the LEAA progranl (comprehensive plan
ning, coordination, innovation, and technical assistance) are part of 
broader SPA responsibilities to identify state problems and to set state 
priorities. In these states the SPA has successfully reoriented its task
set away from a federal grant program and toward a role in state 
policy analysis, priority setting, and program coordination. Among 
the weak-SPA states, task performance has slipped dramatically, with 
the SPA continuing to perform few if any of the eleven tasks; further, 
there is little evidence that any of these tasks have been assigned to 
other state agencies in these weal-SPA states. In many states where 
the SP A has been discontinued, or nearly so, a few tasks such as data 
collection and analysis and policy and legislative analysis have been 
divided among the several component state-level agencies. Others of 
the eleven tasks have not been reassigned, and there is little evidence 
that they are being done. But even with the reassigned tasks of data 
management and policy analysis in these states, the maintenance of a I 
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unified criminal justice data base, or of meaningful policy and program 
coordination seems very doubtful. 

There is high consensus among respondents that an LJEAA legacy 
remains in the states, regardless of the survival of specific LEAA
created institutions such as the SP A. The crucial parts of this legacy 
(coordination, planning, research and experimentation, personnel up
grading, data collection and analysis, innovation, consciousness of a 
system of interdependent components, and the constant upgrading of 
the system through the introduction of new ideas and their unsettling 
effects) seem relatively permanent in about half of the states. In the 
rest of the states, the legacy is tenuous, and most of its parts will 
disappear without additional encouragement. 

The evolution, and in some cases the devolution of SPAs and their 
functions will continue for some time, and the pattern of change will 
vary from state to state. With the termination of the LEAA program, 
SP A task domains were fundamentally altered. The principal change 
involved a shift from a mixed task environment, where SPAs were 
required to respond simultaneously to both federal and state demands, 
to parochial (state-focused) task environments. 

There are great differences from state to state in the perceived value 
of state planning agencies and the functions of planning, coordination 
and innovation; and perceptions of criminal justice problems and pref
erences for solutions for these problems also vary greatly from state 
to state. Thus, one consequence of the termination of the LEAA 
program and its "homogenizing" influence through a set of federal 
task demands is that surviving SPAs are responding to sets of state 
demands, and these demands vary quantitatively and qualitatively from 
state to state. The continuing evolution will be heterogeneous, and so 
much so that in the near future it will be more and more difficult to 
generalize about structures and functions from one SPA-type agency 
to another. The SPA as an identifiable institution is likely to be replaced 
by many different kinds of agencies. 

NOTES-CHAPTER 4 
1. These views were expressed by R. Thomas Parker, executive vice-president of the National 
Criminal Justice Association, and were based on a survey of NCJA membership taken at the 
time of the passage of the 1979 legislation. Similar conclusions could be reached based on 1979 
and 1980 data reported in John K. Hudzik, et al., Criminal Justice Manpower Planning: An 
Overview, U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1981), see chapter 5. 
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2. Based on NCJA member surve sA' 
membership in the NCJA y. t the tIme, all state and territorial SPAs . . . maIntaIned 

3 . .r~e National Criminal Justice Association 
Cnml~al !ustice Planning Administrators A (formerly, Th~ ~ational Conference of State 
AgencIes m Criminal Justice, September i980:pproache~ to InstitutIOnalization of State Planning 
4 SPA . ' , unpublIshed. 

. s In the trust territories are not in I d . 
questionnaire. Only one trust territory resp~n~e~~ In these returns although each was sent a 

5. See, .for example, Charles H. Levine "M 
Hard -r:lmes," Public Administration Re:iew;;e O~)~~,tb.ack Management: Hard Que!ltions for 
H. LevIne, "Organizational Decline and C .tb 7 M pnl, 1979), pp. 179-183. Also see Charles 
(July / August, 1978), pp. 316-325. u ac anagement," Public Administration Review 

6. See, for example John K H d ik . . ' . u z et al 0 't Al 
of P~blIc Administration (NAPA), C;imin~i J~~~:e' p so ~ee, .Report of the National Academy 
of Nme States (Washington DC, NAPA 1 1annmg m the Governing Process' A Re . , '" 979) . View 
7. These comments were made b ' . 
project. y several respondents during the interviews conducted for this 

8. See chapter 3. Also see NAPA . 9 ' op. CIt. 
. For a breakdown of block 

and Bru W'lf -grant awards by criminal justice 
B k ce I lams, The Organizational Politics of Cr' . I J. .compo?ents, see Virginia Gray 

00 s, 1980), p. 66. lmma ustlce (LexIngton, Mass.: Lexington 
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Chapter 5 
THE LEGACY OF LEAA: 

A SUMMARY VIEW 
In 1979, the U. S. Senate Committee on the Judiciary concluded 

that the accomplishments of the LEAA program were real, and in 
many cases were substantia1.1 Yet, there have been and there still are 
contradictory views about the accomplishments of the LEAA program. 
For example, in 1978, the then acting director of LEA A, James Gregg, 
noted: "I think it is a fair observation that had this [LEAA] program 
not existed, the crime and criminal justice problems of the past decade 
probably would have been much more severe.,,2 In the same year, 
Austin Sarat, then teaching at Yale University and, later, coauthor of 
a published assessment of LEAA, asserted that he had "an hypothesis, 
a guess, and that guess is that administration of justice in the United 
States today is little different from what it would have been" had there 
not been an LEAA program.3 These statements imply substantially 
divergent views about the accomplishments and contributions of the 
LEAA program; they are made possible by a lack of consensus about 
program goals, by differing levels of expectations about what LEAA 
could legitimately have been expected to accomplish, and by a general 
absence of valid data about LEAAprogram outcomes. Some maintain 
that "what little direct evidence we have is far from conclusive" about 
the impact of the LEAA program.4 

Perhaps what most confuses any attempt to assess the LEAA pro
gram is that while critninal justice system expenditures have nearly 
tripled since 1968 (having risen faster than general government ex
penditures),S ratels of reported crime have increased steadily and the 
ratio of total criminal justice personnel to total criminal events has 
increased. Of COllfse, riots and civil disturbances, events' that much of 
the early LEAA program was legislatively mandated to "combat," 
have decreased. LEAA cannot really take credit for decreases in riots, 
but it may be able to take credit for the generally acknowledged 
improvement in how police agencies now seek to head off or to control 
civil disturbances; also, LEAA may take some credit for changes in 
criminal justice agency policies-policies that in the past had contrib
uted to the emergence of or had exacerbated existing situations of civil 

165 

II 
~t ~ 

I' 

ft 



\ 

166 "Federal Aid to Criminal Justice" 

disturbance. Nonetheless, because crime did not abate, it is easily 
assumed that LEAA failed and that whatever changes LEAA wrought 
in the criminal justice system are thereby of no consequence. This 
chapter takes an alternative view that the failure to reduce crime does 
not necessarily mean LEAA accomplished little or nothing of conse
quence, or that there is no legacy.6 

The ~hapter is divided into four parts. The first part briefly reviews 
the ?aSIS for anc;l some of the assumptions necessary to drawing con
clusIOns about an LEAA legacy. The second examines the practical 
constraints faced by the LEAA program and the lessons to be gained 
from an understanding of the implications of these constraints. The 
third part examines the legacy from a program perspective. The fourth 
part revie~s the intangibl~, meta-contributions of the LEAA program, 
and exammes the legacy mherent in these. 

I. Necessary Assumptions and Program Realities 
In a strictly ~cienti~c sense we will probably never have proof about 

what LEAA dId or dId ~ot accomplish (never resolve with certainty 
whether Gregg or Sarat IS correct). To acquire such proof, classical 
research design would indicate the need to repeat the period 1968-
1980, this tirne without an LEAA program. Then, twelve years with 
LEAA could be compared to twelve years without LEAA and differ
ences noted. This is of course a logical impossibility and nonsensical. 
None~heless, many demand proof, and for those who do, Carol Weiss's 
expenence~ obser:ations a~out the practical and severe impediments 
to co~ductmg valid evaluatIOns of any public program should be re
called (see Chapter 3). LEAA is by no means alone in its failure to 
evaluate adequately-program evaluations are inadequate throughout 
a~ levels and types of governmental programming.7 Further-a re
mmder ~o those who, observing a lack of proof, conclude that LEAA 
a~compbshed nothing or little-the lack of proof neither confirms nor 
dISconfirms. 

If we cannot assemble proof about LEAA's accomplishments we 
can assemble evidence, albeit not uniformly strong evidence. We btow 
that LEAA spent about 8 billion dollars over twelve years' we know 
that the criminal justice system of today is much different'in several 
respects from that of 1968;8 and we know that many of these differences 
firs~ e~erged out of programs initiated with LEAA funds. An ex
ammatIOn and cataloguing of the most important of these differences 
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will yield evidence, if not proof, about the legacy of LEAA and about 
what the program accomplished. 

The changes undergone by American criminal justice between 1968 
and 1980 are both tangible and intangible. The tangible consist of 
innovations in crime-fighting programs, techniques, and hardware, and 
in the management of the system. The intangible consist mainly of 
new ideas and concepts that emerged from a massive unsettling of the 
criminal justice system-an unsettling prompted by the infusion of 
new people 9 and new funds into the system and by the forced opening 
of criminal justice to greater and more systematic public view. Of 
course, it seems a matter of common sense that the criminal justice 
system would have undergone some change without LEAA, but the 
consensus of most observers, as reported in this volume, is that these 
changes would have been neither so widespread nor so rapid in the 
absence of an LEAA program. The most important of the far-reaching 
changes are discussed in the last section of this chapter. 

Although much innovation in criminal justice has been attributed 
to LEAA, numerous criticisms, many justified, have also been levelled 
against the program. The most important of these include statements 
that LEAA both wasted money and failed to diminish crime. 

Waste 
In the zeal to move the money during the early years of the program, 

funds were sometimes "wasted", 10 or at least sometimes applied to the 
purchase of equipment and the funding of program eff0:ts of ~o~btful 
value or payoff. But the LEAA program was an expenment m Inter
governmental relations, testing not only a block-grant concept for 
federal fund transfer, but the idea as well that the federal government 
could foster change in state and local criminal justice agencies. Thus, 
both the goals and means adopted under the LEAA program were 
revolutionary and untried. Because they were revolutionary, resistance 
to both was encountered; because both were untried, mistakes were 
made in implementing them. Resistance and mistakes naturally pro
duce waste as a by-product, which they did also in this instance. All 
this seems particulady true given the criminal justice landscape of 
1968. 

In 1968 criminal justice was a network of agencies staffed with 
personnel who, by today's standards, were ~ndertrained in .alm~st every 
respect imaginable. Interagency cooperation ~nd coor~m~tIo~ w~re 
exceptional rat~er than commonplace, and the Idea of cnmmal JustIce 
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as an interrelated set of crime-fighting agencies, each affecting the 
other, was not generally considered. 1 1 In 1968 reliable data about crime 
and about criminal justice system performance was largely nonexistent, 
and ideas about innovation and change raised uneasiness within a 
system used to the status quo in operations and management. Any 
thought or action directed toward opening the criminal justice system 
to greater public scrutiny and to systematic evaluation directly threat
ened the comfort of a system used to having its actions shielded from 
public review. It was these rather substantial shortcomings that con
fronted the LEAA program and created a less than ideal climate for 
the expenditure of funds directed at innovation. 

Crime 

In 1968 there was great optimism about the nation's ability to solve 
problems-an optimism apparently confirmed by the placing of men 
on the moon, and even more so by effecting their safe return. Crime, 
although an increasingly significant, frightening, and severe problem, 
appeared equally capable of solution, and by similar means-that is, 
by initiation of a federal program, provided with substantial funds, 
which, like the space program, would produce the desired outcome. 
There was also great faith that the knowledge and experience gained 
from the systems development and the engineering associated with the 
moon program would be likewise applicable to diagnosing problems 
and managing solutions in social sectors. We have since learned that 
this is not true as many have commented on the far greater complexities 
confronted when solving social problems compared to those of putting 
men on the moon. I2 Nonetheless, in its first few years of existence at 
least, LEAA was saddled with a rather simplistic view of crime and 
its solution, in addition to the assumption that results could be expected 
quickly upon the initiation of programs and the expenditure of funds. 

As experience was gained under the LEAA program, most observers 
and participants came to realize that crime was far too complex and 
endemic a problem to be solved in the short run. Further, the principal 
features of the legislative mandate precluded LEAA from attacking 
the underlying causes of crime, mandating rather that it attend to 
improving the system's response to crime. However, improved system 
response, although clearly valuable and essential, could hardly be ex
pected to solve the crime problem per se. LEAA's critics generally 
refused to acknowledge the obvious limitations placed on LEAA's 
activities and continued to insist that, if crime were not abated, LEAA's 
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efforts must be labelled a failure. Few of these critics were willing to 
grant that at least part of the rise in reported crime was due to better 
crime-reporting procedures growing out of the LEAA program, and 
that victimization survey results indicated a far more stable rate of 
criminal behavior than did the UCR. 

II. Constraints 
Numerous factors imposed substantial constraint on the LEAA pro

gram, and from an understanding of these come lessons about federal 
assistance and leadership in criminal justice. In testimony before the 
Senate Judiciary Committee in 1979, Lloyd Ohlin, Professor at Har
vard, nicely summarized what he considered the major constraints. 

The real problems ... encompass such issues as the lack of 
achievable mandates and relevant orders of priority, excessive 
political solutions to complex crime problems, vacillation in goals 
and strategies of crime control, basic deficiencies in knowledge of 
crime causation or effective programs and policies, unworkable 
organizational arrangements, excessive regulation, and failure to 
support sustained local community initiatives in crime control.I3 

These principal constraints resist easy classification, but one way to 
categorize them is to think in terms of program, people, and environ
mental-organizational impediments. 

Program Constraints 
Money: With a twelve-year budget of about $8 billion, lack of 

funds would not appear to have been a constraint to the LEAA pro
gram. However, LEAA's annual expenditure never amounted to more 
than three-tenths of one percent of the total federal budget and never 
exceeded a contribution of more than 5% toward the nation's (local, 
state, and national) criminal justice expenditure. The LEAA program 
was small by comparison with other federal programs. Obviously it 
was negligible compared with defense, welfare, or Housing and Urban 
Development; but LEAA's budget was also much smaller, for example, 
than NASA's-about a quarter as large. I4 Further, the total federal 
dollar contribution to state and local criminal justice agency budgets 
rarely even made up for inflation. IS To have expected that LEAA 
. money would immediately fashion substantial change in the syste:n or 
that it would lead to quick reductions in the crime rate was not realistic. 
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Thus, funds were a constraint in the sense of never having been suf
ficient to make for a quick fix, or to compel an organizationally and 
operationally diverse criminal justice system to adopt fundamental 
change, or to achieve an immediate impact on crime levels. 

Absorption Capacity: The criminal justice system's limited capac
ity to absorb funds directed toward innovation and to accept and act 
on new ideas and techniques was also a constraint. All large bureau-

. cracies change slowly, and the process of change in criminal justice 
was made especially slow by the fragmentation of the system, by local 
control, and by the criminal justice system's traditional resistance to 
outside influt!nce and preference for established ways of doing business. 
It is doubtful that substantially higher levels of funding would have 
facilitated more immediate or far-reaching change; clearly the LEAA 
bureaucracy experienced nightmares enough in learning from ground 
zero how best to distribute the funds that were made available. Some 
analysts have suggested, and perhaps justifiably, that LEAA funding 
levels, as they were, exceeded the capacity of LEAA and the system 
itself adequately to manage the funds or to assure implementation of 
the level and kind of innovation implied by these levels of funding. 

So, too, absorption capacity was limited by the match requirements 
in block grants and by a "multiplier" effect that arose as locals assumed 
total program costs. Match problems were most severe in medium
sized and small cities and counties where the competition for new local 
dollars was intense and often inflexible. Using new local dollars as 
match for new LEAA projects was in direct competition with a variety 
of other potential uses: using new local dollars to meet inflation in 
existing programs of all kinds, or to augment these existing programs, 
or to assume LEAA programs whose grant funds were running out, 
or to fund innovation or to acquire federal funds for non-criminal
justice program areas. Large cities and counties may have had greater 
flexibility in allocating sufficient match funds, but their crime problems 
were of far greater scale as well. The multiplier effect surfaced when, 
each year, the cumulative effect of additional full-cost assumption of 
LEAA initiated programs further squeezed already tight local re
sources. 

Omnibus Goals: Creeping categorization and the existence of mul
tiple and shifting program goals severely constrained the LEAA pro
gram. The 1968 legislation was itself an attempt to give everyone a 
little something (see Chapter 1). Subsequent amendments expapded 
and clarified the list of specified recipients (see Chapters 2 and 3). In 
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the early years in particular, diffuse goals and programs were most 
clearly reflected in the large number of individual grant awards and 
in the fact that a large proportion of such awards was for very sm~ll 
amounts. Funds were thereby dissipated along with effort and potentIal 

for producing effect. 
From 1970 to 1976 there was an inexorable movement toward the 

earmarking of LEAA program funds through legislative am~n~~ent: 
categorizing funds for corrections, juvenile justice, and the Judlc~a.ry; 
directing that funds be directed to high crim~ urban are~s; reqUlnng 
program evaluation; and mandating the fundl~~ of specIal pro~rams 
such as community anti-crime programs and mml-block grants dIrectly 
to local units of government. To the joy of urban proponents a~d 
successful special interests, categorizatio~ e:od~d t?e state.s' authonty 
to set priorities and to determine the funds dlstnbutlOn, WhIC~, ~oup~ed 
with an increasing number of congressionally man?ated a~n:~mstratlve 
and audit controls, resulted inevitably in decreasmg flexlblhty for all 
in determining how grant funds would be used. . 

Most importantly, however, the categorization pr~cess, by addmg 
goals and objectives to the LEAA program,. bot~ dl~U~~d and co~
strained the effort. The problems of increasmg lnflexlblhty and ~lf
fusion of effort were exacerbated as LEAA funds began to dechne 
after 1976, while 70 to 80 percent ofbl~ck-grant funds ~ere preempt~d 
by continuing obligations during any. gIven fis~al year. So, too, whtle 
federal funding declined from the mId-seventIes on, the red tape and 

its assodated costs did not. 
Unachievable Goals: Much counterproductive behavior r~sulted 

from the adoption of unachievable goals. The goal to have an Impact 
on crime as quickly as possible, "to banish it," yielded early congres
~ional and bureaucratic pressure to "take quick action," and the mea
;ure of quick action was expeditiously m~ving the mO,n~y. ~n
fortunately, in the beginning, LEAA had neIther the a~mlmstr~tIve 
experience, nor the knowledge base to move ~he money eIther qUlckly 
or effectively. Also, not enough tim~ was allo~ed ,for research-re
search of the often painfully slow kmd that wlll dIscover wha~ does 
work. Nor was time allowed for the evaluation and d?cumentatlOn of 
results. Action money was thus spent in the absence of knowledge 
about what worked immediately. Finally, as pressure mounted to show 
results there was a mad scramble to find something that worked. In 
the se~rch, priorities frequently shifted and consistency in effort was 

effectively shorted. 
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People Constraints 
Shifting Leadership: LEAA programming was constrained further 

by frequent changes in leadership, both at the national and state levels. 
At the state level, state planning agency (SPA) directors were replaced 
frequently, as were other key personnel in the SPAs, making continuity 
of effort and purpose exceedingly difficJ.llt. At the national level, the 
tenure of leaders in top posts was equally short-lived. During a period 
about twelve-years long, LEAA had eight directors, some permanent, 
some acting; moreover, during some of the period there was no director. 
Indeed, two of the three directors who served longest were, in fact, 
only acting directors. 

The pattern of shifting leadership or no leadership was set early. 
The troika arrangement produced a leadership vacuum at the top of 
LEAA. The first permanent troika appointments were not made until 
LEAA was nearly a year old. The first permanent administrator of 
LEAA resigned after a little more than a year. The pattern of frequent 
change at the top and excessive use of acting administrators had two 
consequences. With new permanent administrators came new initia
tives, and when administrators changed, priorities changed.17 With 
acting administrators came a natural reluctance to exert strong lead
ership. Thus~ the lack of continuity in leadership resulted in a lack of 
long-term cOlll1l1itment to programs, many of which could produce 
results only in the long run. 

Imported Talent: To meet LEAA-program. objectives directed to
ward increased planning, research; and data collection and also toward 
the adoption of more sophisticated forms of policy analysis and man
agement, a great deal of skilled talent was imported from outside the 
system-much of it not experienced in the functioning of the criminal 
justice system. In one respect this was an advantage because, unen
cumbered by experience in or knowledge of system and operational 
traditions, the outsiders brought fresh ideas into the system. However, 
th~ melding of this diverse talent into a coherent and informed force 
of planners and researchers was no easy chore, and certainly not one 
to be accomplished quickly. Further, technically skilled but system
inexperienced planners and researchers were viewed suspiciously by 
the experienced operational-agency employee and manager. Hard-to
bridge rifts developed between system operational personnel and system 
planners and researchers, with the "imported" talent often being 
viewed as more interested in short-term personal monetary gains to 
be realized from LEAA funds than in a long-term commitment to 
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improving the criminal justice system. The l~ck of technical~y skilled 
change agents who could simultaneously be vlew~d as coml~l1tted sys
tem insiders initially posed a substantial constramt to the Implemen-
tation of innovation. 

Environmental and Organizational Impediments 
Fragmentation: The decentralized, independent, and .fragmented 

American justice system, with its more than 17 ,000 se~arate. law en
forcement agencies, its 50 state departments of correctlo?s, ItS thou
sands of county jail systems, and its thousands of Indepe?dent 
prosecutors and court systems is hardly an environment c~nduclve to 
systematic and orderly, let alone quick, change. FragmentatlOn co~pled 
to local control and antifederalization sentiments also produced dlVerse 
viewpoints about what constituted beneficial programming and further 
constrained efforts at building a coherent federally led effort. 

Intergovernmental Disputes: The LEAA program also labored un
der constraints imposed by the particular way in which t~e. block
grant approach to federal anti-c.riroe funding ~ame to be admmlste~ed. 
Rather than leading to an efficlent and effectlve form of cooperatlOn, 
the LEAA block-grant process generated enormous inefficiencies by 
guaranteeing constant haggling over where effective control and re
sponsibility lay among levels of government. Time and ~o~ey ~ere 
wasted on settling or negotiating the processes of grant admlll1stratlon, 
thereby limiting the amount of attention paid to sub~tance. As a result, 
there was a nearly constant and resource-consummg tug-of-war be
tween those who wanted LEAA to exercise better ~ontr~,l s~ a~ .to 
increase program effectiveness and adherence to "natlonal pnontles 
and standards, and those who, fearing federalization, wa~te~ a ha~ds
off approach and greater flexibility for state and loc~l ~nonty settl~g. 

Bureaucracy: Red tape was a particularly pernlcious constramt, 
generated on the one hand by LEAA bureaucratic respon~es to congres
sionallnandates for program planning, program evaluatl~n, and dem
onstration of effectiveness and on the other by anclllary federal 
regulations dealing with civil rights, environmental impact, e~c. Such 
red tape was only partially the creation of LEAA, much ~f It evolv
ing out of necessary bureaucratic ~esponses to executlve orders, 
congressional mandates, and complamts that LEAA was not ade
quately monitoring the expenditure of funds. In 1977 the average. state 
plan was over 1,000 pages long, and a huge bureaucracy at the natl0nal, 

, state, and local level had been created to monitor the program, through: 

: I 
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(1) requirements of quarterl and 
p!iance with Office ofManag~ment ::~ual repor~s; (2) proof of com
cIrculars in particular) D rt Budget CIrculars (five separate 
particular), and Executive epa ment of !reasu~y Circulars (two in 
onstration of compliance Wi~r~ers i~h~ee In partIcular); and (3) dem
the use and expenditure of tied verI cross-cutting" laws that govern 

B . era grant funds 18 
eSldes making grant seekin rant .. 

tration a bureaucratic night g, ~ awardIng, and grant adminis-
ingful pursuit of I'nno t' mare

h
, t e red tape often constrained mean-

va lon, c ange and t . 
unduly focusing research and ' sys em I~provement by 
compliance rather than on e!rot?ram e~orts on financIal and activity 

. uec Iveness In reach' . 
system-Improvement objectives G I d' I Ing cnme-control or 
intended consequence of atte~ t oa I.Sp acement was thus the un
penditure of program funds. p s to tIghten controls OVer the ex-

Quick Results with Limited Kno I d . . 
facing the LEAA pro~ram w I kW ~ gee The ultImate constraint 
about crime. In the ab~~nce of :~c~~~w::owled~e .a~out what to do 
shifted frequently. Early in the ro ram ge, pnontIes and programs 
of equipment substituted for p g d ,technology and the purchase 
the control of highly visible ~~t un erst~~din~ of what worked, and 
efforts to deal with the tradition:l ~:!nCIVIl dl~orders substituted for 
knowledge would yield not onl frus . s of cnm~. L~ter, the lack of 
erratic scrambling to find som~hin t~~=~n, but dIffusIOn of effort and 
of the program LEAA d g worked. From the first days 

, was un er press t h' 
results quickly pressure which" ure 0 ac leve measurable 
constraint to a'reasoned meth ~? I:self proved to be a severe added 
lems of crime. As a res;lt fi ~ Ica search for solutions to the prob
tation of "quick" solutions' ::. ~ ~ere. no doubt wasted in implemen
had been given too much 'mon~y. InevItably led to charges that LEAA 

These were the principal constraint 
program, constraints imposed by l'ts. encountere? by the LEAA 

. . I' rea lIes of Amenc I' . cnmIna Justice that make th an po ItIcs and 
more difficult than the auth e pro~ess of innovation and change far 
apparently willing to admit_~~\e:stthe b~?~8 Safe Streets Act were 
was a set of expectations guaranteed fU IC y. The. unfo~unate result 
charges of program failure. 0 produce dIsappOIntment and 

Lessons in the Constraints 

An important legacy of the billion-d II . 
can be learned from its experience M 0 ar fLEAA program IS what 

. any 0 the lessons are implicit 
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in understanding the implications of the constraints within which the 
program operated. One apparent lesson is that federal assistance can 
produce positive meta-level and specific-program effects, even given 
severe constraints. Evidence of these positive effects are presented in 
the next two sections. However, there are other lessons, seemingly 
more negative. The first and most obvious of these is that money alone 
is not a cure for crime. The second and related lesson is that crime is 
not susceptible to quick fixes or simple solutions. A third lesson is 
that it is easier to find out what doesn't work than it is to find out 
and prove what does. These were lessons forcefully taught through 
the LEAA experience. 

Other lessons arising from the LEAA experience include that the 
system's ability to absorb funds effectively and efficiently for purposes 
of innovation and change is limited by our lack of knowledge and by 
our inability to manage innovation beyond a certain scale or scope. 
That the LEAA program did waste funds and did permit expenditures 
for "frivolous and routine" 19 matters does seem to indicate that LEAA 
funding levels exceeded the capacity of LEAA and the system to 
manage innovation. The lesson, it would seem, is that fewer funds 
would have been more judiciously utilized. 

Further, reduced funding is consistent with another apparent lesson 
that the goal of seeking incremental improvements in the system is 
more realistic than is the pursuit of grand goals such as seeking to 
banish crime. If federal assistance is to produce an ordered and pro
gressive advance in dealing with crime, it needs first to be accepted 
that our knowledge about what works will increase only through a 
series of incremental steps taken over the long haul. In connection 
with this, federal anticrime assistance cannot be held hostage to the 
demand for quick results (and held hostage to frequent reauthorization 
hearings that inquire after such results). Second, the goals of assistances 

at least the short-term and intermediate goals, need to be Inore precisely 
focused instead of diffuse. Something-for-everyone goals dissipate both 
limited funds and effort. Although this view runs counter to American 
pork-barrel politics, it is likely that only a few vested interests in 
criminal justice reform can be served adequately at any given time and 
place. Short-term and intermediate priorities must be set. Given re
source constraints, an old cliche here seems applicable, even if trite: 
the choice is either to focus on doing a few things well, or on doing 
everything poorly. And finally, so that improvement (or the lack of 
it) can be documented, measurable goals need to be set. In the absence 



I 
I 

I 

\ 

176 "Federal Aid to Criminal Justice" 

of measurable goals, value cannot be determined and interminable 
arguments about program worth will never be laid to rest. 

Another lesson concerns the development of program rules and 
regulations that, although intended better to ensure compliance with 
the goal of innovation, were counterproductive to that goal because 
of the concomitant increasing level of bureaucratization and red tape. 
Red tape focuses effort on process rather than on substance, and 
"innovation" under red-tape restrictions tends to center on how to get 
around and through the red tape rather than on effectively imple
menting basic or focal goals. Unfortunately, the solution to this prob
lem is not simple. Block-grant approaches to funding seem to ensure 
a certain amount of dysfunctional tension and growth in bureaucracy 
and red tape as natural outcomes of attempts to resolve inherent 
conflicts between federal efforts at control and state and local efforts 
to preserve prerogatives in setting priorities and adopting policies and 
programs. 

The alternatives, the categorical-grant or the revenue-sharing models 
of assistance, have their own problems. With the former, federal control 
is maximized but state and local diversity and prerogatives are largely 
ignored. 'Vith the latter, experience shows that innovation and change 
are not promoted (revenue-sharing funds tend to be used to augment 
existing activities or to reduce local financial burdens in performing 
them). Probably, the best we can do is to "tinker" and to seek marginal 
improvements in the quality of intergovernmental relationships. One 
such piece of tinkering, an intriguing one that has not been tested, 
involves changes made to the nature of federal anti-crime assistance 
in the 1979 Justice Systems Improvement Act: the federal government 
would certify certain types of programs as successful and innovative; 
block-grant funds could only be expended in one or more of these 
federally "approved" areas; states and localities could set their own 
priorities by electing which of these program areas their share of the 
assistance pie would be applied toward. This solution begged the ques
tion of how and by what criteria programs would be approved, but 
offered the hope of reduced red tape by allowing states and localities 
near freedom in setting their priorities within the approved list. 

We have probably also learned that the introduction of high tech
nology has, by itself, limited value-a marginal and instrumental 
impact that permits but does not guarantee greater effectiveness in a 
system (e.g., the introduction of computers allows for more sophisti
cated data analysis but does not guarantee the use of such analyses in 
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more sophisticated and effective managerial and policy decision mak
ing). The introduction of technology is more quickly achieved than is 
its full utilization. 

Finally, we probably have a fuller appreciation of a fundamental 
"catch-22" inherent in criminal justice innovation and reform. The 
"experts in crime control," the system's officials who know best the 
practical realities and constraints of implementing innovation, are also 
the ones most likely to view innovation as threatening. This is a problem 
typical to all large bureaucracies and systems, but particUlarly where 
systems are fragmented, decentralized, and not generally directed by 
consensus-shaping opinion leaders. Under these conditions, change 
tends to be uneven in quality and to take place at different rates within 
system components. This was very much the nature of change in 
criminal justice under the LEAA program. Indeed, change within 
individual criminal justice agencies seems to have been largely de
pendent on the quality of leadership in these agencies-some leaders 
being more willing to take advantage of the LEAA program, or more 
capable of taking advantage. In this regard, two promising meta-effects 
of the LEAA program may augment the propensity to accept future 
change. First, the managerial elite is now more highly educated, and 
as a result more readily accepting of change. Second, the greater extent 
to which research information is generated and disseminated through
out the system provides the beginning knowledge base for change. 

III. Searching for a Legacy of Programs 
A more tangible legacy may possibly be identified in LEAA-funded 

programs that are considered to have been innovative and beneficial. 
There are several alternative sources and perspectives for identification 
of such programs. Reflecting a state-level perspective about innovative 
and beneficial programming are views of SP A directors and those of 
representatives of governors' offices. Retlecting a national-level per
spective is LEAA and the National Institute of Justice and their 
exemplary-project and prescriptive-package designations. Originating 
under the auspices of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, projects determined as suitable for either exemplary
project or prescriptive-package designation were to have undergone 
independent evaluation. The evaluation was supposed to have estab
lished that the program produced valued and documented outcomes 
(affecting crime or improving system performance) and that the pro-
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gram was capable of replication (successful duplication) in other 
jurisdictions. 

Both LEAA discretionary and block-grant funds were used to sup
port the development and dissemination of innovative programs, the 
use and distribution of discretionary funds being controlled substan
tively by LEAA. The use of block-grant funds was determined by the 
states and the SP As as they moved through the comprehensive planning 
and block-grant application and approval process. Many of the projects 
designated by the National Institute as exemplary or as prescriptive 
packages were originated with discretionary-grant funds, while the 
preponderance of programs identified by SP A directors and governors' 
assistants as beneficial to their states were block-grant originated. In 
part, this reflects the relative paucity of evaluation information avail
able on outcomes from block-grant-funded programs, which thereby 
precluded many from being considered for exemplary-project desig
nation. Further, block grants were touted by state-level leaders as a 
more responsive source of funds for state needs-which could more 
easily be used for state-determined priorities.20 During interviews with 
SPA directors it was noted that among other things, state and local 
support for and assumption of block-grant initiated programs in their 
states was much higher than it was for discretionary-grant-originated 
projects. Thus, it is not surprising that state-level representatives would 
identify more block-grant originated programs as beneficial. 

The State-Level View: SPA Directors and Governors' 
Assistants 

As a part of the interviewing and surveying of state criminal justice 
officials, current and former SPA directors and governors' executive 
assistants were asked to identify programs begun in their states with 
LEAA funds that they consider to have been particularly beneficial. 
The 35 responding current and former SPA directors listed a total of 
171 programs; the 24 responding governors' executive assistants listed 
a total of 120 programs. Chapter 4 pr~sellts the' details from these 
responses; here, w~ summarize findings for .major implications about 
a program legacy. . 

An important caution in doing so, however, is to recall that re
spondents were not asked to state the bases or criteria by which they 
reached their assessments. Also, it should be noted that a majority of 
the programs identified by the respondents were funded through state 
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block grants and were not, as a rule, fully or independently evaluated 
for measurable outcomes. What we have, therefore, are the opinions 
of individuals who were both personally involved with and intimately 
familiar with the LEAA program in their states. Because of their 
personal involvement, some bias in responses might be expected; but 
also, because of respondent familiarity with and in-depth knowledge 
of the LEAA programs in their state (and assuming some measure of 
objectivity and no deliberate attempt to deceive on the part of re
spondents), the programs identified by these respondents provide at 
least one indicator of an LEAA-program legacy as viewed from the 
state level. Indeed, supporting information secured through face-to
face interviews with several of the survey respondents indicate that 
the programs identified by them are those for which they believe there 
is a broad-based consensus about value within their state's criminal 
justice system. Thus, indications are that both SPA directors and 
governors' executive assistants attempted to reflect more than their 
personal beliefs. 

As reported in Chapter 4, an a.nalysis of a composite of SPA di
rectors' and governors' executive assistants' responses yields the fol
lowing approximate distribution for identified "beneficial" programs: 

1. About 29% of the total number of programs listed were ori
ented to law enforcement. The most frequently mentioned of 
these were the upgrading of police communications, law en
forcement training, the establishment of training academies, 
crime prevention programs, e&tablishment or improvement of 
state and regional criminalistic labs, and the creation of law 
enforcement standards. Other types of programs receiving two 
or more mentions included integrated criminal apprehension 
programs, law enforcement consolidation programs, and the 
funding of specialized police units. 

2. A little over 14% were oriented to corrections. The most 
frequently mentioned of these were correctional training and 
the establishment of correctional training academies; the es
tablishment of community-based corrections programs; the 
construction of correctional facilities. Several individual pro
grams in probation / parole were listed. Several inmate-service 
and prison programs such as the establishment of a diagnostic 
unit, a prerelease and aftercare program, and an inmate vo
cational and postsecondary education program were listed. 
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Programs generally referred to as "alternatives to incarcera
tion" were listed but not further defined by respondents. 

3. About 10% were oriented to the courts. Several of these con
cerned cou~ reorganization, consolidation, or planning for 
state financIng. There was one mention of the establishment 
of a judicial council and one of the development of court rules. 
Several m~ntioned criminal code revisions, which for purposes 
of convemence have been placed in the court category. 

4. Abo~t 10% were oriented to prosecution. Most frequently 
mentIOned programs included career-criminal programs, 
PRO~I~, prosec~tor-managed pretrial diversion programs, 
and VIctIm and WItness assistance. 

5. Sli~htly less than 10% were oriented to juvenile justice. Most 
tYPIcally the programs mentioned dealt with juvenile diversion 
an? a!ter~ativ~s ~o incarceration of a variety of types; the 
deInstItutlOnahzatIOn of status offenders, training, and revisions 
to juvenile codes were also mentioned but less frequently. (It 
should be recalled here that respondents were asked about 
effects produced by LEAA funds and not by Juvenile Justice 
Act funds.) 

6. About 15% of the programs listed we considered "combina
tion" programs where more than one criminal justice agency 
was typically involved in the program and where the multi
agenc~ involvement appeared to be deliberately or expressly 
coordInated as a part of the program. These included, for 
example, a re~erence ~o a system-wide integrated training pro
gram, s!stemlCally-orIented planning and evaluation programs 
and umts, and a coordinated substance-abuse program. 

7. Almost 11 % of the programs listed were related to the de
vel?pment of information systems of varying types. Predomi
natIng were law enforcement criminal information systems. 

State-to-State Diversity: Of the 291 programs listed by respon
de~ts, 1 D? of them were individually unique types of programs. This 
varIance In types of programs identified by respondents reflects in 
part, the distinctive uses to which states put LEAA funds and how 
differently these states identified their needs and subsequently have 
co~e to ide?tif~ an ~E~ program legacy. However, even though 
this substantIal dIverSIty eXIsts, several basic kinds or types of programs 
were more frequently mentioned by respondents than others; these 
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programs comprise a picture of a legacy that does have some con
sistency from one state to the next. 

Training: LEAA support of criminal justice training, especially 
law enforcement training, is the single most frequently mentioned 
program area. The reasons for this vary. Some clearly are taking note 
of the basic levels of police training that have come to be guaranteed 
as a result of LEAA initiating funds. As one respondent put it, "To 
have taken our police from the situation where most had no training 
even in criminal procedure, the use of firearms, or first aid, to a level 
where all have this plus much more was no mean achievement. LEAA 
alone made this incredibly basic but tremendously important thing 
possible in our state." Other respondents appeared to sense a more 
intangible benefit-that LEAA had initiated a general acceptance of 
and appreciation for training of many kinds, from basic or recruit 
training to training of speciality and management-level personnel. One 
respondent, reflecting this point of view, noted that, "before LEAA, 
training of almost any kind for criminal justice people in this state 
was nonexistent; now besides basic training, the leaders and people of 
this state have come to accept the importance of and are funding 
management training and a variety of speciality training for our 
people." This last comment reflects a feeling among many respondents 
that the LEAA program did not simply make more training oppor
tunities available but helped convince the public as well of the value 
of training. 

Communications Equipment and Information Systems: The use of 
LEAA funds to purchase equipment was also mentioned frequently 
by respondents as a substantial benefit. This is noteworthy given the 
frequent and heavy criticism levelled by opponents of the LEAA pro
gram that funds were wasted on frivolous equipment purchases. Re
spondents did not list items such as shooting shoes, armored personnel 
carriers, and riot gear. Rather, the purchase of equipment for the 
upgrading of police comnmnications,21 and the automation of infor
mation storage, retrieval, and analysis22 were clearly perceived by many 
respondents as of immense instrumental value. One respondent noted 
during interviews that in his state, the upgrading of police commu
nications not only served the obvious function of better communication 
but that it also served as an effective force in police consolidation and 
in increasing the number and kinds of contacts among police agencies. 
. Several respondents noted during interviews that the purchase of 

computers and software brought ~nformation management in criminal 
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justice from the shoebox era to an era of far greater utility and so
phistication. As one former SPA director put it, 

We were constantly criticized for spending money on equipment. 
On reflection, some of it was junk. However, much of it was 
absolutely necessary. For example had we not spent money on 
computers, software and computer training, we would have little 
of the timely data now available in this state to assist management 
decision making. And the payoff from these data-management 
expenditures is just now beginning and will snowball as people 
in the system become more familiar with their potential. 

This view about continuing and emerging payoff was echoed by several 
respondents. Few seemed to doubt that the information-management 
revolution would have hit criminal justice even without LEAA; at the 
same time, the consensus was that it would have emerged much later 
and in a way that was far less likely to have provided for some 
coherence and coordination in developing data systems that met sys
tem-wide needs for information.23 

Operational Programming: Nearly half of all programs listed by 
respondents can be classified as operational-that is, focused directly 
on the prime activities of criminal justice agencies. Included are crisis 
intervention programs, integrated criminal apprehension programs, 
criminal intelligence units, white-collar-crime programs, crime-pre
vention units, lower court case-handling programs, and so forth. An
other 20% of the programs listed are management oriented and 
directed toward improved operations indirectly (most of these being 
programs to develop information systems). The emphasis given to 
operational programs no doubt reflects an interest in pointing out 
concrete or direct LEAA-program contributions to improving the han
dling of and the response to crime. 

In 1979, the U.S. Senate Committee on the judiciary explicitly 
rejected the idea that there was no LEAA program legacy at the state 
and local levels. Further, it implicitly recognized the legitimacy of 
variable crime-control goals by adopting a very flexible and substan
tively open criterion for locating this LEAA program legacy: 

The committee is convinced that the accomplishments of the 
LEAA program are real and should be recognized-accomplish
ments which, in many instances are substantial. It is further felt 
that there is a standard by which LEAA can be measured. That 
standard is the extent to which the experimental programs which 
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LEAA funds have initiated have been accepted and replicated by 
various jurisdictions and have become a part of normal operational 
activities. By this standard, the LEAA program has been a suc
cess. . . . The nationwide assumption rate of more than 60 per
cent for LEAA programs is impressive and clearly indicative of 
the value of the program in terms of fostering permanent im
provements in the criminal justice system?4 

Although the committee points to assumption rate as the principal 
criterion, the 60% rate cited is an average for several previous program 
years (including the early years). In interviews we conducted in 1983, 
current and former SPA directors indicate that the assumption rate 
was closer to 80% in the later years of the program. Of course the 
assumption of program costs by state and local units of government 
is not hard-and-fast proof of positive program outcomes, and may 
partly reflect normal public-sector reluctance to terminate established 
programs, or to appear "soft on crime" by terminating what have been 
labeled "innovative" programs. However, as state and local resources 
have become increasingly pinched since the mid-seventies, the will
ingness of these levels of government to assume the costs of federally 
initiated anti-crime programs can be taken as one reasonable indicator 
of perceived program value-value as seen from the perspectives of 
these units of government apparently willing to commit scarce re
sources to continuation. 

The National-Level View: Programs ]\tleeting Effectiveness 
Criteria 

By 1976, LEAA was heavily engaged in efforts directed at identifying 
and publicizing programs of "proven success" -programs that had 
been "demonstrated to affect crime or to improve system operations.,,25 
Under the auspices of the Office of Technology Transfer of the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, three initiatives 
in particular were undertaken to achieve this: monographs, prescriptive 
packages, and exemplary projects. Later, these would fonn the basis 
for a March 1980 document entitled, "Programs Meeting Effectiveness 
Criteria."26 This document was LEAA's and the Office of Justice 
Assistance, Research, and Statistics' last full-blown and formal effort 
to identify beneficial LEAA programs. 

The monograph series served primarily an educational or· thought
expanding function by highlighting common problems and discussing 
various program attempts at resolving them. The prescriptive packages1 
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assembled by Ins~itute of Justice researchers, were reviews of previous 
research and projects and were an assembly of what were considered 
to be the most effective practices in particular areas of criminal justice 
(e .. g., burglary co~trol .programs, managing criminal investigations, 
gn~vance. mechantsms In correctional institutions, multi-agency nar
COtICS Untt manuals). Although recommendations appearing in both 
the monographs and the prescriptive packages were based on evaluation 
research findings, neither really focused on particular programs of 
pro~en succ~ss o~ merit. That function was reserved for the exemplary 
projects deSIgnatIOn. 

The intentio~s and procedures of the exemplary projects program 
was rather succmctly described in the Eighth Annual Report of LEAA 
(1976): 

The Exe~plary Projects program is a systematic nationwide 
m~t~od o~ Id~ntifying, verifying, and publicizing the most effective 
cnmmal justtce programs. To be eligible for consideration as an 
exemplary project, a specific program must demonstrate' 

• Goal Achievement: overall effectiveness in reduction ~f crime 
or an improvement in the operations and quality of the justice 
system. 

• Replicability: adaptability to other jurisdictions. 
• Measurability: formal evaluation data or other conclusive evi
denc~ of project achievement (minimum of one year's results). 

• EfficIency: demonstrated cost effectiveness. 
• Acc~ssibi1ity: willingness of project staff to provide infor-

matton to other communities. 
The program may be submitted by state, local or private agencies 
and need not be LEAA-funded. 
The Office of Technology Transfer reviews the submissions and 
re~ers . the most promising efforts to a private contractor for an 
objecttve analysis of the project's achievements and onsite assess
m~nt of program operation. The contractors' reports are submitted 
t"':IC~ a ~ear. to an II-member review board representing state 
cn~mal justtce planning agencies as well as LEAA central and 
regtonal offices. 

Brochures a~d instructional manuals are prepared on each ex
emplary project. . . .27 

These evaluatio~ criteria are stringent, especially if fully applied. 
However, enough IS generally known about the usual difficulties en-
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countered in evaluating public programs and the special difficulties 
encountered with LEAA programming to conclude that t.here was no 
doubt some slippage in applying the criteria.28 Some observers of the 
process of designating exemplary projects have suggested that some 
programs were given exemplary status as much for political reasons 
as for tightness of lwaluation design and conclusiveness of research 
findings. Nonetheless, it seems clear that LEAA attempted to identify 
and to document, to the extent possible, programs with proven outputs 
and outcomes: The stated evaluation criteria were strong and the 
decision to hire independent outside contractors to conduct the as
sessments, while not guaranteeing objectivity, were certainly steps in 
the right direction. 

By January of 1981, 35 projects had been designated exemplary by 
the National Institute of Justice. Titles and short descriptions of 34 
of them were presented in an early 1981 publication of the National 
Institute of Justice; these are listed by title and date of exemplary 
project designation in Table 5_1.29 

Five of the projects deal with victim and witness assistance; four 
are law enforcement-oriented and five are prosecution-oriented pro
grams; five focus on adjudication and defense, four on corrections 
(three adult and one juvenile); seven fall into the juvenile justice area; 
two focus on community involvement, and two on alternative service 
delivery. Effects or outcomes attributed to these programs in thie short 
descriptions varied. F'Jr example, it is reported that there were a higher 
percentage of convktions in cases handled through PROMIS than in 
cases not so specially managed; cost reductions in the provision of 
juvenile services are also reported for some programs (e.g., Project 
Crest and the 601 Juvenile Diversion Project); and increased clearance 
rates, convictions, and decreases in crime are claimed for others (e.g., 
the Hidden Cameras Project). Few would argue against any of these 
being attractive results, but the nature and magnitude of result is 
certainly varied from one program to another (e.g., from simple cost 
savings in one to reduction in crime in another). This was of course 
consistent with exemplary-project evaluation criteria, which indicated 
that improvement in system functioning was as legitimate a result as 
was impact on crime. 

The exemplary-projects program was one attempt to documl!nt re
sults-in this case through outside and independent assessment. But 
there were also internally conducted evaluations of programs, "eval
uations" conducted as a part of normal LEAA monitoring functions 

~~--------------------------------------------------~----~------~----------------~~------------------------------------------------~------~------------------------~---~----~.---
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TABLE 5-1 
THE EXEMPLARY PROJECTS 

VICTIM/WITNESS ASSISTANCE: 

Child Protection Center-Special Unit Wash' t D,C. ' Ing on, 

sesxuattl AI ssault <?enter, Child Victim/Witness Project 
ea e, Washington • 

Witness Information Service, Peoria, Illinois 
Stop Rape Crisis Center Baton Rouge Lo ' , 
Rap / S ' , UlSlana 

e e~ual Assault Care Center (R/SACC) 
Des MOines, Iowa ' 

LAW ENFORCEMENT: 

Hid,den Camer~~ Project, Seattle, Washington 
Pohce Le,gal Liaison Division, Dallas, Texas 
~treet Cnm,e Un~t (SCU), New York City Police 
Cen!ral, Pohce Dispatch (CPD) Muske C Michigan ,gon ounty, 

PROSECUTION: 

Major Vi~lator Unit, San Diego, California 
Connectlc~t Ec~nomic Crime Unit, Chief State's 

~ttorney s Office, Wallingford, Connecticut 
Major O~~~se Bureau (MOB), Bronx County, New York 
Fr~~ Dlv~lon, Ki~~ ~ounty (Seattle) Prosecutor's 

Att 
Ice, ,raud ~Ivlslon, San Diego County District 
orney s Office 

prg~~~i~~o~fM~~~~eb~ent Information System (PROM IS), 

ADJUDICATION AND DEFENSE: 

Pretrial Services Agency, District of Columbia 
One, D~y/One Trial Jury System Wayne Cou ty 

Michigan ,n , 

Creighton Legal Information Center (CLlC) 0 h 
Nebraska ' rna a, 

Administrative Adjudication Bureau (AAB) N 
State ~epartment of Motor Vehicles ' ew York 

T~:~~~~a Defender Service (PDS) of the District of 

CORRECTIONS: 

Montgomery County Wo k R I (PRC) M t r e ease/Pre-Release Center 
" on gomery County, Maryland 

Ward Gnevance Procedure, California Youth Authority 

January 1981 

October 1980 

August 1979 
August 1978 
June 1976 

August 1978 
September 1975 
January 1975 
January 1975 

August 1979 
August 1978 

June 1976 
January 1975 

September 1973 

October 1980 
January 1977 

June 1976 

January 1975 

February 1974 

August 1977 

September 1975 
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Parole Officer Aide Program, Ohio Adult Parole 
Authority, Columbus, Ohio 

Community-Based Corrections Program, Polk County 
(Des Moines), Iowa 

JUVENILE PROGRAMS: 
Project CREST (Clinical Regional Support Team), 

Gainesville, Florid~, 
Community Arbitration Project, Anne Arundel County, 

Maryland 
Project New Pride, Denver, Colorado 
Community-Based Adolescent Diversion Project, 

Champaign-Urbana, Illinois 
Neighborhood Alternative Center (formerly 601 Juvenile 

Diversion Project), Sacramentol California 
Providence Educational Center (PEC), St. Louis, 

Missouri 
Neighborhood Youth Resources Center (NYRC), 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT: 
Community Crime Prevention Program (CCPP), Seattle, 

Washington 
Volunteer Probation Counselor Program, Lincoln, 

Nebraska 

ALTERNATIVE SERVICE DELIVERY: 
Mental Health-Mental Retardation Emergency Service, 

Inc. (MCES), Montgomery County, Pennsylvania 
Citizen Dispute Settlement Program ("Night 

Prosecutor"), Columbus, Ohio 
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September 1975 

May 1973 

August 1979 

August 1978 

January 1977 
September 1975 

February 1974 

February 1974 

May 1974 

January 1977 

January 1975 

August 1977 

February 1974 

as well as'by the staff of the National Institute of Justice. Regarding 
all attempts at evaluation, but particularly with regard to those largely 
conducted internally, there seems little doubt that LEAA was well 
aware of the inherent difficulties of attempting to evaluate programs 
adequately. In June of 1977, LEAA published a "Program Results 
Inventory." It listed, among other matters, what it considered to be 
major program accomplishments for the 1975-1976 fiscal years. In the 
introduction to the listing, the problems encountered in assessing pro-
gram accomplishments are clearly identified. 

Program results stated as outcomes or genuine impacts on the 
state of crime, or on the criminal justice system, are difficult to 
identify with certainty. It is frequently impossible to determine , 
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whether change should be ascribed to a particular program activity 
or to som~ other condition in a complex world. Additionally, a 
~arg.e portIOn ~f the LEAA budget has been spent on criminal 
~ustIce systems Improvements, many of which are difficult to assess 
m terms of. their ultimate impact. That is, it is possible to report 
tha~ a cert~m amount of training was done, (;'~ucational standards 
aC~Ieved, mformation systems installed, or coordinated investi
gatIOns undertaken, without being certain of the degree of impact 
these management improvements have had in the reduction or 
prevention of crime.30 

Given th~se limitations, the 1977 Program Results Inventory lists 
eleven major programs or program areas for which it was considered 
~hat there was substantial evidence of system-improvement or crime
Imp~ct. Included were: Victim and Witness Assistance, Crime Pre
ven.tIOn thr~ugh Environmental Design, Operation Sting Anti-Fencing 
U~ItS, An~I-Te~rorism Program, Treatment Alternatives to Street 
Cnme, U~I~catlOn of State Court Systems, Economic Crime Project, 
Career Cnmmal Program, Model Procurement Code, Information Sys
tems Technology Transfer, and PROMIS. 
. Obviously, there is not a perfect correspondence between this 1977 
hs~ of programs. and those that came to be designated exemplary. This 
raIses the questIon of wh~ther the evaluation criteria used to identify 
~rograms for the 1977 hst substantially differed from or were less 
ngorous tha~ those used for exemplary projects. A review of supporting 
documentat~on for the eleven types of programs listed in 1977 shows 
a heavy reh~n.ce on the criteria of (1) cost savings, (2) amount of 
pro?ram ~Ct1.v~ty (e.g., number of individuals arrested, convictions 
achIeved, IndIvIduals treated, cases or complaints processed, etc.), and 
(3) ~ollar value of recovered property. No indication was given con
cernmg the use of appropriate controls in conducting evaluations of 
these pr~grams. ~iven the state of the art of LEAA evaluation prior 
to 1977, It seems hkely that ~he rigorous evaluation criteria applied to . 
the exemplary-program project were not applied in establishing the 
1~77 I~ve~tory. TO.be both fair and clear, however, two different staffs 
WIth diffenng a~legianceS .and bureaucratic placements were involved: 
staf!' of the NatIOnal InstItute of Justice administered the exemplary
projects process while staff of LEA A assembled supporting information 
for the 1977 Inventory. 

When the Justice System Improvement Act was passed in 1979, its 
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central feature was a requirement that expenditures of all program 
funds be restricted to 23 program areas (22 specified and one catch
all), and that any individual program to be funded had to have "proven 
effectiveness, or a record of proven success, or have a high probability 
of improving the functioning of the criminal and juvenile justice sys
tem.,,31 In order to assist formula grant applicants, the Office of Justice 
Assistance, Research, and Statistics, with the assistance of LEAA, 
NIJ, and BJS, prepared a document that listed and briefly described 
30 programs "which, based on research, evaluation or demonstration, 
have been found to meet the standards of proven effectiveness or record 
of proven success, and which fall within one of the 22 statutoriIy
specified program areas." As further noted in the introduction: 

Programs included on the list have been determined to be either 
proven effective or to have a record of proven success, as these 
terms are defined in the Act and the formula grant regulations. 
However, two additional and more limiting criteria have been 
used in the development of this document. First, programs are 
included only if there has been external verification (by either an 
evaluator or technical assistance provider) of objective measures 
of performance .... Secondly, no program has been included unless 
sufficient documentation describing the key features of the pro
gram is readily available. 32 

Listed also were an additional 19 programs whose "performance has 
not been fully validated and/ or documented" but that were considered 
to have met the "standard of high probability." Table 5-2 lists all 49 
programs. 

As with previous LEAA-generated lists of effective programs, the 
summary descriptions for each program contained a brief statement 
of documented outcomes. The supporting documentation varied from 
program to program as to type of outcome criteria cited. For example, 
"demonstrated results" for ICAP fell into fourteen categories and 
included reduced costs, less delay, and increased arrests. However, the 
criteria and results reported for the program entitled "Legal Services 
to Prisoners" included only the following statement: "On the basis of 
successful implementation and results, the program has been institu
tionalized in Kansas, Georgia, Minnesota, Florida, Vermont, North 
Carolina, and Alabama." The skeptic may be left wondering about 
what results have been demonstrated. 

Perhaps the last semi-official word about LEAA's development of 
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Table 5-2 
Programs Meeting Effectiveness Criteria 

PROGRAMS OF PROVEN EFFECTIVENESS OR HAVING A 
RECORD OF PROVEN SUCCESS 

Community Crime Prevention Program 
Project New Pride 
Project CREST (Clinical Regional Support Teams) 
Street Crime Unit 
Integrated Criminal Apprehension Program (ICAP) 
Commercial Robbery Reduction 
Anti-Fencing (STING) 
Economic Crime Units 
Model Procurement Code 
Administrative Adjudication of Traffic Offenses 
Dispute Resolution-Neighborhood Justice Centers 
Community Arbitration Project (Anne Arundel County, MD) 
Career Criminal 
Juror Utilization and Management 
One Day / One Trial 
Victim / Witness Assistance 
Witness Information Service 
Community Response to Rape 
The D.C. Public Defender Service (Washington, D.C.) 
Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime ~TASC) 
Work Release / Pre-Release Center 
Grievance Mechanisms in Correctional Institutions 
Corrections Standards 
Legal Services to Prisoners 
Rural Legal Information Center (L1C) 
Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROM IS) 
Offender-Based State Corrections Information System (OBSCIS) 
State Criminal Justice Statistical Analysis Centers (SAC) 
Free Venture Prison Industries 
Training Programs 

PROGRAMS HAVING A HIGH PROBABILITY OF 
IMPROVING THE FUNCTIONING OF THE CRIMINAL AND 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 

Alternative Education (Juvenile Justice) 
Reduction of School Crime and Disruption (Juvenile Justice) 
Managing Criminal Investigations (MCI) 
Police Resource Sharing 
Commercial Security for Sma" Businesses 
Arson Prevention and Control 
Structured Plea Negotiation 
Alternatives to Pretrial Detention 
Juvenile Restitution 
Family Violence 
Indigent Defense Programs 
Treatment and Rehabilitation for Addicted Prisoners (TRAP) 
Secure Care Units for Serious/Violent Juvenile Offenders 
Community Services Restitution 
Crime Analysis System Support (CASS) 
Police Operations Support System Elementary (POSSE) 
Jail Accounting Microcomputer System (JAMS) 
State Judicial Information System (SJIS) 
Training Programs 
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effective programs came in the fall of 1982 from Robert A. Diegelman, 
then Acting Director of the Office of Justice Assistance, Research and 
Statistics. He offered a list of programs that he felt had "demonstrated 
the potential impact of limited funds when carefully targeted and 
effectively used. ,,33 The programs listed were Career Criminal, 
PROMIS, ICAP, STING, TASC, and programs in the areas of victim 
and witness assistance, arson control, and community crime preven
tion. 

For those who seek scientific proof about results, LEAA's attempts 
at evaluation and its various lists of "effective" programs will be 
disappointing. People having strong reservations about LEAA's being 
allowed any role in designating which of its programs are of "proven 
merit" may not accept their judgments regarding the beneficial legacy 
of specific LEAA programs. Realistically, the various programs listed 
by LEAA as "beneficial" vary substantially according to (1) the rigor 
with which they were evaluated, (2) intended outcomes, and (3) how 
well they have met their intentions. 

However, the fact that the LEAA program was set up to pursue 
multiple goals, some of which were only instrumental, and that the 
resulting criteria used to measure them would have to be different are 
clearly reflected in these lists of programs. As pointed out by Daniel 
Glaser in the early 1970s, measuring the success or effectiveness of 
crime programs will be a stumbling block unless it is recognized that 
there are "multiple kinds of success, each with respect to a different 
goal. ,,34 As nearly as can be determined, the lists of programs contained 
in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 constitute a legacy of specific LEAA·funded 
innovations that, within the constraints imposed by necessarily limited 
evaluation designs, point toward improvements in pursuing mUltiple 
crime-fighting and system-improvement goals. 

IV. The Intangible Legacy: Meta .. Effects 
An examination of previous assessments of LEAA (see Chapter 3) 

and a distillation of comments made in mail questionnaires and in
terviews (see Chapter 4) suggest that there is rather broad agreement 
about several LEAA-program meta-effects; these meta-effects take the 
form of substantial changes in basic or fundamental aspects of the 
criminal justice system between 1968 and 1983-changes for which 
there is strong, if not unanimous, opinion that LEAA is responsible. 
Below, we briefly identify them. 
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A Systems Consciousness 

Before conscious and systematic t 
undertaken there had to b d a temp~s at cooperation could be 
. ' e an un erstandIng of ad' , 

the Interdependence of criminal' t' ,n apprecIatIOn for 
ness of their various function i?~ Ice ,agencIeS and the interrelated-
LEAA program was succpsSC;uls'I'n eret,Is a broad consensus that the 

, , '" 11 crea Ing an enorm ' 
of cnmmal justice as a system Th' h' ous conSCIOusness 
of joint programming and c~o IS ~as ac I,eved through the funding 
planning process, and through a ~era t Ive

t 
~roJects, through the grant

with information about systemic i:sl~: ' ombard~e~t of our thinking 
It seems clear enough also that P, tIOns of polIcIes and programs, 

conSCIOusness about "1' , 
system was not just raised within the ' , l' , a cnmma JustIce 
but among key governmental pol' cn:~na ,J~stIce community itself 

The effects of th' . ICY an eClSIOn makers as well,35 
IS conscIOusness-raisi ' 1 d d 

a~ency decision-making and polic _makin
ng 

mc u ~ a br?adening of 
sIderation of the policy d y , g perspectIves to Include con-

an operatIOnal domai f th " 
the system, Organizational and m . ns ,0 

0 er agencIes In 
ical now than it was before LEAA ~n~g~nal behaVIOr that is more typ
paid by agency managers to the sInC u ,es:, (1) ~or~ frequent attention 
a greater incidence of cooperative ;stemlc II?plIcatIOns of policies; (2) 
a given criminal justice com onento:rammm~ ~~on? a,gencies within 
forcement squads)' (3) p ( ,g" multI-JunsdlctIOnal drug en-

, more programs of coo t' 
across criminal justice com pera Ion among agencies 
and (4) a higher incidence of~U:~1~ (e,g"d career-cri~inal programs); 
agers from different components gs t~n cO,nsultatIOns among man
the courts) t d' (e,g" e polIce, the prosecution and 

o ISCUSS common pr bl ' solutions, 36 0 ems and to find common 

A More Open System 

Closed systems tend toward atro h 0 ' 
that consciously seek to increas : y'fi p~n systems, espeCIally those 
vironments tend to be m d e e~e ICla exchanges with their en-

" ore ynamlC and better bl t ' 
envIronmental demands ad" a e 0 cope WIth 
prompted a greater degree ~f c~xIg~nCIeS, In several ways LEAA 
the criminal justice system and it nSCI?US and open exchange between 
the system to become more info s en~Ironment. For exa~ple, it caused 
of crime and of crime itself V~t~ ,ab~ut and conscIOUS of victims 
" . IC ImlzatIOn surveyi . 
mnovatIOn that not only ng was a major 
but also began providing r;~;e u~ more reliable n~t~on~l crime data, 

men ary measures of cItIzen fear of-crime 
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and citizen satisfaction with the criminal justice system, LEAA funds 
furthered innovations in victim-witness assistance as well as in victim 
compensation, In addition, LEAA-funded research provided infor
mation on the relationship between environmental design and incidence 
of crime, while its funded research on victim profiles helped to establish 
methodologies for identifying high-risk subgroups toward which pro
grams of prevention and enforcement could be directed, LEAA also 
helped to open the criminal justice system to greater public scrutiny 
and visibility by insisting on citizen participation on planning boards, 
by encouraging the creation of community advisory boards, and by 
funding and promoting projects aimed at systematically assessing com
munity needs. Further, LEAA contributed to and supported programs 
of community involvement in law enforcement and crime prevention 
(i.e" Neighborhood Watch, etc,), In so doing it helped develop and 
publicize the importance of citizen and system interaction and, thus, 
promoted in tunl the concept of the open system, 

Most clearly, however, LEAA helped focus public attention on the 
criminal justice system and, through its publicized research findings 
and press reports on both the accomplishments and the failures of its 
programs, served to educate the public about crime and the complex
ities of handling it,37 Forcing a more conscious interaction between 
the system and its environment thus served to educate both the system 
and the environment to understand better the needs and constraints 
of both. 

Increased Knowledge and Skills 
LEAA prompted an information explosion in criminal justice that 

had three essential components to it. The first was popularization of 
the idea of criminal justice research having the purpose of systemati
cally examining existing assumptions as well as discovering and eval
uating new ideas, On the positive side, research helped to develop new 
ideas and, through systematic evaluation, establish their apparent bene
fit (e.g" developmental research and preliminary evaluations of the 
effects of the Integrated Criminal Apprehension Program).38 Some of 
the information generated through research was "negative" in that it 
told us more about what didn't appear to work than about what did 
(e,g., saturation patrol is of dubious value,39 current knowledge about 
and programs directed toward prevention and deterrence seem insuf
ficient to reduce crinle),40 Although negative, such findings served as 
challenges to traditional "truths" in criminal justice, exposing many 
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of them as myths and leading in some instances to a reconsideration 
of program priorities and resource allocations. 

Of course traditions die hard and many survive even in the face of 
evidence to the contrary (systems change slowly and with resistance). 
But the general process of subjecting traditional criminal justice beliefs 
to more rigorous forms of evaluation has often helped to introduce a 
?reater amount of ~kepticism into the criminal justice system, resulting 
III a more systematIc and sometimes public examination of established 
ideas and methods than was customary before the advent of LEAA. 
The skepticism and the challenges to traditional methods may, it is 
true, produce no immediate change in system procedures and priorities 
but LEAA at least increased the momentum for change. ' 

S~cond, LEAA prompted an explosion in criminal justice education 
and In college and university degree and research programs. The formal 
education levels of police and others in the system have greatly in
creased,41 although corresponding advances in system performance are 
yet to be documented.42 One apparently documented result, however, 
seems to be that the more highly educated are for a time at least less 
uncritically accepting of traditional criminal justice command struc
tures and practices,43 frequently providing the stimulus for review or 
re-evaluation. Although many college and university criminal justice 
programs established with the help of the Law Enforcement Education 
Program have since been discontinued, most continue to function and 
to educate future police, correctional officers, parole officers, and so 
forth. 44 

~n ancillary asp~ct of establishing more college and university edu
catIOnal programs IS that the number of faculty train·ed in and con
ducting criminal justice research has increased dramatically. At four
year ~nd graduate institutions in particular, faculty reputation and job 
secunty depend not only on teaching but on active research. LEAA 
and. L~EP, wh~ther deliberately (which is doubtful) or accidentally 
(WhICh IS more lIkely), created a large and professional criminal justice 
research cadre. As a result, the amount of research and kinds of 
~esearch being done expanded from pre-1968 levels and continue today 
III part because of the criminal justice education infrastructure ex
panded by the LEAA and LEEP programs.45 Thus, the potential for 
new knowledge about crime and criminal justice being generated and 
the likelihood of continuing challenges being made to traditional ideas 
and programs remains strong. 

Finally, LEAA contributed to the application of knowledge gained 
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through the information explosion by institutionalizing training. The 
funding of police officer standards and training councils and of meth
odologies to link training program design to tasks and job performance 
are examples.46 Before 1968, there was little guarantee that police 
officers would have received basic training in law, due process, firearms 
handling, or first aid. Today, all police officers are expected to have 
had at least minimal training in all of these, plus, in many instances, 
specialty training in, for example, handling domestic disputes or de
veloping management techniques. These programs currently appear 
firmly rooted and supported by state and local authority and revenues. 

Admittedly, not all LEAA-funded research has proven valuable or 
of high quality; not all education and training programs have been of 
equal quality, and much remains to be done to demonstrate the value 
of the new programs. Nonetheless, a meta-effect and a meta-legacy of 
the LEAA program is the enormous expansion in the generation, 
transmission, and utilization of criminal justice information that con
tinues today because of the research, training, and education infra
structures created by LEAA. Out of LEA A came the National Institute 
of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Statistics, which continue to fund 
research and to improve system statistics, not only at the national level 
but at the state and local levels as well. 

Planning and Coordination Infrastructure 

Although the requirement of comprehensive planning clearly had 
mixed results, mostly negative, given the fact it was not clearly under
stood and was manifested in excessive bureaucratization, the impor
tance of planning was at least given vocal attention and support. 
Further, as reported in Chapter 4, agencies capable of doing systemic 
planning remain active in at least a third of the states, and as many 
as half the states may continue to fund a system-planning and coor
dination infrastructure. 

Unsettling the System 

Perhaps the most transcendent ejtfect of LEAA was the unsettling 
of the criminal justice system, prompted by the LEAA-induced infusion 
of new ideas and new people into tbe system. LEAA shook the system 
up. The full effects of the shake-up will probably never be known, and 
whether anything was really permanently changed must, for the present 
at least, be more an article of faith than an established fact. Nonetheless, 
LEAA did help introduce many new ideas into criminal justice, sub-
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jected the ~ystem to enormous amounts of both self-appraisal and 
exte~a~ revl.ew,. and helped to educate and to train the next generation 
?f cnmmal JustI~e agen~~ managers and leaders (many of whom are 
Just now assummg posItions of responsibility and influence in the 
system). The true LEAA legacy, the greatest of its potential meta
effects, may be the next generation of system leaders it helped to shape. 

Looking Back and Forward 
This ~ssessment b~gan with the view that the LEAA program did 

not aC~leve all that Its proponents hoped, but that clearly there was 
an LEAA legacy worth examination. This chapter has examined the 
constraints within which the program was forced to operate, and has 
noted the lessons that seem to be suggested. The legacy of "programs" 
seen both from national and state levels, has also been examined. A~d 
fmally, LEAA-program meta-effects were identified. As noted, the 
~EAA . pro~ra~ s.eem~ cl~arly to have been responsible for much 
mnovatIon m cnmmal Justice and for improving our knowledge of the 
comple~iti;s of crime. So, too, the knowledge of what worked and 
what dldn t offers a guide for any future effort. 
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PRACTITIONERS VIEW THE 
LEGACY OF LEAA 

P~rt I of this report emphasized the legacy of the Law Enforcement 
AssIstance Administration (LEAA) at the state and local levels of 
governmen~. Consistent with this focus and in order to acquire a basic 
understandmg of the legacy at this level, five experienced practitioners 
were a.,ked to express their views. Their description of the legacy impact 
focuses on four areas of criminal justice-police, corrections, courts, 
prosecut?rs-and one focuses on the general impact at the local level. 

The VIews expressed in these articles are those of the authors and' 
do no~ ~ecessarily reflect the views of the National Criminal Justice 
AssoCIatIOn, the U.S. Department of Justice which funded this study 
or the author of this document, on the legacy of the LEAA. ' 

201 c 
I 

LEAA and State and Local Governments 
Ernest E. Allen 

"It's like the turtle in our backyard when we were little; we picked 
it up so many times, it finally died." 1 

So observed a Congressional staffer in reflecting upon the death of 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). Mourned 
by few and scorned by many, the target of Congressional wrath and 
incessant tinkering, stung repeatedly by editorial barbs, and the subject 
of widespread misunderstanding, the LEAA expired, having "run 
through 14 years, 5 Presidents, $7.7 billion" ,2 and 8 administrators, 
including one period where there were 3 at the same time. 

Local governments struggled to keep up with the changes, adjusting 
to amendments in 1971, 1973, 1976, and 1979 with the entire juvenile 
justice legislation attached to the program in 1974 and 1977. One 
grappled with volumes of administrative regulations, the seeming "issue 
of the month" approach to crime control and, of course, the inter
governmental intricacies and conflicts built into the LEAA funding 
mechanism. 

Yet few felt the death of the LEAA more than America's cities and 
counties, particularly the large urban centers. A New York Times 
editorial noted that the tragedy is that the imminent death of LEAA 
is so much a part of our urban anguish. The cities, where crime hurts 
most, stood to gain the most from enlightened support for efforts to 
reform their criminal justice systems. Now the program, like the cities, 
is the victim of cash shortages and anti-inflationary budget slashing? 

It was unquestionably an era of national consciousness of this "urban 
anguish," of the high fear of crime in virtually every community, of 
a developing national law enforcement and criminal justice network
a constituency that included police officials, criminal justice practi
tioners, planners at all levels, private agencies involved with crime and 
delinquency issues, universities, research institutions, consultants, 
professional associations, etc. Congress declared that "crime is essen
tially a local problem that must be dealt with by state and local 
governments if it is to be controlled effectively." The Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act further stated its avowed intent to "assist 
state and local governments in strengthening and improving law en
forcement and criminal justice by national assistance." 

President Johnson told Congress in a special message on February 
6, 1967 that federal expenditures were necessary "to strengthen the 

.. * -. 203 

L"-'--_~ __ -------=o 000=00 __ "_o __ ~_r'_O_O"-"'==<>_'''_" ___ =,,-,= __ '_' ===.0.....-----=_"' ____ <>_"'~ _____ ._~o o~o_o_' ___ ~o ~~J!L ~~= _____ ~ _____ . Preceding page blank Preceding page blank 



i 
I 

I 

}, , ' 
j I 

\ 

204 "Federal Aid to Criminal Justice" 

system and to encourage the kind of innovations needed to respond 
to the problems of crime in America.,,4 How then could the LEAA, 
only 14 years and $8 billion later, be allowed to die? 

From the perspective of local governments, perhaps the causes of 
death are too many and too complex to classify. Yet it is clear that 
there are several primary causes including the widespread perception 
that the LEAA was preoccupied with exotic hardware; that its chief 
aim, covertly if not otherwise, was the "militarization of the police" 
and the attendant expansion of a national role in law enforcement; 
that the LEAA wasn't reducing crime; that it was a bureaucratic 
nightmare, causing state and local governments to be consumed with 
red tape; and that its grant delivery system was "caught halfway 
between the Great Society and the New Federalism5

," providing the 
worst of both worlds, not to mention incessant conflict between and 
among the three levels of government over funding control and dis
cretion. In addition, of course, there is the aforementioned "turtle 
theory"-i.e., that Congress tinkered the program to death. 

As seen from City Halls and County Courthouses, let us quickly 
examine these elements: 

(1) Exotic Hardware 
Perhaps the issue that most directly reflected upon local governments 

was the hardware issue. These governments were placed on the de
fensive from the beginning regarding various highly publicized grant 
purchases: "the Ultimate Tank Patrol Car, the Shooting Shoe that 
supposedly could be fired when a policeman was otherwise disarmed6

," 

"armored cars, power boats and anti-riot gear in small towns7
," other 

"expensive riot control equipment such as tanks that now sit in police 
garages unused, wrist watches that take the pulse beat of on-duty cops 
to measure stress levels. . . ." 8 

When the program was not being criticized for "Star Wars" hard
ware, it was ridiculed for other "boondoggles", like the studies to 
determine why convicts want to get out of prison or to prevent police 
disability by improving the design of shoes.9 The rebuttal that these 
expenditures were exceptions, not representative of the program as a 
whole, was largely disregarded. One problem was public relations, but 
alas, it must be acknowledged that there were conspicuous errors in 
judgement, not the least of which was the trumpeting of several Dick 
Tracy-type projects before Congressional Committees by the LEAA 
leadership. , , 

Particularly in the early days, there was a preoccupation with hard-
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urable impact upon preventing, controlling, and/or reducing crime 
and delinquency."12 

Local go.ve:nments w~re victimized by political oratory, hyperbole, 
~n,d unreahst,lC expe.ctatIOns. The law and order issue dominated po
l~tIcal campa?~ns, WIth t~e Nixo~ White House, in partiCUlar respon
SIble for ~ostenng the natIOnal attItude that crime could be conquered. 

When It became .apparent that the expenditure of relatively modest 
sums could hardly Impact so complex a social, cultural, and economic 
phenomenon as crime, "people wanted to know, what good was it?"13 
The L~AA administr~tion and local criminal justice officials became 
defenSIve ~s w~ll. Agam, the ,L~AA leadership exacerbated the already 
tenu~us sItuatIOn by proc1aImmg that "crime is increasing at a de
creasmg rate." 14 

By the mid-1970's local governments were telling Congress that the 
purposes of ~he prog~am essentially were to improve the system, not 
to reduce cnme, statmg that it would be "naive" to think that such 
a small appropriation could impact on crime. They promised only an 
improvement in system effectiveness. 15 

Ev~n the LEAA's mounting pile of negative evaluations reinforced 
~he dIfficulties of being judged on crime reduction. Victor Navasky, 
m ~he r~port of the Twentieth Century Fund, said that "LEAA has 
an IdentIty problem," blaming much of the confusion on the agency's 
~a~date. He ar~ued that the goals of crime reduction and criminal 
JustIce system. Improvement imply a "profound difference in ap
proach-the dIfference between the traditional hard line, punitive law 
enforcement agenda and a more adventurous criminal justice strat
egy.",16 The LEA~, in concert with state and local officials, attempted 
to bndge these dIfferences with varying degrees of success. 

(4) Red Tape 

The LEAA was pummelled from all sides over the red tape and 
excessive bureaucracy issues. Alas, for better or worse, local govern
mental officials oftentimes led the charge, but were not alone. 

Indepen~ent study ~r?ups comdemned the program as being overly 
bureaucratIc and admInIstratively top heavy. The Twentieth Century 
~und f?und that " ... most of LEAA's staff in Washington is involved 
In keepmg track of the bureaucracy it created."17 Local officials chafed 
over layered review processes, voluminous regulatory procedures and, 
of course, frequent changes and modifications. 

The funding mechanism so vigorously debated in Congress and so 
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truly a creature of Congressional compromise was a frequent target 
of the evaluators and local officials as well. This hybrid mechanism 
created a decade-long conflict between federal, state and local gov
ernments over control issues and funding discretion. Atlanta Mayor 
Maynard Jackson told a Senate Subcommittee, "Restrictive state guide-

Jines and policies force us into a position of spending most of our time 
. .. defending our programs, writing volumes of plans rather than 

- doing planning, and responding to daily requests from SP A staff to 
justify our existence. I don't think that this is what the Congress 
intended in passing the Safe Streets Act.~"18 

Local officials clamored for greater certainty, calling for block
grant-type funding to localities. Louisville Mayor Harvey Sloane tes
tified to the Senate Committee that a block grant would facilitate 
"more effective utilization and expenditure oflocal resources," enabling 
local governments to "seriously address the question of long range 
planning in the criminal justice system." He added that 

the present input into the planning process ... is at the bottom 
of a multi-layered system. Urban governments develop compre
hensive plans, submit them to the State Planning Agency (SPA). 
The SPA, then approves or disapproves, in whole or in part, the 
programs and priorities identified by local government. This proc
ess in itself undoes whatever comprehensiveness there was in the 
local government plan, and provides in its stead a piecemeal 
package for localities, providing assistance for those areas which 
the SP A deems to be the priorities for local government.19 

Other review groups called for the abolition of the block grant and 
its replacement by a kind of special revenue sharing.2o For local gov
ernments, there was a pervasive sense of powerlessness. To the Ad
visory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations in 1976, this 
author observed that 

local governments across the country have gotten into trouble 
because they were enticed or induced to make applications in 
areas someone else thinks they need. As a result, you find that 
local governments are less than willing to assume the costs of the 
program later.21 

The response to this compelling argument in my own state by one 
SPA board member was, "I don't see anybody choking you to take 
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this ~oney." The attitude was not unique, and represented for local 
officIa~~ a severe shortcoming in the program-the perception that 
states owned" the money. 

In ~etrospe~t, a contributor to this conditon was that one expected 
to begll~ spendIng ~he money almost before the mechanism for planning 
a~d delIvery was In place. Hard-pressed state and local governments 
VIewed. the federal government's largesse as manna. Daniel Skoler 
the~ dIrector of the LEAA's Office of Law Enforcement Planning' 
whIch processed block and discretionary grants, stated that when state~ 
learned of the. Safe Streets money they "responded ... with the zeal 
of ballplayers Just offered cold beer. "22 

Wh~t Congress envisioned was a process through which local 
reqU1~ements would filter up to the top and be put into one big 
mosaI~ by the SPA ... Congress had confidence in local govern
ment; It ~lso felt that the states would be strong enough to brin 
all these Ideas together into a kind of meaningful plan.23 g 

~o~al o~cials r~minded state and federal officials that Congress said 
cnme IS essentIally a local problem," and state officials countered 

that Congress had mandated the states to build a balanced coordinated 
plan of attack. ' 

In too. many sites, state-local relations deteriorated swiftly. Partic
ularly eVIdent was the conflict between the large urban areas and state 
~overnments. Questions regarding the adequacy of urban representa
tlO~ . on ~P A boards, the m~nner of selection, funding distribution, 
?o~Itt~al.lllfluences, etc. domInated a growing national debate. Urban 
~uns~~~tlOns argued ~hat t~e requirement in the legislation that the 
~P A Impact urban hIgh-cnme areas" required funding to be provided 
In a~ounts at least e~~al to the area's percentage of crime in the state. 
SP A s .tended to UttlIZ~ other criteria: population, criminal justice 
expendItures, or ~o retaIn total funding discretion, absent any kind f 
formula or equatton. 0 

" In Kentuck~ an~, other states, urban planning agencies argued for 
target allocatIons, gua~anteed entitlements for which local officials 

could pl~n. The alternattve was to submit a virtual "shopping list" 
frlom WhICh the SPA could pick and choose, or in fact disregard 
a together. 

.There were w.idespread. urban concerns about political abuse. A 
DI~ector of .Public Safety In Gary, Indiana, states that "several times 
we ve submItted proposals to the Indiana SP A that were' identical to 
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ones from South Bend. The agency, which is dominated by downstate 
Republicans, will approve South Bend, but table us. ,,24 In other states, 
one could reverse the politics and fill in the blanks. 

Intergovernment conflicts were not experienced solely at the city
state level. Also present in the system were various regional review 
mechanisms, including A-95 state clearinghouse review through coun
cils of government, area development districts, or their equivalent. For 
example, it was cited that "a California city that develops a program 
must get it past five review hurdles before it comes up for final approval 
or disapproval by the California Council on Criminal Justice. These 
administrative layers absorbed $21 million of LEAA's total budget of 
$268 million in fiscal 1970."25 

Interest groups, including the National League of Cities, the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors, the National Association of Counties, and 
others argued forcefully and persistently to Congress that changes and 
accommodations must be made in the grant delivery mechanism to 
provide greater input and control by local governments in the deci
sionmaking process. It was argued that local governments should be 
"full partners in the planning area.,,26 

In subsequent reauthorization periods Congress did make adjust
ments that amplified the role of local governments. The modifications 
were particularly responsive to the urban jurisdictions, and, in 1978, 
provided the opportunity to plan for and administer a "Mini-Block 
Grant." In many ways the intergovernmental conflicts of the early 
years, and to a lesser extent throughout the history of the program, 
weakened the support in Congress and perhaps hastened the demise 
of the LEAA. 

A great deal was said and written in a negative sense about 
embarrassments, the conflicts and turf disputes, the red tape and 
bureaucracy, and the various "Rube Goldberg" reorganizations and 
configurations. Yet it is clear that the overwhelming consensus of units 
of local government was that the program was beneficial and did much 
to improve the quality of law enforcement and criminal justice through
out America.27 Further, there were evaluators and study groups that 
noted the positive aspects of the program, and found ample basis for 
continuation as well as editorial writers who got past the "tanks and 
red tape." 

Among the studies, few examined the agency and program in greater 
depth than the Advisory Commission on IntergoveInmental Relations 
(ACIR) in its report Safe Streets Reconsidered: The Block Grant Ex-

., ,. 

,I 

! , 
t! 

\ 



.... . 

\ 

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

210 "Federal Aid to Criminal Justice" 

perience, 1968-1975. The ACIR found the overall record of the LEAA 
program to be quite positive. This conclusion was reached based on 
the facts that the LEAA had provided elected officials and criminal 
justice professionals 

a greater appreciation of the complexity of the crime problem; a 
mechanism for coordinating efforts to control crime and improve 
the administration of justice; financial support for many activities 
that recipients otherwise would have been unable or unwilling to 
undertake; and a balanced pattern of funding distribution to ju
risdictions having serious crime problems as well as among the 
functional components of the criminal justice system.28 

Other commentators noted additional positive improvements, in
cluding improved professionalism of personnel; better data collection, 
recordkeeping and communications, first-time efforts at comprehensive 
planning; research that helped to "raise criminology from a second 
rate discipline to a major area of academic study"29; an advancement 
in the "public understanding of criminal justice out of kindergarten 
and through some primary grades,,30; criminal code revision in many 
jurisdictions; court reform; prosecution of career criminals; new police 
techniques; and victim and witness programs.3l 

In 1968, Congress designed a program for innovation and demon
stration, a program of relatively few dollars (less than 5 percent of the 
total criminal justice budgets of participating jurisdictions), but one 
that could serve a catalytic role in positive change. There were failures, 
but a demonstration program implies experimentation, and experi
mentation implies that some of the steps taken will not have the 
anticipated benefits. 

The best measure of any program however, is the "before and after" 
examination. It is clear that law enforcement and the criminal justice 
system in 1983 are dramatically different and greatly improved in 
virtually every community in America as compared to 1968. These 
improvements have been experienced in cities and counties and on a 
regional basis. They have been felt in large urban centers and in small 
rural communities. 

The changes and improvements that occurred are not in parapher
nalia and James Bond-type gimmickry. The tank or the Dick Tracy
type hardware was the exception. A closer examination of local juris
dictions will show dramatic improvements in system capacity and 
professionalization; better and more aggressive law enforcement tech-
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niques and criminal justice system methods~ increased p~b~ic c~nta~t, 
! 

I cooperation, confidence and support; and Improved cnmmal JustIce 
" 

system planning and coordination. . 1 
1 In the following paragraphs, the "before and after" compansons are :l 

briefly examined in an attempt to assess the real impacts and the real j 

II legacy of the LEAA program on local governments. 

J The Criminal Justice System-Its Planning and Coordination , 
1 

Criminal justice planners have frequently cited the ~d~onition. of 
II futurist Alvin Tomer: "Unless we attempt to solve SOCIety s pressmg 

J problems in the light of long term strategies, we will simply compound 
. 'f th ,,32 

1 
our cnses, magm y em. . . . 

It was with such a premise in mind that the professlOn of cnmmal ! 

i justice planning was born. While the date of birth is dif!tcult to as-
certain there is some basis for suggesting that the professlOn emerged i 
in con~ert with the passage of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act. 

I Some, in fact, suggest that the criminal justice sy~tem, itself, ~as 
discovered in the mid-sixties during the period of puhhc preoccupatlOn 

I with law and order, system analysis, and system approaches to. all 
problems. Thus, it was logical for Congress to require a planned, ~og~cal 
approach to the control of crime and the improvement of the cnmmal 
justice system. . 

The system one discovered and sought to Improve, however, was 
fragmented and resistant to change. Governme~ta~ efforts were. C?~-
plicated by the division of statutory and constItutlOnal responslblhty 
and by the pressure of voter demands for immediate solutions to our 
national crime wave. 

The New York Times noted that "before LEAA, it was not widely 
recognized that criminal justice is a system," "a 'hydraulic system' in 
which solving a problem at one level (tougher sentences) may only 

. (d d . ) ,,33 displace It to another crow e pnsons. 
In the early days of the program, all levels of government tended 

to view the crime problem in a very general, narrow and shor~ ~erm 
manner. Leadership was reactive, with solutions such as addItIonal 
manpower and increased expenditure having appeal. . 

Yet, the problems remained and grew, while the ~pproach of addmg 
personnel was being discredited as. a very expen~lve w~y to control 
crime. The constituency was becomIng even more ImpatIent, demand-
ing not just crime control, but cost control as well. The local elected 
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official had a major dilemma: a community problem for which he had 
only limited legal responsibility but almost total public accountability, 
one that he could not spend to death, and one about which he faced 
an increasingly hostile constituency demanding action. 

Fortunately, with the LEAA as the catalyst, something began to 
take place in much of America, and even with the death of the LEAA 
it is still occurring. Governmental leadership began to heed the advic; 
of Toftler, and a planned analytical approach to crime control and 
system improvement began to take place. 

Criminal justice planning and coordination agencies, many of which 
had been preoccupied with the LEAA grant administration activities 
at the beginning of the program, began to develop, obtain, and apply 
knowledge. The tradition-bound criminal justice system began to 
change s~~wly, arduously and admittedly, not with uniformity; but in 
commumtIes around the country, the system began to change. 

Planners developed information, built a knowledge base about the 
nature, location and incidence of crime; about the operational efficiency 
of the system; and about the effects of intervention techniques. This 
knowledge provided local officials with the information and insight 
necessary to base policy and financial decisions on something other 
than the previous year's budget. 

The emerging knowledge base served a critical role in the process 
of c~tba?k m~nagement now being undertaken in virtually every com
mumt.y m this era of Proposition 13 and taxpayer revolt. Planning 
agenCIes helped local officials to ration criminal justice resources and 
e~penditures. With the public demanding limits on expenditures and 
wIth demands for services increasing, government had to prioritize. 
The challenge across America was to do more with less, to ration the 
resources available, and to acquire the maximum benefit from them. 

Planners cited and brokered to local officials the concept called, 
HResources Backward Planning," articulated by former LEAA official 
crinlinal ~ustice planner and Watergate Special Prosecutor, Hen~ 
Ruth. This concept entails assessing what resources you have, iden
ti~ying what~ddi~ional resources are likely or possible, and then plan
mng the apphcatlOn of those resources to the priority concerns of the 

't 34 pl commum y. ~ ~anners helped to convene the actors of the criminal 
justice system to undertake such a process, entailing the rationing of 
both resources and expectations. 

While there are good and bad examples of the ways in which criminal 
justice planning helped cities and counties respond to the challenge of 
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cutback management, it is clear that this period .of scarcity in many 
ways, was, a boon for planning, and an opportumty ~o tackle t?e full 
range of local criminal justice problems and expen~ltures. ThIS con
venor role, largely put in place by the LEAA expenment, repr.es~nts 
the frrst halting steps taken toward the true management of the cnmmal 
justice system. . . . . 

There are many examples: The Ventura, Cahfornla ReglOnal Cnm: 
inal Justice Planning Board analyzed "system-wi?e resou~ce.balance' 
by assessing the cross-system impacts of expendIture va~atlOns. The 
Denver Colorado, Anti-Crime Council conducted a WIde range of 
produc;ivity studies for local gove~nme~t, i~cluding p~li?e p~t~ol re
sponse, police court appearances, InvestIgatlv~ produCtiVlt.y, Jad pop
ulation, youth diversion, court case sched~hng, .a~d nelgh?orhood 
revitalization. The Toledo/Lucas County, OhlO, Cnmmal JustIce Plan
ning Unit performed .a resource needs analysis, developed staffing 
patterns and, operating procedures, and an.a~yzed .c.ourt-ordered ma?
dates for the planning of its new county Ja~l fa~lhty. The. HennepIn 
County, Minnesota, Criminal Justice Coordmatmg C?~ncd analyzed 
space needs in the county's juvenile, felony and mumclpal courts, as 
well as reviewed criminal justice agency budgets.

35 
• • 

The LEAA funds also supported the development of mformatlon 
and data systems critical to system management, including (PROMIS), 
now in place in prosecutor's offices around the country and t~e world; 
jail information systems to improve the. manag~ment. of detam~d pop
ulations; and crime analysis systems m use In polIce agenCIes and 

planning offices. ..' 
For the fITst time, an environment was created m whlch.loc~l offiCials 

started to "think" system. The Planning Board or Coordmat~g Coun
cil became the place where the leaders of the justice c~mmum~y could 
come together for dialogue, problem solving, informatlOn shanng and, 
almost secondarily, financial assistance. 

Even in cities where the sole justice function was law enforcement, 
there was heightened appreciation that the Mayor's troops were only 
the front line in a truly complex and interrelated system. The appre
ciation of the complexity of the crime problem not~d by ~he ACIR 
provided a perspective and realism in the crusade ~ga~nst cnme. Local 
governments learned that crime could not be slgn~ficantly .affec~ed 
unless the remedies developed took into account the InterrelatlOnships 
in a system that is neither a city, a ~ounty, nor a state system, but 
rather a multigovernmental partnershIp. 

--~~ --- ----~--- ---
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The LEAA initiated a planning process that set into place a mech
anism for leading the orderly change of the system. Over the last 14 
years, planners have provided information and knowledge for policy 
decisions; they have provided the essential data and analysis for the 
rationing process to occur; they have helped to measure and anticipate 
the effects across the system; and in some communities, they have even 
been given operational responsibility for certain systemwide functions. 
For example, the Toledo/Lucas County Criminal Justice Planning 
Unit operates the basic and in-service training program for the Toledo 
and suburban police departments, a regional information system and 
a metropolitan drug enforcement unit.36 The Louisville/Jefferson 
County Criminal Justice Commission operates a metropolitan infor
mation network and administers a Task Force on Exploited and Miss
ing Children, including police from area departments, and social 
workers and prosecutors working together as a team, with liaison 
personnel from the FBI, state police, southern Indiana law enforce
ment, and the University of Louisville. 

The state of criminal justice, its traditional resistance to change, and 
its historic fragmentation made it inherently a non-system. Many of 
the success stories recited in preceding paragraphs, and the thousands 
more like them, were subtle and incremental as well as largely ignored 
by Congress. 

During the LEAA years, the very term "planning" became disre
putable, frequently characterized as unnecessary overhead. Any dis
cussion of the planning process had to be fraught with carefully chosen 
euphemisms. 

By 1978, however, harsh Congressional rhetoric was being replaced 
by action. Appropriations for planning were reduced over the next 
three years from $60 million to only $19 million, and even that amount 
was obtained through preexisting surpluses.37 

The profe~sional planning associations told Congress that the picture 
of the LEAA-supported criminal justice planning as grant-related 
overhead and dollar-flow bureaucracy was not accurate. By the late 
1970's planning offices were not just influencing the five percent of 
the local justice budget that was federal in origin, they were providing 
information, research, coordination activities, technical assistance, and 
analysis, thereby enabling policymakers to ponder objectively for the 
time the effects of the other 95 percent.38 

Nonetheless, planning was an easy target for a Congress bent on 
the death of the entire LEAA program. Yet, to a great extent, Congress 

LEAA and State and Local Governments 215 

was mistaken. Pulling the plug did not kill the patient. The dam~ge 
was extensive, but the new profession of criminal justice planmng 
survived. Over the 14 year history of the LEAA program, the truly 
successful models of local criminal justice planning were those that 
hpf'~TllP ~n ;m:t1tnt;nn~l n~rt nfthp. onvemment(s) for which they func-" ........... -... ......... - _.& .............................. _ ...... _ ... .1'-..... _ ........... - 0- ~ " , 

tioned. The survival rate is a tribute to the fact that meaningful plan-
ning, analysis, and coordination were taking place. .. . 

Research conducted by the National Association of Cnmmal JustIce 
Planners (NACJP) indicates that from a high watermark. of 514 local 
planning offices in June of 1978 until June of 1981 when the cuts were 
deepest, 52 percent had closed. Of this 52 percent, some were con
solidated into other city or county agencies, or general purpose plan-
ning offices. . . .. 

The NACJP report observed that "the ongmal motlvatlOn for de-
veloping a planning capability comes to at~ention. If the u~it's primary 
purpose was to comply with federal regulatlO~s, then there IS .no current 
local need. If local elected officials use plannmg and analYSIS as a tool 
for preparing themselves to make decisions and resource allocations, 
then that need still exists."39 

A complication for planning agencies was that the federal cut of 
resources occurred at the precise moment in which local revenues were 
tightest. Yet planning offices survived through 1981. A profile ~f t~le 
survivors indicates that those that fared best served the largest J~ns
dictions and tended to serve single jurisdictions, rather than multlJur
isdictional regions. In single jurisdictions 72 percent of the offices 
survived, compared with 50 percent in multicounty regions: In juris
dictions with a population of 750,000 or more 93% s.ur:lve~. ~he 
NACJP concluded that "those areas most in need of cnmmal Justice 
planning, i.e., the urbanized areas of the United States will continue 
to support and maintain this function.,,4Q ... 

As of September 1983, 151 local planning offices remam ~n eXlste~ce 
as separate, free standing criminal justice planning agencle~. The m
cidence of merger and consolidation into other agencies has mcreased, 
and there have been total shutdowns as the impact of reduced revenues 
and a declining tax base has been felt. Of the 151 remaining offices, 
67 (44.4 percent of total) represent the 142 largest jurisdictions. N:A-CJP 
Executive Director, Mark A. Cunniff, observed that the decline of 
local criminal justice planning and the closin~ of agencies has ~ppar
ently "bottomed out," leaving a core of agencies and expenenced 
planners to build upon in the future. 

_.'tt _ 
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Improvements in System Capacity, Techniques and 
Professionalism ' 

~he ~icture of the criminal justice system of the 1960's does little 
t~ ~nspIre con~dence. Painted as an "uncoordinated patchwork of 
dIv~~ed autho~!f'. poor communications and conflicting social and 
~oh~Ical goals, It could best be characterized as the criminal non
JustIce n~n-system. ~gid, traditional, and hostile to change, the system 
was subjected to wIdespread allegations of abusiveness, excessive vio
lence, corruption, and ineptitude. 

The. ~olice, as. the front line of the system, were frequent targets of 
the cntIcs. PresIdent Johnson's Crime Commission found the police 
to be "ill-~rained and ill~equipped; about half had less than 12.4 years 
of ed~catIon. CooperatIon between police departments was almost 
nonexIstent, save for routine operational necessities. "42 

The K.e:ner Comm~ssion cited "hostility between police and ghetto 
comm~~tIe~,!s a pn~ary cause of the disorders surveyed by the 
commISSIon. In a penod of turbulence and civil unrest, law enforce
n:ent . had gained a widespread image of an "occupying army," a 
sItuatIon exacerbated by its historic character as "a white man's 
profession." 44 

President Johnson mandated the LEAA to "strengthen the system 
and to encourage the kind of innovations needed to respond to the 
problems of crime in America. ,,45 The LEAA suffered from criticism 
during its entire lifespan for failing to be innovative. Yet, 14 years 
later, one fIn~s an impressi~e array of programs and system changes 
that w~re deSIgned, tested, lmplemented, evaluated, and replicated in 
other SIt~S (ofte~ without federal support), and that are still in place. 

These mnovatIons changed the criminal justice system, and included 
efforts such as community anti-crime projects, efforts to strengthen 
law. enforce~ent agencies, police-community projects, anti-fencing 
proJects~ whIte collar crime units, speedy trial programs, court reform, 
alternatI~es. to prosecution and pre-trial detention, prosecution of 
career cnmmals and victim-witness programs, defense counsel for in
~igents, drug dep~n~ent ?ffe~der trea~ment, training for criminal jus
tIce personnel, ~nmInal JustIce coordmation, statistical systems, and 
ma?y. more. WIth the arrival of the Mini-Block, one began to see 
vanatIons on the. basic theme, as jurisdictions tailored program re
sponses to the umque problems of their areas. 

The LEAA changed the system and it changed a national "mind
set." The emphasis upon system management and prioritization of 
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resources paved the way for innovations such as diversion, deinstitu
tionalization of minor offenders and youthful status offenders, com
munity based corrections, alternative sanctions, and case screening. 
Its focal point, improved efficiency and productivity, led to operational 
changes in agencies that had not changed in decades. To attack the 
law's delay, a centuries' old condition, the LEAA supported the ini
tiation of court administration, as well as management information 
systems. 

In law enforcement, police deployment philosophies-time honored 
and rigidly adhered to-gradually changed as we tested call screening, 
solvability factors, data-based manpower and patrol allocation, and 
publicly challenged the historic reliance on preventive patrol. 

Standards for manpower, agency operations, facilities design, and 
training were promulgated, tested, and applied. Localities demanded 
accountability from justice agencies with the development of perform
ance measures and standards. Information systems linked system re
sponses to data and analysis. 

The 14 year track record is not uniformly positive, but it is apparent 
that signifIcant progress has taken place. The LEAA set out to 
strengthen the system and to professionalize its personnel. To accom
plish this goal, it supported innovation and various change strategies. 
A few areas of innovation that most dramatically impacted upon local 
governments are briefly examined here. 

Education and Training 

The Law Enforcement Education Program (LEEP) was the cor
nerstone of the effort. While it is a subject of serious debate in acadelnic 
circles regarding whether the programs developed, offered, and met 
traditional academic standards, there can be no doubt that the LEEP 
raised the educational level of law enforcement and criminal justice 
personnel. 46 

By 1980, over $300 million had been provided to the nation's in
stitutions of higher education. In 1966-67, before the advent of the 
LEEP, there were 184 programs in colleges and universities offering 
crime-related degrees. By 1980, the number had risen to an estimated 
1,500. 

In 1960 only 20 percent of America's law enforcement officers had 
any college education. By 1975, the number had risen to 46 percent, 
with as many as 100,000 students per year receiving LEEP support. 
Estimates are that the total number of students who received LEEP 
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sup~ort. may reach 1 ~illion. In addition, LEEP impacted all parts of 
the JustI~e system. WhIle two-thirds of those receiving LEEP su ort 
were pollce officers, the other one-third included correctional orG.~ers 
court support personnel and preservice students.47 ' 
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,!~e LE~ was also spending significant amounts on specialized 
trammg. Pollc.e offi~ers were trained in areas as diverse as fleet man
~ge~ent and l~vestlgative hypnotism. They learned advanced inves
tigatIve techmques and the fundamen,oals of d .. . . l. management and 
a m~lstratlon. FIve Criminal Justice Training Centers established at 
leadm~ colleges ~nd universities, offered training in area~ such as crime 
an~l~sls, evaluatl~n, program development, and planning. Specialized 
~rammg was provld~d through professional associations, governmental 
mterest groups, natIonal consultants, and experts of all types T . . 
~ept loc~ officials up to date on the "state of the art," and p:'::: 
mformatlOn on program models, research findings, etc. 

,!~ere are. man.y examples of ways in which jurisdictions linked 
trammg to dl~ect peformance. In Kentucky, the LEAA dollars were 
used to establlsh a 1.5 percent salary supplement for all local police 
?fficer~ whos~ ~gencles met minimum standards, including basic and 
m-serVlce trammg, and educational incentives. The Kentucky Law 
Enforcement Foundation Program Fund (KLEFPF) . I 
support d b t. ' now entIre y 

. e. y s ate revenues, made local law enforcement more at-
~ractlve, ~mproved salaries, guaranteed quality training in a standard
~zed fashIOn, a~d .as ~ result, improved law enforcement dramatically 
~n Kent~cky. SlmIlanly, the national emphasis on education and train
mg has tmproved and professionalized criminal justice dramatically. 

Minorities in Law Enforcement . 

. A key issue in the Safe Streets Act debate was whether federal 
l?volvement would provide leverage over local and state hi;ing prac
~ces. Barely 15 years ago, a U.S. Senator queried Attorney General 

amsey Clar~ as to '~whether LEAA would require grant recipients 
to have a ratIo of pollce personnel according to race ... Would ou 
be able ~o say under this bill, 'You have got to have 50 percen[ of 
your polIcemen colored, otherwise you get no money,?,,48 

. ~s ~ result of such concerns, the LEAA was prohibited from con
dlttomng gran~s u~on the adoption of quota hiring, etc., although 
subsequent legtsl.atIve. amendments enhanced its authority. The De
partment of Justtce tned and some gains were made Ct' I . er am y, more 
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blacks, hispanics, and women are in American law enforcement today 
than ever before, and in individual areas, the gains were significant. 

Over its first five years, there was a 23-percent increase in black 
officers in the nation's five largest cities.49 The LEAA efforts in training 
and recruitment are at least partially responsible.. for "lowering the 
level of hostility between the police and young people, part~cular1y 
blacks ... especially ... in cities such as Oakland and New York.,,50 

The lack of more dramatic progress may be attributable to a lack 
of more direct power and to previously expressed concerns about 
Washington having too much authority over local law enforcement. 
The LEAA's role was assistance and it did endeavor to foster changes 
in attitudes and practices. While there are positive factors to report, 
and the composition of the system is very different 14 years later, the 

record is mixed. 

Law Enforcement Modernization 
Modernization occurred in local police d'epartments through con

cepts such as Team Policing, Managing Criminal Investigations, and 
the Integrated Criminal Apprehension Program (leAP). The LEAA 
upgraded communications with regional systems developed in rural 
areas, which allowed small agencies to communicate with each other 
and with state police, and with urban systems, which enhanced officer 
safety and communication through portable hand-held radios. 

The sophisticated use of crime analysis was a dramatic deviation 
from decision making based on history and habit. Forms of crime 
analysis such as computer mapping were used in areas such as Santa 
Clara County, California; Denver, Colorado; and St. Louis, Missouri; 
as well as for targeting resources on specific areas and crimes and 

improving overall efficiency.51 
Modernization techniques changed the face of American law en-

forcement and produced genuine cost savings. In the ICAP alone, as 
reported in a 56-city evaluation, the analysis time for offense reports 
was reduced, the report forms were consolidated, and the overtime 
costs were reduced through improved deployment, manpower allo
cation and beat structure changes. The role of the patrol officer was 
expanded, and the patrol force manpower on the streets increased by 

as much as 55 percent.
52 

The LEAA supported police innovation in many other areas, such 
as testing variations in fleet managenient, providing street legal ad-
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vis~rs, improving evidence collection and analysis, creating specialized 
umts to target specific criminal activity, and supporting the creation 
of a wide array of intergovernmental task forces and strike forces 
dealing with organized criminal activity in narcotics, fencing stolen 
goods, auto theft, arson, etc. 

Aggressive Law Enforcement 

"If you want to catch a fish, you have to think like a fish." Those 
words of an old friend and former LEAA Official, H. Paul Haynes, 
represent an evolving attitude in the 1970s. At that time, criminal 
technology often outpaced system technology, and research showed 
that many traditional techniques and approaches had little relevance 
to crime contro1. The LEAA dollars, thus, became a primary source. 
of support for aggressive, non-traditional crime control techniques, 
and the track record was astounding. 
T~e American police took to the streets and sought out crime in 

creative ways. The New York Police Department's Street Crime Unit 
widely replicated around the country, averaged 3,500 arrests a year-' 
85 percent of which were for felonies and 91 percent of which resulted 
in convictions. 53 

The Sting operations captured national attention. At the time of 
their evaluation in 1980, these operations had accumulated over $269 
million in sa~~gs ~nd recovered stolen property, had spent approxi
mately $7 millIOn ill buy money, and had resulted in over 80 000 
people being charged. 54 ' 

In addition, Seattle's Hidden Camera project produced a clearance 
rate for business robberies of 68 percent, twice the normal rate, with 
48 percent of the robbers identified, arrested, and convicted-two and 
one half times the normal rate. 55 Decoys, targeted alarms, buy money 
"fronts," etc. become vital elements of the police operation. ' 

Criminal Justice and the Citizen 

The concept of prevention in public safety is certainly not new. Fire 
prevention has become a part of our vocabulary. Yet, the history of 
crime prevention in this country has been limited and spotty. With 
the ~reation of t~e ~EAA, America virtually unearthed crime pre
ventIon, much as It dIscovered the criminal justice system. There was 
a compelling logic in trying to treat the complex phenomenon of crime 
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systematically and it was thought to be infinitely easier to deal with 
crimes if they were prevented from occurring in the first place. 

With this simple foundation, crime prevention appeared on the 
American scene, fostered by the LEAA. Using the British as a model, 
specifically their training school at Stafford, the National Crime Pre
vention Institute (NCPI) at the University of Louisville was established 
in 1971. This act demonstrated a national commitment, emphasizing 
police training, and ultimately led to the establishment of a formal 
crime prevention effort in virtually every community. 

Since its creation with LEAA funds, the NCPI has trained 15,000 
people, of whom an estimated 12,000 were police officers from all 50 
states and from 12 foreign countries. 56 Across the country, crime pre
vention units came into being, and police were trained in the techniques 
and began to apply the principle of "opportunity reduction." Police 
training and education broadened and proliferated. 

By the mid-1970s, largely through the efforts of Congressman John 
Conyers of Detroit, a separate pool of funds had been created for 
citizens' crime prevention activities at the neighborhood leve1. With 
LEAA support, crime prevention became a part of the fabric of Amer
ican life: In Salt Lake City, a coalition of minority and ethnic groups 
counselled child abusers; in EI Paso, the widely replicated "Crime
stoppers" program provided televised reenactments of serious local 
crimes with rewards offered to citizens providing information; neigh
borhood block watch groups were started, now operating in over 25,000 
communities and neighborhoods; a citizen's anti-arson campaign was 
successful in Providence, R.I.; citizen patrols were established in De
troit neighborhoods; in Louisville, neighborhood groups conducted a 
"court watch," monitoring neighborhood crimes, crimes against the 
elderly; in rural areas, such as the regio~ around Greenville, Missis
sippi, farmers engraved machinery to stop thefts; and in Runnells, 
Iowa, a community group helped with address signs to guide police 
and fire services in emergencies.57 

Crime prevention evolved over the 14 years of the LEAA. Its focus 
was broadened from its early emphasis on locks, lights, and hardware 
to include community organizational activities, public-private part
nership development, youth development, etc. 

The LEAA funded experimentation with the concept of "crime 
prevention through environmental design" and Oscar Newman's "de
fensible space." Grant funds supported efforts to improve the physical 
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design an~ l~yout of structures, parks, neighborhoods, and other public 
areas. ThIs lInk~ge between physical environment and crime prevention 
has been tested In many communities and remains a strong component 
of community planning today. 

Crime prevention was one of the most visible activities funded by 
the ~~AA. Ye.t,. crime prevention, 14 years later, has reached a period 
of cnSIS. PractItIOners have had to alter their approaches now that the 
federal money is gone. 

The challenge is to continue the activities without incremental re
sources. I~ cities an~ counties, law enforcement is no longer the pur
veyor ~f dIrect serVIces, no longer doing crime prevention to people. 
T~e neIghborhood now "owns" its own program and tailors it to its 
un~que needs. The crime prevention officer has become a technical 
assIstan~ and expert. Increasingly, mayors and county executives are 
mandatmg broader training so that every officer can be a "crime 
prevention officer." Like other LEAA innovations, crime prevention 
has changed and matured. Unlike the LEAA, it survives. 

Finally, LEAA spearheaded the "discovery" of crime victims. In 
our concern about constitutional protections, the presumption of in
noce~ce ~or the d~fendant, oftentimes we allowed the victim to be put 
on tnal, mconvemenced, or worse, to be forgotten or ignored. 

A r?bbery victim in 1979 said, "When any exposure to law touches 
your !Ife, you become different. I felt very lonely and very much at 
~ea WIth the whole business of pursuing justice. I felt more vulnerable 
m cou:t than I h~d on the street. I felt weaker, I felt more helpless. 
I felt lIke an oddIty who had no right to be there.58 

The L~AA helped us respond to the cries of victims, supporting 
the establIshment of centers for victims of specific crimes like rape 
and s~ouse abuse. Th.ese projec~s p~oved to be the beginnings of sys
temwIde .efforts, leadmg to legIslattve reform, private sector action, 
. and the lIke. 

As ~he criminal justice system became aware of the plight of victims 
~nd ~Itnesses t~~0u.g~ inten~e media attention and television specials 
lIke Cry Rape, . VIctIm assIstance projects were established in pros
ecut~ng attorney's offices around the country. These units provided 
servIce~ such as ~roperty return, social service referral, reception cen
ters,. w.Itness notIfication, escort services, and transportation. 

VIctIm advocacy groups were formed, bringing under scrutiny the 
full range of American law and procedure. These steps should insure 
at least, that the victim is not revictimized by the system. ' 
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The Legacy 
For units of local government, the legacy of the LEAA is change. 

Criminal justice agencies are very different today compared to those 
of the 1960s. The personnel are better trained, better educated, better 
equipped, better informed almost instantaneously, and are more pr~fes
sional. Our techniques are grounded in sound managerial practices. 
Decision making is more often a product of data-based analysis and 
reason. In sum, today's agencies are more representative of and more 
responsive to the total community. 

The projects and innovations planted by LEAA live on, despite the 
death of the LEAA. Eighty percent of the LEAA-funded projects 
which stood to be continued by units oflocal government, were actually 
carried forward, and are in place today.59 

From these innovations and from attendant research, the LEAA 
leaves behind a vast array of information both on what works and 
what does not. 

The testing of concepts supported by the National Institute of Justice, 
the development of exemplary projects, and the performance of eval
uation designed to challenge basic concepts and measure impact and 
effectiveness have modified historic approaches to crime control. The 
LEAA helped to probe and test the effects of preventive patrol, to 
examine the crime-related impacts of targeting prosecutorial and police 
efforts against "career criminals," test the relative successes and failures 
of community-based alternatives to prison for selected offenders, and 
to try a wide array of prevention and intervention techniques for youth. 

Due to the LEAA, there has been an increased understanding of 
crime and the manner in which the system responds. The LEAA leaves 
behind living models of applied research, and hundreds of tested and 
evaluated experiments awaiting replication. The Louisville Police De
partment's Street Crime Unit is a legacy of the New York experience 
and a legacy of the LEAA, even though it never received a nickel 
from the federal government. There are many other examples. Career 
Criminal Bureaus, for example, are in place across the country, in 
offices that received LEAA funding and in many more that did not. 
Local governments have taken advantage of the LEAA -tested software 
to update management information systems that would interface with 
other parts of the criminal justice system. The LEAA-supported re
search studies and publications have led to changes in policy and 
procedure in myriad areas, including expanding the investigative role 
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of beat officers, victim consultation and support in the system, offender 
classification and screening, court administration and information flow, 
and many others. The continuing impacts of the LEAA are staggering. 

There is the legacy of planning and coordination, the network left 
behind to continue the fight to make a non-system a system. The 
network of LEAA programs has led to increased system accountability 
and has generated information systems to measure system performance. 

Finally, from a local perspective, there is the "Federalism Legacy." 
Even with 14 years of conflict, arguments over decision making and 
control, the LEAA experiment proved that shared and coordinated 
decision making does work. Particularly in the waning days of the 
program, when localities became "full partners" in the process, the 
animosities began to diminish and cooperation was more evident. 

For the future, local governments still need help. One can no longer 
afford innovation, if being innovative means incremental costs. Much 
research and experimentation are necessary, as is training at all levels. 
The LEAA produced important systemic changes; yet, without the 
ability to test new concepts and the financial assistance to support 
change, it must be acknowledged that the risk of "back-sliding" is 
significant. 

The federal government can and must be a leader, working with 
state and local governments to test new concepts and foster continuing 
change. A lesson of the past for any future program is that local 
governments must be equal partners-entitlement status is essential. 
Yet, reflecting the intergovernmental nature of the system, any new 
federal anti-crime program must be built upon intergovernmental proc
esses and decision making. 

The criminal justice system is far better today than it was 14 years 
ago, although still fraught with problems and inefficiencies. Cities and 
counties continue to grapple with these problems and struggle to im
prove the system. 

In April of 1980, the New York Times commented that "though 
LEAA may be allowed to die, the need for help against crime will 
not."6O The legacies of the LEAA across America are programs that 
have produced positive~ cost-effective change. 
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LEAA AND THE POLICE* 
Cornelius J. Behan 

The 1960s saw state and local government institutions, including 
the police, faced with major challenges coming from far outside their 
traditional arenas. The established politico-economic structure was 
being sorely tested and strained as increased social awareness prompted 
movements (e.g., civil rights, ecology, free speech) that shattered tra
ditions and overturned the status quo. 

The youth culture "revolution" also challenged existing family and 
societal mores and attitudes towards war, drugs, and sex in all parts 
of the country. The police were not prepared to handle the crime and 
disturbances (street crime, drug-related crime, and riots, for example) 
that accompanied these major shifts in American culture. In fact, the 
police perceived a new and unwonted permissiveness as the cause sine 
qua non of the rising crime rate and the erosion of law and order. 

Divided among thousands of independant agencies, police leadership 
was tradition-bound and not in touch with other criminal justice dis
ciplines or academia. Most police administrators, influenced by the 
Depression and W orIdWar II, were used to gradual change. In the 
context of the events and new concerns of the Sixties, preserving the 
status quo was a natural response. 

There were some progressive stirrings, however, within the profes
sion. A handful of chiefs of police were making major changes in police 
management and operations; some coUegegraduates were entering the 
field; a few junior (community) colleges were adding police science 
programs to their curriculums; and one state (California) had created 
a commission to establish standards for the selection and training of 
police officers. 

The climate for accelerated change and professional advancement 
was right when rising crime and increasing civil disobedience high
lighted the inability of the justice system to deal effectively with these 
problems: Widespread concern made this a national issue, and the 

• The author acknowledges the assistance of Kai R. Martensen and Rebecca P. Gowen in 
preparing this chapter for publication. The author would also like to thank the following 
individuals who reviewed this chapter and provided valuable comments and suggestions: Chief 
Anthony V. Bouza, Minneapolis Police Department (Minnesota); Chief James J. Carvino, Racine 
Police Department (Wisconsin); Chief Gary W. Cordner, St. Michael's Police Department 
(Maryland)i Dr. Herman Goldstein, University of Wisconsin (Madison) Law School; and Mr. 
Gary P. Hayes, Executive Director, Police Executive Research Forum (PERF)~ 
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":wa~ on crime". became another pennant attached to the Great So
cIety s far-reachmg standard. The vast fiscal resources of the federal 
government were therefore directed at state and local justice agencies 
throug~ t~e medi~m of the LEAA. The police became one of the major 
beneficlanes of thIS largesse. . 

While a substantial amount of Safe Streets Act monies was directed 
at law enforcement, it still amounted to only a small fraction of what 
state ~nd local gov~rnment entities were routinely expending for police 
functIons. It took tIme for local police to understand and work within 
the LE:A~ structure. The LEAA did, however, have a beneficial effect 
on polIcmg. Its legacy is that it "opened the door" for th l' 

ii . "0 'd " \ e po Ice 
pro eSSIOn. UtSI ers, such as academic researchers and consultants 
were allow~d to review. ~nd callenge the way the police operated. Th; 
LEAA enVIronment facIlitated interaction between the police and other 
comp?ne~ts of the criminal justice system; the concepts of cooperation, 
coordmat~on, and collaboration were introduced and have taken ten
uous root m the police management style. At the same time the LEAA 
fostered the acceptance of citizen input and involveme~t with law 
enforc~ment activities and goals, and afforded police agencies th _ 
portUnIty for critical introspection. All of thes~ led to significan~ ~~_ 
vances for the profession. 

Reactions Towards the Safe Streets Act Bureaucracy 

Th.e pOlice. were not prepared for the monies that flowed out of the 
Om~~us C:nme. Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, nor for the 
admInIstratIve hierarchy eventually created to handle th . of h···'. e reqUIrements 

compre enSIve cnmmal JustIce planning, innovative prograIDlning 
and block grants. 1 Police agencies had little or no experience with 
gra~t programs. Only a handful of police agencies received monies 
dunng 1965-1968 from the Offi.ce of Law Enforcement Assistance 
(?LEA), .the agency administering the first federal aid program de
sIgned to Improve state and local law enforcement and criminal J'ustice 
efforts. 2 

In!t~ally, the police viewed the Safe Streets Act and the LEAA with 
SUspICIon. There was a reluctance lto consider, much less accept federal 
support. The I~te~ational Association of Chiefs of Police '(IACP) 
passed a resolutIOn m 1965 against "any attempted encroachment b 
the federal government into state or local govef'lment in the la~ 
enfo~cement ~eld." 3 Police feared not federal dollars per se, but the 
pOSSIble creatIOn of a national polic:e force or the assumption of control 

The LEAA and the Police 229 

of state and local law enforcement by the United State's Attorney 
General. 

Even after the LEAA was in operation and the monies flowing to 
state and local justice agencies, the police had several problems with 
the program. A major issue was the requirement that the State Planning 
Agency (SPA) administer the LEAA funds. Most police administrators 
felt the monies should come directly to their agencies. The police saw 
the SPA as an unnecessary instrument between their agencies and 
grant money, and as a politically illegitimate force whose priorities in 
funding block grants did not meet police agency needs.4 This reaction 
varied, however, depending upon the type of police agency5 and the 
way the SPA perceived its role. For example, the SPA that performed 
comprehensive criminal justice planning as a form of agency advocacy 
(i.e., assuring a fair allotment to each police agency) and assumed a 
role of grants advisor (i.e., helping police prepare successful applica
tions) was viewed in a more positive light than one the police saw as 
using the planning process to control the state criminal justice budget 
or to disrupt the status quo.6 

Another difficulty facing police was the LEAA's objectives. The 
SP As understood. that the LEAA was to provide state and local gov
ernments with a comprehensive criminal justice planning capacity 
along with funds to support innovative, pilot, and demonstration crim
inal justice programs.7 However, few police were interested in inno
vation (it disrupted the status quo); moreover, few police or other 
criminal justice agencies had any experience in comprehensive criminal 
justice planning. Exacerbating this lack of experience were the con
tinuous changes in the LEAA's planning guidelines. The LEAA vac
illated from system improvement, to crime-specific planning, then to 
standards and goals, and back to its original focus.s The switches came 
quickly and seemingly arbitrarily, with little preparation or instruction. 
Each placed the SP As, the regional a.nd local planning units, and 
criminal justice agencies under excessive pressure to accommodate. 
On the positive side, the planning effort exposed police agencies to the 
fundamentals of planning, even though the skills developed were pri
marily in "grantsmanship," i.e., the ability to obtain and administer 
grants successfully. 

Another very sensitive issue with the police was the LEAA's en-
forcement, as a condition of grant compliance, of various acts-e.g., 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, Freedom of Information Act
whose requirements were appended to the Safe Streets Act.9 Most 
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resistance was directed at the Civil Rights Act and the Equal Em
ployment Opportunity (EEO) Act. 10 Some police agencies (e.g., Chi
cago and Philadelphia) were denied funding until they came into 
compliance; others moved too slowly or failed to show good faith in 
hiring minorities. An IACP survey found many agencies believed that 
the LEAA should not enforce the EEO guidelines as a condition of 
funding. 11 

Nevertheless, the police came to understand the LEAA funding 
process and effectively garnered funds during the early years of the 
Safe Streets Act.

12 
The distribution of federal funds to local police 

agencies now enjoys widespread acceptance. 13 

Receiving most of the monies in the early years, police directed the 
funds primarily at hardware (e.g., riot equipment, communications 
equipment) and traditional police programs (e.g., police training). This 
early emphasis was supported by the President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and the Administration of Justice and by the general 
assumption that high technology would provide exciting and quick 
breakthroughs in crime control. 14 

An IACP survey 15 found that the larger police agencies (i.e., those 
in cities with populations of over 500,000) and state police agencies 
had a more positive attitude towards the LEAA and the Safe Streets 
Act than did smaller police agencies. This fact can be attributed to 
the success these agencies had in securing funding. These same agencies 
were also more often represented on the SPA Supervisory Boards and 
therefore had more input into the decision making process.16 

The police reaction towards local planning bodies, including both 
Regional Planning Units (RPUs) and local Criminal Justice Coordi
nating Councils (CJCCs) in localities with populations of 250,000 or 
more, depended upon the power they had in the decision making 
process. The larger agencies felt adequately represented and enjoyed 
good communication, perceptions not shared by the smaller agencies.17 
In fact, the police had more representation on local planning units 
than did other criminal justice agencies. This was particularly notice
able in 43 percent of the CJCCs, which assigned police the planning 
responsibility for the LEAA funds. 18 Although usually limited to writ
ing grants and monitoring projects, large city police departments were 
active in the planning process. 

In response to criticisms that the police were receiving more than 
their fair share, were improperly handling funds, and were spending 
too much on hardware, Congress subsequently modified the Safe 
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A d fi d the LEAA into a more categorical allocation Streets ct an orce . . h I act 
of its funds. At the same time, the LEAA began. Its Hlg. m~ 
Anticrime Program,19 directing discretionary mO~les to hIgh. c~m~ 
communities and those with the highest expend.l~ures for cnmma 
justice Strong urging by the National League of CItIes (NLC) an~ th~ 
United States Conference of Mayors (USCM), whic~ wanted .oca 
communities to receive the block grants themselves, was partIally 
responsible for the change in focus. . . 

A It the LEAA had to allocate more funds to other JustIce s a resu , . l' f d' s 
. s The potentially adverse effect of thIS on po Ice un mg wa agencle . . h' h' s 

offset, however, by discretionary funds gomg to 19 cnme area . 

INNOVATIONS PROMOTED BY THE LEAA 
The LEAA introduced a number of changes to the po~ice profe~sion 

through the block grant, discreti?nary gr~nt, and Nattonal Instttu~~ 
of Law Enforcement and Crimmal JustIce (NILECJ) ~rogra~s. 
Yet, one must admit that very few changes ~ere truly mnovatlve, 
and even fewer can be classified as expenmental o~ r~search-

. t d This should come as no surprise. Police org3,ntZattons are 
~~~n l:x' and hierarchical, with formal, rigid structures. They ~re not 
likel~ to innovate.22 Furthermore, because agencies operate ~t dIfferent 
I Is of development what would be innovative for one pohce agency 
eve , d . t") ay already (" "different from the way we have always one 1 m. . 
~~~~ been institutionalized in another police agency.~ Pohce or~aru
zations are independent, parochial, and do not subscnbe to any orm 
of national accounting. It is illustrative to note that ~obody knew h~w 
man olice agencies existed in the United States pnor to the cre~tlOn 
of t:e iEAA.24 The fact is that the LEAA accelerated the professIonal 
advancement of individual police agencies. . 

Given this state of affairs, the major impacts the LEAA had on the, 
police profession can be divided into three areas: 

• Management and Administration; 

• Operations; and 

• Technology. 

Management and Administration . 
Through the LEAA, police agencies were given an opportumty ~o 

go beyond the traditional organizational and management tenets laId 
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down by August Vollmer, O. W. Wilson, Bruce Smith, Sr., and others?5 
Directly or indirectly, the LEAA allowed many police administrators 
to continue their education, obtain new experience by working on 
projects, and visit and observe other agencies. The LEAA monies 
provided travel for on-site review of projects and for conferences and 
seminars that many professionals knew to be needed prior to the 
LEAA. The information-sharing encouraged by the LEAA brought 
police executives together to exchange ideas and to develop innovations 
as never before.26 These practical experiences fostered a new openness 
in styles of police management as did the LEAA's introduction of 
outside consultants. These consultants exposed police executives to 
external and objective reviews, inspections, and recommendations 
which often led to the implementation of new and different ideas?7 

During the LEAA decade, more police agencies underwent man
agement surveys than during any other comparable period of time. 
The trend continues today,28 although not to the same magnitude since 
funds have ceased to exist. Basically, the LEAA had a positive impact 
on the general areaS of planning and analysis, resource management, 
and human resource development. 

Planning and Analysis. While planning units were not an inno
vation in police agencies/9 their acceptance and use before the LEAA's 
birth was sporadic. The LEAA caused a near-universal acceptance of 
the need for planning and analysis expertise. Several states (e.g., Illi
nois) had block grants directed towards the formation of such units. 
In other states, police developed or recruited planning and analysis 
skills through their involvement in the local comprehensive criminal 
justice planning process.30 Still others found these skills necessary for 
the effective implementation and operation of programs such as the 
Integrated Criminal Apprehension Program (IeAP),31 organized crime 
and intelligence units, and crime prevention.32 

Resource Management. A police agency's major resources and 
costs are personnel. The LEAA funded a number of projects aimed 
at the improvement or better management of police agency resources, 
including, for example: 

• Patrol Emphasis Program (PEP);33 a forerunner of ICAP, 

• Mal1aging Criminal Investigations (MCI);34 and 

• Managing Patrol Operations (MPO).35 

The LEAA's NILECJ series of "Prescriptive Packages,,36 and the 
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"National Evaluation Program,,37 also provided documentation on how 
to manage resources more efficiently.38 More sophisticated resource 
allocation methods, such as the Patrol Car A~location Method 
(PCAMY9 and Hypercube40 were developed and lntrod~ced on an 
experimental basis.41 Keying in on early results b~ the NatIo~al Com
mission on Productivity (NCP),42 the National InstItute of JustIce (NIJ) 
funded a major effort in 1974 addressing police performance and 
productivity. 43 , ' . 

Not all police agencies involved in or expenmentI~g WIth. those 
programs institutionalized them,44 but some did. The DltTerentlal Po
lice Response Program (DPRP)45 has enjoyed substantial a~ceptan.ce, 
A recent survey46 revealed that 74 percent of police agencIes servIng 
populations of 50,000 or more used some form of respons~,other t~an 
dispatching a field unit to the call for service. :hi~ ty?e o~ alten:atlve 
response" was rarely formally recognized or lnstItutlonahzed pnor to 
establishment of the LEAA. 

Human Resource Development. The LEAA had a profoun~ ~ffect 
on police recruitment, selection, training, and personnel admlmstra
tion. The increased number of states creating Police, Offi~er Sta~dards 
and Training (POST) Commissions can be directly IdentIfied WIth the 
LEAA's support, usually through block grants from the SPAs. The 
POSTs established statewide selection criteria standards a.nd also ma~
dated the number of hours and subjects taught for baSIC, or recrUlt 
training. While many larger police agencies already ex~ee.ded t~ose 
standards the POSTs ensured that all police officers wlthm a glVen 
state met' minimum selection and training qualificatio~s: 

Indirectly, the LEAA had a major impact on the ~lnng. of fem~le 
and minority officers by requiring all subgrantees, mcludmg pohce 
agencies, to comply with EEO regulations.47 More directly, the LEAA 
funded the National Urban League, Inc. for the Law Enforc~ment 
Minority Manpower Project (LEMMP), which pr?duced a senes. of 
handbooks directed at hiring minorities.48 Even wl~h the best of l~
tentions however, police agencies were frequently smgled out for dlS
crimina~ion suits because any absence of minorities or females among 
the ranks was readily discernible. . 

The LEAA also helped to introduce state-of-the-art ~ersonnel p~ac-
tices. Among the most visible changes were those affectmg promotI~ns 
and employee assistance. Assessment Centers, uncommon to. poh~e 
prior to the LEAA, became an acknowledged personnel techmque In 
the promotional process. Likewise, the new awareness of employee 
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stress, as fostered by the climate of the LEAA decade, encouraged the 
establishment of in-house psychological services in some pqlice 
agencIes. 

A significant and substantial part of the Safe Streets Act directly 
relating to human resources development was the LEAA's Law En
forcement Education Program (LEEP). From the outset, the LEAA 
became the mechanism by which the oft-stated need "for all police 
officers to have higher education"49 could be addressed. The LEEP 
wa~ alloc~ted $274.75 million (1969-1977)50 to provide small grants 
to Ill-serVICe employees of criminal justice agencies, as well as "for
givable" loans to students who later joined a criminal justice agency. 
These LEEP monies substantially increased the attainment of higher 
education by sworn police personnel. In 1974, for example, almost 
100,000 more police officers could claim some college education than 
could those in 1970.51 While there has been some concern expressed 
about the quality of the education gained,52 one should not discount 
the benefits that have accrued and will accrue to police agencies whose 
personnel gained higher degrees through the LEEP. Education per se 
is not a magic "change agent," but the fact remains that there is now 
a large cadre of college-educated officers who have already risen to 
the top of their organizations or who will eventually assume the top 
policymaking positions. These officers may cause and encourage sub
ordinates to engage in research and innovation, and should openly 
value higher education, which was not the case before the LEAA and 
~he LE~P. Educational requirements have already been incorporated 
IlltO poltce personnel policies through incentive pay and criteria for 
promotions. 53 

Operations 

The LEAA spawned a plethora of programs directed at police field 
operations. Many were little more than refinements of existing tactics 
and cannot be classified as "innovative." For example, police agencies 
prior to the formation of the LEAA had already employed special 
stake-out teams, specialized uniformed tactical units, and suspect sur
veillance. Nevertheless~ with the advent of funds and the availability 
of technology, many police agencies implemented operational programs 
that otherwise would not have been considered. A number of early 
programs were aggressively hardware-oriented: riot equipment, mobile 
command posts, helicopter units, and surveillance equipment are ex
amples. This hardware focus brought smaller agencies up to the stan-
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dards already attained by larger police agencies. In particular, the role 
of aircraft in police operations was highlighted. While not every agency 
that purchased and operated helicopters kept them once fe~eral funds 
ran out, the LEAA's experiment in this area proved that aIrcraft can 
have a very effective role in police operations.54 Resource management 
programs, such as MPO and MCI, m~y also b~ classified under t~e 
LEAA's impact on police field operatIOns. TheIr challenge to tradI
tional police operations, however, has not been universally accepted
one decade cannot hope to supplant the "experience" of a century. 

In the final analysis, the LEAA played a major role in the produc
tivity of police operations, as exemplified by the ICAP, and in the 
development of specialized units and operations. 

Integrated Criminal Apprehension Program. The ICAP evolved 
from several individual research efforts sponsored by the NILECJ and 
from operational programs sponsored by the Office of Criminal Justice 
Programs (OCJP).55 Early forerunners of the ICAP were the Kansas 
City (Missouri) Police Department studies which examined the fol
lowing: 

• The value of random preventive patrol (the Preventive Patrol 
Experiment, 1972); and 

• The impact of response time on arrests, witness availability, 
and citizen satisfaction (the Response Time Analysis Study, 
1973).56 

These studies, coupled with further LEAA research efforts directed 
at assessing patrol operations 57 and criminal investigations, 58 led to 
directed patrol. Some LEAA-sponsored programs that began to shape 
the ICAP were as follows: 

• Community profiling (San Diego Police Department, 1973-
1974)-59 

• Direc~ed Deterrent Patrol (New Haven, Connecticut, Police 
Department, 1974);60 and 

• Split Force Experiment (Wilmington, Delaware, Police De
partment, .. 1975).61 

Paralleling these programs were the LEAA's new interests in crime
specific planning, crime analysis research,62 and crime prevention. 63 

The result of these thrusts was the LEAA's PEP which involved 16 
police agencies in 1976.64 In 1977, the PEP was placed under the 
Comprehensive Career Criminal Program65 and renamed ICAP. Four-
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teen more police agencies were added in 1978.66 The ICAP is both the 
building block and the umbrella for integrating a variety of compo
nents, including, but not limited to, the following: 

• Managing Criminal Investigations; 
• Major Offender Program; 
• Improved warrant service; 
• Differential Police Response Program; 
• Directed patrol; 
• Crime analysis; 
II Improved police records/automated systems; 
• Officer performance evaluation; and 
• Personnel development. 

Spec~~ed Unit~ and Operations. The LEAA impact on police is 
most .VIsI.ble .toda~ ill the number of specialized units and operations 
now ~nstlt~tlOnalI~e~ .. Thes~ units engage in preventive and/or sup
preSSIve cnme actIvItIes, as Illustrated by the following: 

• Richmond (Virginia) Police Department's "Hit" Team· 67 . , 
• Denver PolIce Department's Special Crime Attack Team 

(SCAT); 68 

• South Bay, California, MuItijurisdictional Burglary Team (now 
known as the Career Criminal Apprehension Unit); 69 

• Seattle Police Departmenfs Hidden Cameras Project; 70 and 
• New York City Police Department's Street Crime Unit (SCU).71 

A.vefY. popular operational program was the LEAA's "Sting," whose 
offiCIal tItle was the Property Crime Program. An anti-fencing pro
gram, aimed at the redistribution system of stolen property, "Sting" 
resulted not only in the successful arrest and conviction of significant 
numbers of street-level career criminals, but also in the recovery of 
large amounts of property.72 Started in 1974, by 1979 "Sting" netted 
over $206 million in savings and recovered property, of which 90 
percent was returned to the rightful owners.73 An integral part of 
"Sting" was the :use of federal agents, usually from the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation (FBI), as partners with local police officers. 

Some other operational units that were developed with LEAA funds 
included the following: 

• Hostage Negotiation Units; 
• Special Weapons and Tactical U nits (commonly referred to as 

"SWAT Teams'~) or Quick Response Units; and 
• Organized crime/intelligence units. 
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In addition, various strike forces involving federal and/ or other state/ 
local units aimed at narcotics, criminal conspiracies, and auto theft 
(among others) were supported by the LEAA. 

Technology 

The LEAA provided police agencies with the wherewithal to pursue 
an expansion of technological resources. The detractors of the LEAA 
often cited as a major fault the apparent fixation on gadgetry as the 
tool fqr "solving the crime problem." 74 This interest in "blue sky" 
technology, not surprisingly, was engendered by the technological suc
cess stories of the National Aeronautical and Space Administration 
(NASA) and the Department of Defense (DOD).75 The impetus to
wards the need for up-to-date and effective technological resources 
was initially given by the President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and the Administration of Justice report on technology76 and further 
supported by a series of conferences at the Law Enforcement Science 
and Technology Center of the Illinois Institute of Technology's Re
search Institute.77 The latter promoted many innovative ideas with 
questionable practical applications. Fortunately, the least practical 
hardware promotions did not, in general, become part of the police 
arsenal of technological resources. 

The three major areas where technology became of vital support to 
police were in communications, infonnation systems, and crime lab
oratories. 

Com~unications. In the early LEAA years, monies brought fresh 
resources to many areas of police operations that had been too long 
underfinanced, including the communications area. Approximately 
$143 million were spent on police telecommunications by the LEAA 
between July 1973 and January 1975.78 Ninety percent of the SPA 
directors have stated that Safe Streets Act funds seem to have had the 
greatest impact on police communications.79 

Probably the most important technological advance was the small 
(i.e., handheld) walkie-talkie, which allowed patrol officers to have 
instant communication with the police communications center. Know
ing the availability of federal monies, the communications industry 
was spurred to innovation. At the same time, police officials recognized 
that purchasing this equipment freed officers from reliance on their 
car radios. Officers with walkie-talkies were easily contacted for calls 
for service, were more accessible to citizens because they were not 
bound to their cars, and felt safer. 

Another LEAA initiative was the upgrading of police command 



"'" , 

I 

\ 

238 
"Federal Aid to Criminal Justice" 

and control systems. A large number of states and many localities 
completed plans for areawide telecommunications systems.80 The move 
towards a single emergency number-911-stimulated the establish
me~t of central emergency communications centers (or 911 centers), 
WhICh were most often funded by Safe Streets Act monies.81 The LEAA 
and the federal government actively encouraged local authorities to 
establish 911 systems in both urban and rural areas. As of 1977 over 
665 jurisdictions had 911 systems.82 For example, the NIl funded a 
major 911 project in Alameda County, California.83 Many 911 centers 
used computers to support their operations using computer programs 
such as the fonowing: 

• Computer-Aided Dispatch (CAD);84 
• Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL);85 and 
• Automatic Vehicle Monitoring (A VM). 86 

~he importance of police communications was such that it was a 
major area of study under the LEAA's Law Enforcement Standards 
Laboratory (LESL) Center for Consumer Product Technology oper
ated by the National Bureau of Standards.87 

Information Systems. Accurate and timely information is the life
blood of a police agency. The LEAA helped formulate information 
systems, develop electronic expertise, and foster an awareness of com
puters and their application to the information needs of police. The 
LEAA sponsored the System for Electronic Analysis and Retrieval of 
Criminal History, or Project SEARCH, a nationally representative 
group of criminal justice experts that concentrated its efforts on tech
nical ~ssues affecting police nationwide. Project SEARCH guided the 
establIshment and centralization of identification bureaus in each state 
national and statewide computerized files on wanted persons and prop~ 
erty, and the collection and dissemination of criminal statistics. These 
computerized systems allowed virtually all police agencies access to 
~les necessary for effective opera~ions. The NIl continued support for 
Improvements and refinements to these national and statewide systems 
through, for example, the Interstate Identification Index (III or Triple
I) demonstration project. In fact, the Attorney General's Task Force 
on Vi~lent Crime has recommended that the FBI should actually put 
the Tnple-I into operation. 88 

~he Safe ~tr~ets Act monies and the LEAA hastened the entry of 
polIce agen~IeS l~tO the computer age, although this is not to suggest 
that the polIce dId not go through the same growing pains as did other i r 
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industries facing the electronic revolution. In the 1974 survey of police 
agencies serving populations of 50,000 or. more, 56. percent of t~e 
agencies reported using computers.89 A reVIew of P~oJect SE~RCH s 
1980 computer directory indicates that even more pollce agencl~s t~day 
are uSing- computers and many are extending computer appllcations 
further. 90 The LEAA funded the design of systems and the. development 
of application software to automate information needs m support of 
programs such as ICAP and M~1. Some ?f the packages developed 
include systems such as the Pollce OperatIOns Support System, Ele
m~ntary (POSSE),91 the Crime Analysis ~ystem Support (CA~3S),92 and 
the Investigative Management InformatIOn Support (IMIS). 

Now, with the rapid evolution towar~s small~r, cheaper, a~d more 
powerful computers, this LEAA expenence WIll most certamly ~n
courage the acceptance and utilization of this new technology by pollce 

agenCIes. .. d b 
Crime Laboratories. The operational improvements envIslOn~ . y 

the LEAA for police agencies included upgrading the area of cnm~n
alistics, i.e., crime laboratories. Before the Safe Streets A~t, pol~ce 
agencies relied on FBI laboratories, or on a state or local major pollce 
agency's crime laboratory. Thes~, however, :were overwh~lme~ by the 
demand, particularly with narcotICS cases. WIth the LEAA s assIsta~ce, 
states developed crime laboratory master plans; .some decentrallzed 
th.eir facilities while others upgraded already-establlshed ce~t~rs. Many 
laboratories gained new, state-of-the-art equipment. ThIS mcreased 
attention saw the development of a forensic certification program.94 

Now more detailed and quality evidence examinations are conducted 
, . f 95 with the not-surprising result of more effectIve prosecu IOns. 

THE LEAA'S LEGACY, WITHOUT THE LEGACY, AND 
SUGGESTIONS FOR THE FUTURE 

It should be reiterated that many of the projects discussed above 
were not truly innovative in the sense of breaking new ground or 
making radical changes in the way police func~ion. For .the most part, 
these projects skimmed the surface, only refinmg te~hmques ~nd pro
cedures. At best, a relatively large number of pollce age~cIes w~re 
provided the opportunity to become involved in or acquaInted WIth 
new programmatic interests. . . 

What makes this experience especially frustratmg IS that these pro
grams have not undergone _ the penetrating evaluation necessary to 
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determine their effectiveness or im act Th L ' 
too short to allow its resources toP be dire~te:~~:' ten~;.e wlas simp!y 
In f~ct, one might argue that the ove b d IS en I~ analysIs. 
medIocrity in pro'ect desi . ra un ~nce of momes spawned 
"pot of gold" ~ . gn a.nd nnplementatIOn because the LEAA's 

was seemmgly Inexhaustible' th . . 
among grantees based on excellence of :'. e nec~ssary competItIOn 
of innovative ideas was ('l1rt",~led b th PLIoE~Aect desIgn and soundness 

_ .... _ au yeA's lar 
The LEAA may be defunct now but its gesse .. 

rigorous evaluation More fi d ' programs must stIll undergo . un amentally ho . . 
ment of the "whys of policin ,,_ h '. w~v:r, a cntIcal assess-
and objectives-must be und:rt k t e polIce mISSIon, role, and goals 
"how to's" of r' a en even before the evaluation of the 

. po Icmg-the LEAA-sponsored pro rams 
Absent thIS necessary evaluation th . g ..... 

termining the LEAA Ie ac f ese p~oJects and InItIatIves, de-
might have happened wfth:ut ~m ~~~poh~e per~pective, and what 
exercise dependent upon experi e A, IS admIttedly a subjective 
of the police profession. How::~e, t~:a~eness" and an histori~al grasp 
fications clearly encompass at 1 ~ fi E~A s legacy and Its rami
ment of policing; (2) the introdeasr our fmaJor areas: (1) the advance-
coordination, and collaboration~(~~~ho ~he ~oncePts of c.o?peration, 
(4) the institutionalization of p~lice pr:f;:~~nv~:::t of cItIzens; and 

The Advancement of Policing 
Police a . l'k . 

riods of a~~~~~::ne~: ~~~ ~~!a~~t~ions, h~ve r~latively short pe-
changes occur and new ro . s quo IS senously challenged, 
then followed' by 10 P grams are Implemented. These periods are 

nger ones or plateaus d' h' . 
structive development occurs 'c th ,unng. w Ich lIttle con-
the "caretaker" mentalit t k I.e., e st~tus quo IS maintained and 
a handful of police age:Cie~ ~so~~eri~k~;th~ut o~tside sti~uli, o~ly 
the status quo and taking ste s to . ea er~hlp roles In shaking 
operations. p Improve polIce management and 

The LEAA's Legacy. Before the LEAA h . . 
quo were often prompted by wides read 1 ,c ang~s. m polIce status 
acceptable activity or scandal w'tK h ocal.publIclty about an un-
the outside stimulus for . 1 t e establIshment of the LEAA 
Safe Streets Act One n~h~nge ~as ~e availability of funds from th~ 
response by poli~e agenci:s s t~~: t~ ~Ok to the relative absence of 
the Wickersham Commission, or ;hel;r~n?~ an,d recomx:ne~dations of 
Enforcement and the Administ t' f J

SI e~t s CommlSS16n on Law ra IOn 0 ustIce, to recognize the pro-
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found "push" given by the LEAA to the advancement of the police 

profession. 
Through the LEAA, a number of the recommendations of the Pres-

ident's Commission were acted upon, as described earlier. More im
portantly, research challenged some of the longheld assumptions, or 
myths, of policing (e.g., random patrol prevents crime, or police "solve" 
crimes). Some of the outstanding professional advancements are as 

follows: 
• Producing an extensive body of knowledge of existing, exper

imental, and evaluative programs and results, and the creation 
of the first library (the National Criminal Justice Reference 
Service96 ) to house this material and make it available to police 
and other criminal justice agencies; 

• Attracting academicians, researchers, consultants, and others 
to the study of police and criminal justice issues; and 

• Allowing many police agencies the opportunity to improve their 
operations and to stimulate the interest of police administrators 
in innovation and managerial risk-taking. 

Without the Legacy. A few programs-perhaps even some in
novative ones-might have sprung up as a result of the President's 
Commission, the National Commission on the Causes and Prevention 
of Violence, and other studies.97 It is inconceivable, however, that the 
vast majority of programs undertaken with funds from the Safe Streets 
Act would have ever reached fruition without these funds. Most as
suredly, the NIJ research studies that questioned police traditions 
would not have been considered, much less undertaken. Traditional 
police parochialism would have doomed any exchange or acceptance 
of new program information or ideas. The resistance to outside scrutiny 
would have continued, and closed doors would still be confronting 
researchers had not the LEAA changed the criminal justice climate. 

Suggestions for the Future. Bluntly speaking, the police profession 
needs continuous provocation from the outside if it is to move forward. 
Research needs to be fostered so that findings can be translated into 
operational programs. Demonstration projects need to be designed, 
tested, and evaluated so that appropriate model programs can be dis
seminated and implementation encouraged. This requires a willingness 
to take risks and more resources, or at least reallocated resources, 
neither of which state and local governments, or police agencies have 
in great supply. Only a larger organization, such as the federal gov-
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ernment or a national foundation, can provide the impetus for taking 
risks and the resources to accelerate the development of the police 
profession. More specifically, areas that should be addressed include 
developing police executive leadership; improving the bridge between 
the police, academia, and research; making technology transfer and 
replication more effective;98 continuing to expand and refine the ex
isting body of knowledge about policing and criminology; and im
proving the education of police officers. 

The Introduction of the Concel_ts of Cooperation, 
Coordination, and Collaboration 

It has long been questioned as to why justice agencies cannot work 
more closely together, and why police cannot pool resources to attack 
the crime problem more effectively. Our democratic heritage, insti
tutions, and process account, in large part, for these difficulties. Baldly 
stated, there is no criminal justice system per se; despite the perva
siveness of that term. The "system" is made up of many varying 
individual and organizational philosophies, beliefs, goals, and objec
tives. Some of these postures are antithetical simply because of the 
adversarial nature of the justice system. Consequently~ built into this 
so-called system is a ready-made difficulty for functionally disparate 
justice components to see anyone issue from a common perspective. 
Like private industry'S system of dynamic tensions, wherein compe
tition is perceived as improving tlie product and benefitting the con= 
sumer, the criminal justice system's "competition" benefits a 
democratic society. Practically speaking, however, the dynamic ten
sions of the criminal justice system's components often result in internal 
rivalries for limited resources and discretionary powers. 

This basic dilemma is further exacerbated by the structural division 
of the system at different levels or government (i.e., municipal, county. 
state, and federal), each level having different constituencies and prior
ities. The police environment is even less conducive to interagency 
cooperation and coordination, since agencies are not only insular in 
their viewpoints but also are diffuse in geographical location, function, 
and placement in the governmental hierarchy. These factors, coupled 
with rule-and-regulation mindsets, tend to make police approach 
problem-solving from a unilateral perspective. 

There has always been cooperation among justice agencies, but usu
ally only when it was in the best interest of each agency. Cooperation 
suggests working together, but respecting the other party's prerogatives 
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and powers-in short, respecting the other's "turf." .Coor~ination, on 
the other hand, suggests working in accommodat10n w1th another 
party; in essence, each party wil1~ngly .wo.rks around ~h~ other. The 
highest level of this kind of relat10nsh1p 1S collaboratl?n, where the 
extra step is taken to commit to a joint venture, to glve up part of 
one's autonomy or prerogatives for the greater good, and to. accept 
responsibility for results. Neither coordina~ion nor c~lla~oratlOn has 
been traditionally accepted by police agenc1es or the Just1~e syste~. 

The LEAA Legacy. The LEAA was a major force. m brea~l~g 
down some of the more provincial or narrow-minded attltudes W1th1n 
policing. Successful programs funded by the Safe Streets A~t that 
required police agencies to work together gen~rally wer~ those d1rected 
at functions outside of the mainstream of pohce operatlons, th~se ~hat 
involved new or additional operations not ingrained in the orgamzatlOn, 
or those that did not threaten major internal power bases. Examples 
of such "cooperative" successes are consolidated emergency commu
nications centers,99 "Sting" programs,l00 and strike forces such as Met
ropolitan Enforcement Groups and Multijuris~ic~iona~ T~ams.lOl . 

The LEAA's penchant for comprehensive cnmmal Justlce plannmg 
also contributed to an environment conducive to increased in:eragen~y 
coordination. Because of the composition of the variou.s plann~ng bO~les 
(SPAs, RPUs, and CCJCs), police had the ?pportumty t~ V1ew cnme 
problems from a broader perspective. At tlmes, the pohee were also 
able to observe how their programs impacted on other compone~ts of 
the justice system. When this occurred, it someti~es led to negotlated 
modifications, as when police and prosecutors m Jefferson Cou~ty, 
Colorado, sat down and collaboratively laid out arre~t and prosecu~lOn 
standards (with allowances for agreed-upon discretlon) that reqUlred 
each agency to yield certain traditional prerogatives.

102 
• . 

Witbout the Legacy. Organizational parochialism can only be ~lt
igated by the imposition of powe~ or the avai~ability of opp?rtumt~. 
Without the LEAA, police agenc1es would st1ll be confrontmg the1r 
crime problems from a limited perspective. It is also probable that 
most police agencies would still be addressing only on~ aspe~t of a 
problem, an approach that occasionally creates ~ore d1fficultles for 
other agencies without materially effecting a solutlon. . 

Suggestions for the Future. The future achievements of the ~ohce 
has to rely heavily on {he profession's ability to cooper~te, coordmate, 
and collaborate with other justice agencies and the pubhc. Fortunately, 
in jurisdictions that have retained SPAs, RPUs, or CJCCs, there are 
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still continuing endeavors to approach problems and issues from a 
syste.mwid~ ~ant~ge .. The exp~rience of these jurisdictions in compre
hensIve cnmmal JustIce planmng and in problem-solving through co
ordination is still providing the impetus for constructive change. A 
good example of this approach is Maryland's newly developed Repeat 
Offender Program Experiment (ROPE).103 

Recent efforts in "cutback management" spurred by the adverse 
economy of the late 1970s and early 1980s, forced police agencies into 
non-~ra?itio~al.options ~nd arrangements, some involving other police 
or cnmmal JustIce agencIes. Much of this "push" came at the direction 
of the "person with power" -the administrator, manager, or elected 
official heading the local jurisdiction. Coordination and collaboration 
however, should not be limited to times of plentiful funds, such' as i~ 
the LEAA years or, conversely, to times of restricted funds such as 
today. These two management principles should be an integral part 
of the police attack on crime problems and criminal activities. 

Fostering coordination and collaboration is not easy. Nevertheless, 
only a concerted effort among agencies to coordinate and collaborate 
will b?ng real meaning to the term "criminal justice system." More 
attentlOn must be focused in the future on issues such as the following: 

• Conducting comprehensive problem-solving that involves all 
those affected by the problem; 

• Opening the operational environment and actively seeking input 
from outside agencies; 

• ~ss~ssi?g present approaches and programs relating to criminal 
JustIce Issues to determine their relative efficacy (e.g., are ob
jectives and priorities in order, or is there a need to reconstitute 
the agency's objectives or reorder the agency's priorities?); 

• Un?ertaking some innovative approaches to support coordi
natIo~ and col~aboration, such as applying project management 
tl"l"hntnues to wt"" .. "' .... "' ... ,...·, and' t d' . li' d 
....., ............. : .I. ~.I.a.5vJ.J.vJ m er ISClP nary l§sues; an 

• Provldmg the leadership to bring this about. 

The Involvement of Citizens 

For many years, the police told citizens to leave law enforcement 
to the duly appointed and trained professionals. In part, this was a 
reaction against the vigilante "justice" meted out in the Old West· it 
was also the logical product of the tum of policing towards the ':le-

1· t' 1" 104 Th ga IS lC stye. e decade of LEAA, however, saw police admin-

The LEAA and the Police 245 

istrators turning to the public and admitting that they, the police, 
could not shoulder the burden alone-citizens needed to help. 

Prior to the LEAA, crime prevention had not been practically ap
plied within police agencies, although it was consistently included in 
the mission statements of police organizations. In practice, crime pre
vention was elusive and was often understood as the product of other, 
traditional police practices (e.g., good arrests deter criminals; patrolling 
in marked cars prevents criminal activities, etc.). At one phase in the 
development of policing, crime prevention was synonymous. with pol~ce 
youth bureaus. It was not until the LEAA decade that pollce agencies 
became involved with citizens in developing programs directed at 
reducing opportunities for crime. 

The LEAA Legacy. The LEAA had always maintained a strong 
posture in crime prevention, from its original charge105 to the formation 
of the Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs as a result of the 
Crime Control Act of 1976.106 The LEAA helped foster citizen in
volvement in several ways. One major thrust was the funding of what 
is now known as the traditional "crime prevention package." Among 
these packages are citizen crime reporting, 107 operation identification, 108 
security surveys, 109 and citizen patrol projects. 110 Now, the police com
munity generally accepts and endorses these types of programs,lll ~nd 
has made them part of the police repertoire of citizen-based cnme 
prevention programs under the umbrella of Neighborhood Watch.

ll2 

The LEAA also funded a number of states to coordinate and provide 
technical assistance to local jurisdictions' crime prevention efforts.ll3 

The National Crime Prevention Institute at the University of Louis
ville, I{entucky, 114 and the Texas Crime Prevention Institutes (the Na
tional Center for Community Crime Prevention and the Center for 
Juvenile Crime Prevention) at Southwest Texas State University in 
San Marco, Texas,115 were established and made operational with 
LEAA money. These institutes continue to teach crime prevention 
prin.ciples and provide training in various crime prevention techniques 
to police officers and community organizations. 

The need for crime prevention was the focus of an LEAA-sponsored 
program of publicity and publications. At the urging of the AFL:C~O 
and the FBI the Office of Justice Assistance, Research and StatIstIcs 
teamed with' the Advertising Council, Inc., and the National Council 
on Crime and Delinquency to develop and establish the National 
Citizens' Crime Prevention Campaign, now under the guidance of the 
Crime Prevention Coalition. This effort produced the McGruff "Take 
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a Bite out of Crime'" campaign and the design and preparation of 
many of the brochures and other pUblications that support local crime 
prevention activities. 116 As late as 1979, the LEAA was committed to 
citizen involvement in crime prevention. At that time, it instituted the 
Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs aimed at involving grass
roots community and neighborhood organizations in active crime pre
vention. 117 

Another citizen-oriented program with a much different focus en
couraged volunteers to work with police agencies. 118 Of particular note 
was the cooperative venture of the National Retired Teachers' Asso
ciation and the American Association of Retired Persons, which en
couraged retired persons to volunteer to work for police agencies as 
crime analysts. 

Without the Legacy. Only a few police agencies would bave felt 
the need or desire to mount a campaign enlisting citizen involvement 
with the agency or with crime prevention, had the LEAA not been 
created. The community service officers or community liaison officers 
"invented" after the riots of the 1960's most probably would have 
served only temporarily in a superficial capacity. It is doubtful that 
major police agencies (e.g., Detroit, Michigan) that were forced to lay 
off or fire hundreds of police officers would have thought it important 
to staff a major crime prevention function. Without the LEAA, citizen 
participation in law enforcement would probably have been limited to 
statutory mandates (e.g., minimum security devices laws). 

Suggestions for the Future. The LEAA's programs only scratched 
the surface of the issue of citizen involvement with the police. A 
comprehensive review and asseS8ment of the role of police in the 
community needs to be undertaken. For example, the LEAA sponsored 
sevrral studies on the role and relationship of private security firms 
and the police; 119 these need to be further refined and formulated into 
policy and procedure. At the same time, what the public can expect' 
or demand from government, and what the roles (i.e., accountability' 
and responsibility) of the public and private sectors should be in as
sisting law enforcement, are also issues that need study. 

Many police management decisions are made today without the full 
knowledge of their impact on the public. The police need better com
munications with the public to inform them of the rationale and impact 
(e.g., financial, social, etc.) of traditional and innovative police policy 
and procedures. The public, on the other hand, must be educated on 

.. 
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its responsibility towards law enforce~ent and ~rime preventio~l, as 
well as the effect on police when pubhc suPP?rt 1S ~ot fo~h~ommg. 

Finally, many crime prevention programs st111 reqUIre sC1entIfic eval
uation. One must assess their efficacy, because most have be~n accepted 
and endorsed by police only on an intuitive ("1 know th1s works") 
basis. 

The Institutionalization of Police Professionalism 
The term "profession" refers to an occupation requiri~g advanced 

study in the field and having a growing, un~que, ~nd. cod1fied bo~y of 
occupational knowledge that is su~ject to 1~veSt1gatIOn and verifica
tion. 120 The police profession reqUIres a um~o~ set ?f standards t,o 
ensure efficiency, effectiveness, ann accountab11Ity. Dun,ng the LEAA s 
tenure, a number of endeavors were directed at prep ann? such stand
ards. (A pre-LEAA effort was sponsored by the. Amencan .Bar As
sociation.)121 Another requirement is a mechams~ by wh1ch ?ew 
research and evaluation results are made known and mcorporated 1nto 
police educational programs. . 

The LEAA Legacy. While the doubting Thomas~s of th1s world 
would say policing cannot be recogni~ed ~s. a p~ofess1~n, the LEAA 
decade did allow efforts to ach.ieve th1s d1stmctIOn., It 1S unfortunate 
that police generally resist examination by researchers. However,. a 
small but significant number of critical evaluations were p~oduc.e~ 1n 
important areas such as the police use of force and w0t;nen m pohcmg, 
while some police administrators actually opened the1r departmental 
operations for research and experimentation. .... 

A major milestone in the LEAA's co~prehensi~e cnmmal J~s~lCe 
planning was its sponsorship of the National Adv1sory Comm1ssion 
(NAC) on Criminal Justice Standards ~nd Goals. 122. Given to the states 
for voluntary replication, where pract1cal, the nat10nal recommenda
tions were translated into workable standards and goals by only a few 
states. Nevertheless, this venture offered police agencies some measures 
by which to compare their organizations ~nd opera.tio~s. Lat~r, t~~ 
LEAA went a step further and funded a polIce accred1tatIon proJec~. 
This volunteer program should contribute significantly towards 1ll1-

proving the level of police professionalism. .... . 
The LEAA supported the development of other mstItutIOnalIz1ng 

standards, such as the IACP's Technology Assessm~nt Pto~ram In
formation Center (T APIC) for researching and testmg polIce prod-
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ucts. 124 Also important was the LEAA's establishment of security and 
privacy standards for criminal justice information systems. States were 
directed to enact statutes addressing the collection, storage, and dis
semination of information, especially criminal history information. 

Another major stimulus in raising police professionalism was the 
funding provided to states to develop POSTs. Many POSTs promul
gated mandatory selection and training standards w~ich visibly up
graded the quality of police officers. Apart from the LEEP, the LEAA 
funded a number of police management training programs and was 
the moving force behind a resurgence of police executive training 
courses, many of which are still in operation today. 

The LEAA and funds under the Safe Streets Act also created an 
environment for the establishment and proliferation of numerous 
professional police associations, among which may be listed the fol
lowing examples: 

• The Police Executive Research Forum (PERF); 

• The National Organization of Black Law Enforcement Exec
utives (NOBLE); 

• The Police Foundation (established by a multimillion dollar 
grant from the Ford Foundation); 

• The National Advisory Commission on Higher Education for 
Police Officers; and 

• The National Association of College Police Training Officials. 

These associations, coupled with previously-existing associations (e.g., 
IACP), form the nucleus for a concerted movement to continue the 
upgrading of police professionalism. 

Without the Legacy. There was already interest in, and action taken 
towards, the improvement and institutionalization of standards for 
police professionalism before the LEAA. Had the LEAA never existed, 
some progressive police agencies would have responded to the Amer
ican Bar Association's (ABA) recommended standards. For example, 
one or two POSTs already existed before the LEAA and training was 
a generally accepted way to increase police professionalism. These 
efforts would have continued, but in the LEAA's absence, their prog
ress would have been much slower. Without the LEAA, the notion 
of accreditation would still be in its infancy, and only a few additional 
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Worst of all, the concept of h~gher 
POSTs would have been created. 't . improving police agencleS-
education for police officers-as as. ep t~~am police culture acquiesced 
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experience highlighted th~ nece~sl y 't crime" is not only difficult 
firmly-defined goals. "Making an lmpac on 
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ucts. 124 Also important was the LEAA's establishment of secUrity and 
privacy standards for criminal justice information systems. States were 
directed to enact statutes addressing the collection, storage, and dis
semination of information, especially criminal history information. 

Another major stimulus in raising police professionalism was the 
funding provided to states to develop POSTs. Many POSTs promul
gated mandatory selection and training standards w~ch visibly up
graded the quality of police officers. Apart from the LEEP, the LEAA 
funded a number of police management training programs and was 
the moving force behind a resurgence of police executive training 
courses, many of which are still in operation today. 

The LEAA and funds under the Safe Streets Act also created an 
environment for the establishment and proliferation of numerous 
professional police associations, among which may be listed the fol
lowing examples: 

o The Police Executive Research Forum (PERF); 

• The National Organization of Black Law Enforcement Exec
utives (NOBLE); 

• The Police Foundation (established by a multimillion dollar 
grant from the Ford Foundation); 

• The National Advisory Commission on Higher Education for 
Police Officers; and 

• The National Association of College Police Training Officials. 

These associations, coupled with previously-existing associations (e.g., 
IACP), form the nucleus for a concerted movement to continue the 
upgrading of police professionalism. 

Without the Legacy. There was already interest in, and action taken 
towards, the improvement and institutionalization of standards for 
police professionalism before the LEAA. Had the LEAA never existed, 
some progressive police agencies would have responded to the Amer
ican Bar Association's (ABA) recommended standards. For example, 
one or two POSTs already existed before the LEAA and training was 
a generally accepted way to increase police professionalism. These 
efforts would have continued, but in the LEAA's absence, their prog
ress would have been much slower. Without the LEAA, the notion 
of accreditation would still be in its infancy, and only a few add.itional 
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d Worst of all, the concept of h~gher 
POSTs would have been create . -t . improving police agencleS-
education for police officers-as as. ep tl~am police culture acquiesced 
would still be a novelty had not im:;;:~ucation. . 
to the national trend towards h ~uch remains to be done regar~lng 

Suggestions ~or ~he .Futu~~. standards for police professionallsm. 
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but perhaps even impossible for police agencies; it should never have 
been publicized as the LEAA goal. The solution to crime, in fact, 
involves all of society. Those who evaluated the LEAA lost sight of 
the fact that the police do much more than "fight crilne." 

Second, money alone cannot change organizations, philosophies, and 
traditions deeply ingrained in organizations and individuals. Changing 
an organization cannot be done overnight; even implementing a single 
program may sometimes require years of planning) developing, testing, 
implementing, and evaluating. This is a cycle that the LEAA ignored. 
Only frustration can ensue when the funding source and the recipient, 
in this case police agencies, are not working together to achieve the 
same goals. 

Although it is true that crime is basically 'a state and local respon
sibility, the way in which crime affects the fabric of society makes it 
a national problem. The LEAA and the Safe Streets Act funded many 
police projects that have been adopted by police agencies and have 
had a major impact on police activities in the United States. Now, in 
1983, three years after the LEAA's funding ceased, police agencies 
seem to be retrenching and developing a "siege mentalitY"-that is, 
fighting to keep what few state and local resources they have. Tra
ditionally, police agencies have declined to take risk because they have 
always been essentially conservative organizations. Now, after the 
LEAA experience, taking risks and the possibility of failure loom large 
on the horizon of markedly reduced resources. In light of the limited 
Success criminal justice agencies have had in reducing crime, retrench
ment by police agencies can hardly be viewed as a good omen. 

From the police perspective, there are two roles the federal govern
ment should play: one of leadership, the other of financial support for 
research, development, and testing of model programs. Unfortunately, 
one cannot and should not expect the federal government to provide 
the level of support it has previously offered the police and the entire 
criminal justice system. The federal government should provide lead
ership, however, and a limited amount of support to assist police 
agencies in their search for innovative ways to perform what some see 
as constantly expanding tasks. 

Local and state police agencies cannot reasonably be expected to 
take on the perceived risks associated with experimentation and de
velopment of new programs and methodologies. Federal leadership, 
however, should, and can, take on this aspect of police advancement. 

'I 
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PSY~hiatnc expertise to police problems suc: ~SlS .. nc.tlOns; and applying psychological and 
emp oyee assistance, among many other I. cnsl~ ~~tervention, hostage negotiation and 
28 F consu fi..ng actIvlttes. ' 

.. .or example, the consulting services offered b . 
TramID.g ~OST) Commissions (e.g., Californi ~ v~ous state Police Officer Standards and 
Accred~tatlOn for Law Enforcement Agencies (6AL~~~a, New York) or the Commission on 

29. Police agencies in the larger cities had some fo ." . 
the L.EAA but in some cases, the unit rm ~f planrung and research" unit before 
~~encles: inCI~ding.New York City; Los A:;:I::~Yo=dow-dre~sing: The more progressive 
L~~ Missoun; Chicago; and Cincinnati, did have effi f and, Cal.iforma; St. Louis and Kansas 

. ec Ive plannmg research units before the 
30. ACIR (see note 1), p. 66. 
31. "The Integrated C· . 

rtnllnal Apprehension Pro a (ICAP· . 
management and integration of police service and gr ~ ) IS an tnnovative approach to 
has been .implemented to date, the ICAP has ac~ltvery .. In the .30 cities where the program 
~p,rehenslOn by 31 percent, increased case filings by l:ved Impressive results: increased patrol 

t rate on wanted and warrant bullet" "L percent, and attainment of an 85 percent 
(LEAA), LEAA 11th Annual Report Fisca;n;ear 1~~9 ~or~:ment Assistance Admini')tration 
32. Minnesota Crime Prevention Center C. A . as tngton, D.C.; 1980), p. 5. 
1978). ' nme na/ysls for Crime Preventl·on (M. . 

mneapohs· 
33 Th ' . . e Patrol Emphasis Program (PEP) . .. 
poltc~ agencies. The initial focus of PEP be~~n 1ll 1976 WIth dIscretionary grants to sixteen 
menttn.g .the patrol force with formally es~~ish:denh.ancement ?f anticrime efforts by supple
Se~ 'Ytlliam G. Gay, Thomas M. Beall, and Robe CrIme analysIs ~nd crime prevention units. 
Cnmznal Apprehension Program: Final Report (Was~ A. Bowers, Evaluation of the Integrated 
34. Managing Criminal Invest" f (M gton, D.C.; 1983), p. 2. 
aWarded t b Iga Ion CI) began in 1976 h fi . 
. . ~ran s y the NIJ (see note 21). MCI. w ~n Ive pohce agencies were 
tnvesttgattve function by imprOving five r was mtend:d. ~o tncrease the efficiency of the 

po Ice components: ImtlaI investigation. case s . 
, creenmg; 
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managing the continuing investigation; police-prosecutor relations; and the investigative moni
toring system. Ilene Greenberg and Robert Wasserman, Managing Criminal Investigation 
(NILECJ, Washington, D.C.; 1979), pp. 4-5. See also, John E. Eck, Solving Crime: The Inves
tigation of Burglary and Robbery (pERF; Washington, D.C.; 1983). 

35. Managing Patrol Operations (MPO) was a result of a number of research and evaluation 
studies relating to patrol operations, sponsored by the NIJ (see note 21). In 1978, the NIJ began 
a field test in three agencies to determine if calls for service and directed activities should have 
equal priority and if the calls for service response should be handled alternatively so that additional 
resources could be allocated to directed activities. The MPO involves six components: differential 
response strategies; patrol allocation; directed patrol activities; crime analysis; MCI (see note 
34); and monitoring systems, J. Thomas McEwen, Managing Patrol Operations Field Test: Final 
Evaluation Report (Alexandria. VA; 1982), pp. 1-6. 

36. "Prescnptive Packages" were a series of handbooks sponsored by the NILECJ. These 
"packages" were designed to provide criminal justice administrators with operating guidelines 
in important program areas. 

37. The National Evaluation Program was sponsored by the NILECJ to provide criminal justice 
policymakers with sound information (e.g., costs, benefits, limitations) on the effectiveness of 
various programs and approaches. 
38. This documentation was provided in reports such as Managing Criminal Investigations (1975); 
Traditional Prevention Patrol (1976); Crime Analysis in Support of Patrol (1977); Improving Patrol 
Productivity (2 vols., 1977); and Neighborh.ood Team Policing (1977). See also, note 48. 

39. Patrol Car Allocaticn Model (PCAM) is a computer program to analyze policy questions 
related to determining the number of patrol cars needed on duty at any season of the year, day 
of the week, and hour of tile day, in each geographical command. The PCAM program tells an 
agency how to match its actual allocation to these needs, consistent with the overall manpower, 
calls-for-service performance desired, shift organization, and dispatching policy. Jan M. Chaiken 
and Peter Dormont, Patrol Car Allocation Model: Executive Summary (New York City Rand 
Institute; New York; 1978), p. 1. 

40. The Hypercube Queuing Model is a computer program that calculates selected performance 
measures of emergency service systems, i.e., police, fire, and medical. It is especially useful for 
assisting police and emergency medical agencies in designing response districts for their mobile 
vehicles. Richard C. Larson, JIypercube Queuing Model: Program Description (New York City 
Rand Institute; New York; 1975), p. iii; Executive Summary (New York City Rand Institute; 
:New York; 1975), passim. 

41. These two models, along with "Schedule/Plan" (a microcomputer package that designs 
officer work schedules), were field-tested under the LEAA's auspices in Albuquerque, New 
Me:xico; Charlotte, North Carolina; and Sacramento, California. See McEwen (note 35). 

42. The Urban Institute, The Challeng'~ of Productivity Diversity: Improving Local Government 
Productivity Measurements and Evaluation, Part III-Measuring Police-Crime Control Produc
tivity (Washington, D.C.; 1972). 

43. Jerome Needle, Police Performance and Productivity Measurement System (NIJ; Washington, 
D.C.; 1981). See also, Joan L. Wolfle and John F. Heaphy, eds., Readings on Productivity in 
Po/icing (police Foundation; Washington, D.C.; 1975). 

44. Based on the results of an evaluation of ICAP, it was found that "another factor limiting 
the ICAP potential was the general failure to integrate ICAP activities with departmental routines. 
The purpose behind many ICAP program activities was to forge or improve the lit'lks between 
various departmental operations." Gay et al. (see note 33), p. xxii. 

45. The Differential Police Response Program (DPRP) was tested by NIJ in three police agencies. 
The major goal of the DPRP is the development of a system which classifies and categorizes 
calls so that those requiring rapid mobile response receive priority while other calls are handled 
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~~;!~:;o:e~~~~~t~~~gc!~:~~~n:iiC~~~~~o:~~?,i~::ntyt f~~ futu(Are contact). See Marcia Cohen, 
46 . ' n J,ews ugust 1, 1983) p 6 

. Pollce Executive Research Forum (PERF) S if' . ' . . 
Practices (Washington, D.C.; 1981), p. 46, tabie ;5~ey 0 Polrce Operational and Administrative 

47. Lawrence M. Moore and Jeffery A. Schwartz "M' . " 
A Management Analysis for Police Departments ,: we;~~nt~~m~oyment In Pollce Services: 
28. See also, Bill Brousseau and Carol Klein Alfjfl'j' t' A '~ /ltyE( ovember 1976), pp. 13-14, 
. he' . ' ~,rma lve ctlOn qual Em'Plol1ment 0 t . 
m t e nmmal Justice System: A Selected Biblio ra h (NI' . J' 'Ppor umty 
See also, NILECJ (note 10). g rp)l J, Washington, D.C.; 1980), p. 49. 

48. L. H. Reynolds, Project LEMMP (Law E if( " 
Report (New York; 1974), p. 95. n orcement Mmonty Manpower Project): Filial 

49. An explanation of the historical factors leadin LE " . 
Shennan and the National Advi ... g t? AA IS discussed In Lawrence W. 

Quality of Police Education (Wa:~~g~~:~~~.~~~;8~1:;.e~;~~~ation for Police Officers, The 

50. Shennan et al. (see note 49), p. 36. 

51. Shennan et af. (see note 49), p. 37. 

52. Allinson (see note 14), pp. 638-639. 

53. A survey conducted by PERF found that 12 3 '" 
college education at the entry level and that 153' percent of ~ollce agencies reqUIred some 
command officers; over 50 percent of the a encies percent reqUlr~d cOll.ege educations of the 
college work. See PERF (note 46), pp. 38-39~ offered some incentIve pay for successful 

54. C. Robert Guthrie, "Helicopter vs Fixed Win . A C '" 
Enforcement (January 1974), pp. 131-i39. g. ompanson, Journal of California Law 

55. Gay et af. (see note 33), p. 1. 
56. Thomas J. Sweeney, "The Simple Origins of the ICAP " 
(December 28, 1981 et seq.). Kellin et af call' . Complex: Law Enforcement News 
about patrol: (1) visible police prese!ce (r~do Int~ q~~tlOn two wld~ly accepted hypotheses 
by deterring potential offenders; and (2) the . :~i~~ ~o y m~rke~ pO~IC~ 7ars) prevents crime 
presence. While this study has been critici : ear of cnme IS diminished by such police 
one of the basic assumptions in policing Se:e

G 
on m~h~~!?gical grounds, the results challenge 

Patrol Experiment: A Summary Repor; (Polic:o;~:nd .e I~g et al:, The Kansas City Preventive 
study, limited to Part I crimes examin . atl?n, Washington, D.C.; 1974). A later 
to call the police; and (2) the 'time it t~kresp~nse t~me In tenns of: (1) t~e time citizens take 

~~~~~t ~hat the amo.unt of time it takes citi~e~s ~:~!;~ep~~i::sir~::e!~I;ee7~~:d~a!~~ :!~uS!~?r 
to calls ~~ !:J~;IC(: tgo re9s1Ploncd. Tthesecresults sugge~t that efforts by police to expedite response 

. ., en ers, omputer-Alded Dis t h (CAD» 
desired impact. See T. Pate et af. Polic R 1','. pa c. may not have the 
Foundation' Washington DC' i976) es esPlonse

M 
lm.e. Its Determmants and Effects (police 

, , ", . ee a so, arvin Van Kirk Resno Ti' A I 
Executive Summary vols I II (K C· (M' ' r nse lme na )Isis: 
Spelman and Dale Br . -. .~nsas. Ity .. ISSOUri) Police Department; 1978); William 
. D own, Callmg .e PolICe: Citizen Reporting of Serious Crime (PERF W h 
Ington, .C.; 1983). ; as-

~as~:~~:,GD.~:Yi9~~;,0~0:~IS~· Schell, and Stephen Schack, Improving Patrol Productivity 

~~::!er C~ ... ~~;~~~~~:~f!~~ ihaikenh a;d ~oan Petersilia, The Criminal Investigation (Santa 
(Washb~gton: D.C., '1973), 3r vOls~searc nstltute, Enhcncement of the Investigative Function 

59. Community-oriented policing replaced the rand I' . 
activities that focus on specific problems faced by th~~o~:~ni;ylt:eea Jsoeh

t 
°E
f 

dBlrectded patrol . n. oy stun and I 
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Michael E. Sherry, San Diego Community Profile: Final Report (police Foundation; Washington, 

D.C.; n.d.). 
60. Officers were dispatched to undertake preplanned patrol activities to reach specific objectives. 
These were called "D-runs" and were prepared by a central staff unit. See J. Kenney, Directed 
Deterrent Patrol: An Innovative Method of Preventb'e Patrol (New Haven (Connecticut) De-

partment of Police Service; 1974). 
61. The patrol division was divided into two components: the "Basic Force" responded to calls 
for service; the "Structured Force" was responsible for directed clime prevention activities and 
did not respond to calls for service. See James M. Tien, J. W. Simon, and Richard C. Larson, 
An Alternative Approach to Police Patrol: The Wilmington Split Force Experiment (Public Systems 
Evaluation, Inc.; Cambridge, MA; 1977); see also, Michael F. Cahn and James M. Tien, An 
Evaluation Report of an Alternative Approach in Police Response: The Wilmington Management 
of Demand Program (public Systems Evaluation, Inc.; Cambridge, MA; 1980). 
62. See, for example, George A. Buck et al., police Crime Analysis Unit Handbook: A PrescriptNe 
Package (Washington, D.C.; 1973); G. Hubart Reinier et al., Crime Analysis in Support of Patrol 

(Washington, D.C.; 1977). 

63. Sweeney (see note 56); see also, Gay et al., (note 33). 

64. Gay et al., (see note 33), p. 2. 
65. LEAA's Comprehensive Career Criminal Program was targeted at repeat offenders, with 

primary emphasis on prosecution. 

66. Gay et al., (ste note 33), p. 3. 
67. Richmond was one of eleven jurisdictions in Virginia that established programs (operational 
units) directed at robbery and/or burglary. Various strategies and tactics were used, including: 
increased crime-specific overt patrols in selected areas; surveillance and stake-outs (including 
cameras and nightscopes); aggressive patrol; civilian dress patrol; and portable alann systems. 
See John S. Smock, Virginia Division of Justice alld Crime Prevention, Hit Program Evaluation 
Handbook: Executive Summary and Evaluative Findings, 3 vols. (Arthur Young and Co.; Wash
ington, D.C.; 1975). 
68. Denver's Special Crime Attack Team (SCAT) was developed as a result of the LEAA's 
High Impact Anticrime Program (see note 19). The team was directed at burglary and robbery 
offenses using such techniques as unifonned tactical patrol, covert area surveillance, stake-outs, 
and surveillance of suspects. See Stephen Schack et al., Improving Patrol Productivity, Vol II: Spe
cialized Patrol (NIJ Prescriptive Package; Washington, D.C.; 1977). 
69. The South Bay Multijurisdictional Program (South Bay C-CAP) serves eleven participating 
jurisdictions within Los Angeles County. It was established in 1975 and has operated under 
several programs concentrating on the identification and apprehension of serious offenders and 
career criminals, primarily burglary and drug offenders. Most of the investigations involve the 
use of some fonn of undercover surveillance. The South Bay C-CAP is now part of the state
funded California Career Criminal Apprehension Program. See Office of Criminal Justice Plan
ning, California Career Criminal Apprehension Program: First Annual Report to the Legislature 

(Sacramento, CA; 1981). 
70. In 1975, the Seattle Police Department installed cameras in 75 commercial establishments 
that had been identified as high-risk robbery locations. When a robbery occurs, police immediately 
retrieve the film, develop prints, and distribute them to officers within hours to aid in the 
identification, apprehension, and prosecution of robbery suspects. 
71. The Seattle and New York City projects were included in the LEAA's 37 Exemplary Projects. 
The Exemplary Projects Program was a systematic method of identifying outstanding criminal 
justice programs throughout the country; the program verified achievements and widely pub-
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licized them. See National Institute of Law Enforcement and .. . 
emplary Projects: A Program of the National Institute 0 Cnmmal JustIce (NILECJ), Ex
(Washington, D.C.; 1979) 1 Th N . if La.w Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
(SCU) has been highly suc~!~fui in :sin e:ta~ ork CIt!. PolIce Department's Street Crime Unit 
street crime in high-crime areas of the ~it se-ouAts, d

Old 
clothes" patrol, and decoys to combat 

C' D I' y. ee n rew Halper and Richard K M v k 
lty rO Ice Department Street Crime Unit. A E l D' u, ew.J. or 72 R b . n xemp ary rroject (NIJ; Washington D.C.' 1975) 
· 0 ert A. Bowers and Jack W McCull h A . ' , . 

LEAA Property Crime Program (W~hington o';;c' . Issge8s2sm)g th~ "Sting:" An Evaluation of the 
I •• , , p. Xl. 

73. LEAA (see note 31), piS. 

74. Allinson (see note 14), pp. 622-623; ACIR (see note 1), pp. 23, 39. 

75. Kent W. Colton, Police and Computer 'TI h l . . Commission Summary (Washington DC' ~~7~0) ogy. A Decade of Experience Since the Crime 
"Operations." ' "J , p. 2; see also, my discussion herein under 

76. President's Commission on Law Enforcement and th .. . (Washington, D.C.; 1967). e AdmIDlstratIon of Justice, Technology 

77. Three symposia were held in 1967 1968 and 1969 See S A 
Science and Technology: Proceedings o;the Fi~t Nationai S '.' Yefsky, ed., Law Enforcement 
and Technology (Ch:~ago' 1967)' SIC h d ;ymposlUm on Law Enforcement Science 
P' " . . 0 n, e . Law Enforcement S . d 'TI I 

roceedmgs of the Second National Symposium (Ch~ . 1968) Clence an ec mology: 

7

T',

8

'hi"'Cd National Symposium of Law Enforcement a:~;g;~ience ~'~d IT~~~:a~ ~:~a~:.~;~~)n, 
· olton (see note 75), p. 2. ' . 

79. ACIR (see note 1), p. 93. 

80. Allinson (see note 14), p. 628. One of the LEAA' . 
Dispatch (CPD) in Muskegon County (M' h' ) h' shExemP.lary Projects was Cen.tral Police 

f
. I' IC Igan w IC consolIdated the radi d' t h . 

o mne aw enforcement agencies. See NILECJ ( 71) 0 Ispa c servIces note , p. 13 

81. The universal emergency number was a recommendati' . < , 

Law Enforcement and the Administration f J t' S on of the PresIdent s Commission on E 0 us Ice. ee also Roger W R . k 911 
mergency Telephone Number: A Handbookfior Co . '. . em e, ,The 

President, Office of Telecommunication P r W m} ':'Ulllty Plannmg (Executive Office of the 
82 B 0 ICY; as llngton, DC' 1973) 

· ureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) D' t if 9 .., . 
Centers (Washington, D.C.; 1980). ' lrec ory 0 11 Emergency Communication Number 

83. The NIJ's "Dial 911 Universal Eme T I 
in 1976) implemented selected routing ~~::o;a~rch~~e ~umber Syste~" p~ot p~oject (begun 
Scott W. Hovey, Jr., Study for Alameda County (CA) ~;r (W0ne ~~ber IdentIficatIon. See also, 
84 C .. as mgton, D.C.' 1974). 

· omputer-Alded DIspatch (CAD) allows th . fi . . ) 
request for police service to be entered into a e 10 tormat~on ob~amed from a complaint or 
the time; verifies the address' determines th compu er WhICh assIgns a case number; records 
police units are available; and identifies if t:e::e:a~~ ~w enforce~ent respo?sibility and which 
The computer allows instant monitoring d l' f een any pnor complamts at the address. 
85. Automatic Vehicle Location AV~ u~ a m~ 0 status changes, and maintains the record. 

located. A VL systems use various l~cati~ fe;: . dlspa~ch~r~. knowledge of where vehicles are 
make use of the odometer to measure distance ~IqU~, ~nc u 109: dead reckoning systems, which 
direction; and proximity systems WhI'ch r~vle e , ~d the gyrocompass to measure travel 
'd . " use specla ly-eqUlpped "sign ts" 'th . 
1 enbfy a vehicle's location as it passe S R L F . po~ WI transmItters to 
for Law Enforcement Use (WaShingto:: r:.~.; '1974)~Y' Automatic Vehicle Location Techniques 

86. Automatic Vehicle Monitoring (A VM) . 
mation for each vehicle in the system. T i:~~te~~ p:vtde real-ti~e location. and status infor-
map (presented in several scales) showi:P car y'. t .VM w?u~d m~lude a dIsplay of the area 
proper positions. See Richard C La g,;, ;;c udmg theIr IdentIf'!c:.tion numbers, in their 

. rson an . W. Colton, Evaluation of an AVM System 
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Implemented Citywide in St. Louis (MO): A Summary Report (NIJj Washington, D.C.; 1978). 
The CAD System was readily accepted and institutionalized by agencies which could afford it; 

AVL and AVM were not accepted. See Colton (note 75), p. 32. 
87. National Bureau of Standards, Law Enforcement Equipment Technology: Communication 

Systems Guide (Washington, D.C.; 1978). 
88. The Interstate Identification Index (III, or Triple-I) will be a decentralized system whereby 
the FBI's National Crime Information Center (NCIC) will provide an index of criminal history 
records maintained by states of those persons arrested in the states. Those states inquiring will 
be notified of the existence and location of the records. See U.S. Deputment of Justice, Attorney 
General's Task Force on Violent Crime: Final Report (Washington, D.C.; 1981). 

89. Colton (see note 75), p. 10. 
90. SEARCH Group, Inc., 1980 Directory of Automated Criminal Justice Information Systems 

(BJS; Washington, D.C.; 1980). 
91. POSSE is a generalized computer software system developed to aid local law enforcement 
agencies in their normal, daily operations by increasing the accessibility, timeliness, and accuracy 
of available data. POSSE is still undergoing refinement to operate on low-cost microcomputers 
and will ultimately handle the information needs of 75 percent of the nation's police agencies. 
LEAA (see note 31), p. 15. See also, Bill Cady, "Developing a Data-Processing Capability," 

Law Enforcement News (April 26, 1982 et seq.); Sweeney (note 56). 
92. CASS's primary objective is to improve the crime analysis capabilities in police agencies by 
performing such functions as crime pattern detection, crime/ suspect correlation, target profiles, 
exception reporting, crime trend forecasting, and resource allocation studies. See Samson K. 
Chang et al., Crime Analysis System Support: Descriptive Report of Manual and Automated Crime 

Analysis Functions (Gaithersburg, MDj 1979). 
93. IMIS was developed to support the case management aspects of the MCI program, including 
case assignment, status and, disposition, investigator /unit assignment and performance, and the 

preparation of management reports. 
94. See Joseph L. Peterson, Forensic Science Certificate Program (Chicago; 1979). 
95. See Joseph L. Peterson, Utilization of the Forensic Sciences in police Investigations: A Review 

of the Literature (Washington, D.C.; 1982). 
96. The National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS) is a project of the NIJ, with 
additional support from the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 
NCJRS has been fostering the exchange of information and creating channels of communication 
within a growing community of users. Some of the programs include: Selective Notification of 
Information (SNI); reference services; document loan; and microfiche, among others. 
97. William L. Tagoya, "Needs Assessment: Key to Organizational Change," Journal of Police 

Science and Administration, 2 (1983), p. 303. 
98. The LEAA has been charged with the replication of successful projects by the Safe Streets 
Act (viz. Section 519(1)(D)). See LEAA (see note 31), p. 71. The NIJ also established the Office 
of Development, Testing, and Dissemination which attempted to transfer research results into 

programs that could be adopted by operational agencies. 
99. "It appears that LEAA has been most successful in promoting coordination where, as in 
the case of communication systems, it does not threaten to disrupt established agency operations 

or power positions." Allinson (see note 14), p. 629. 

100. See Bowers and McCullogh (note 72). 
101. Metropolitan Enforcement Groups (MEGs), aimed at narcotics and dangerous drugs, sought 
to identify and arrest persons engaged in the trafficking of narcotics and dangerous drugs through 
the coordination of law enforcement resources on a multi jurisdictional basis. See Gerald R. 
Rossler, "MEG Cooperation on a Multijurisdictional Basis," Police Chief, 44 (1977), p. 35. The 
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LEAA supported the concept of Multi-Agency Narcotics (MAN) Units and funded the prep
aration of a "how-to" manual. See Manuel R. Garza, Multi-Agency Narcotics Unit Manual (NIJ 
Prescriptive Package; Washington, D.C.; 1976). 

102. Nolan Brown, Crime and the Analytical Sciences: Arrest and Prosecution Standards in 
Colorado's First Judicial District, address to the conference "New Partnerships: A Response to 
Crime (Washington, D.C.; September 1981). See also, Nolan Brown, Arrest and Prosecution 
Standards for the First Judicial District (mimeograph; Golden, CO; rev. 1982). 

103. ROPE's premise is that, through improved systemwide coordination, repeat offenders will 
be identified, apprehended, adjudicated, and sentenced more effectively. ROPE is presently 
operational in five Maryland subdivisions. See Sally F. Familton and Kai R. Martensen, Repeat 
Offender Program Experiment (ROPE): Guidelines and Programmatic Alternatives (Maryland 
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council; Towson, MD; 1982). 

104. James Q. Wilson, Varieties of Police Behavior: The Management of Law and Order in Eight 
Communities (Cambridge, MA; 1968). 

105. The original Safe Streets Act of 1968 explicitly identified crime prevention as one of its 
missions: "(to) 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" (Title 1, 
section 3); "Public education relating to crime prevention and encouraging respect for law and 
order, including education programs in schools and programs to improve public understanding 
of and cooperation with law enforcement and criminal justice agencies" (Part C, Grants for 
Law Enforcement Purposes, section 310(b)(3». 

106. "The Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs (OCACP) was established by the Crime 
Control Act of 1976 to provide technical assistance, award grants disseminate information and 
coordinate groups in crime prevention efforts designed to mobilize communities and citizens in 
combating crime problems in both urban and rural America." LEAA (see not~ 31), p. 16. 

107. " ... Projects were designed to encourage citizen:> to report suspiciou!; ~ctivity and crimes 
to police;" Allinson (s~t;: note 14). p. 634. See also, Leonard Bickman et al., Citizen Crime 
Reporting Projects (Washington, D.C.; 1977). Some observers noted that while LEAA was charged 
to reduce crime, it also inaugurated and funded programs designed to detect and report a higher 
proportion of crimes actually being committed. 

108. Allinson (see note 14), pp. 631-632. See also, Institute of Public Program Analysis, Operation 
Identification: Assessment of Effectiveness (Washington, D.C.; 1975). 

109. Allinson (see note 14), pp. 633. See also, National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice (NILECJ), Citizen Security Surveys (Washington, D.C.; 1976). 

110. Allinson (see note 14), pp. 633-634. See also, Robert Yin et al., Citizen Patrol Projects: 
National Evaluation Program, Phase 1, Summary Report (Washington, D.C.; 1977). 

111. IACP (see note 4). Community education and crime prevention programs were rated high 
as having some impact on communities. These LEAA programs had the highest score of non
internal programs. 

112. Neighborhood Watch involves a small group of residents who meet to talk about crime 
prevention measures and who then agree to take individual action in looking out for each other. 
Police agencies help these groups organize and provide technical assistance in undertaking various 
crime prevention programs. See Office of Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics, Got a 
Minute? You Could Stop a Crime, and How to Protect Your Neighborhood (brochures on crime 
prevention prepared for the Crime Prevention Coalition). 

113. A number of states have established crime prevention coordinating bodies under such titles 
as Crime Watch. See National Criminal Justice Association, Discussion Paper: National Criminal 
Justice Crime Prevention Initiative for State-wide Programs (prepared for conference in Phila-
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. ifC 'ty Crime Prevention Programs: 
delphia; April 1983). James L. Lockard et aI., Directory 0 ommunz 
National and State Levels (Washington, D.C.; 1978), pp. 37-71. 

114. Lockard et al. (see note 113), p. 25. 

115 Lockard et al. (see note 113), pp. 18, 30. .. C il 
. . ' A G 'd tAction (Advertlsmg ounc, 

116. National Citizens' Crime PreventlOn Campaign, UI e 0 

Inc.; Rockville, MD; 1979). . t mobilizing between 
117. The Office of Community Anti-Crime Pro~r.a~s ~~ funded 1 ~ proJ:~: roduced dramatic 

100 000 and 200 000 citizens in prevention actlVlt1es. Several proJ~ts h. Pd I 'rt 11 11 
" 6 t' t et nelghborhoo s. n VI ua Y a 

;~::c:s~~:~!~o~:s ~~;~ha ~:::;y ~::;v~!~nt~:::l:~~o:;be~~een the police and the community." 

LEAA (see note 31), p. 17. 
. V 1 t ' Skills Al'd Police" Modern Maturity (Oct-Nov. 1982), p. 10. 

118 "Older 0 un eers' . . t f Mary 

l1l9d~ sCeelLl EAApa'rRkir.M~t ~~t:~~~)/. ~:{;::~;~~::v;;~:~~;1~v~~~e~::~c~~:~S~!f~rcemen~ 
an, 0 ege , " . h' DC' 1976) 

and Private Security Sources and Areas of Conflict (Was 111gton, ..,' . 
120. Patrick V. Murphy, "Police Policies Deserve Public Debate," Baltimore News American 

(July 14, 1983). . 'h U b R /' 
121. American Bar Association Project on Standards for Criminal Justtce, 1', e r an 0 Ice 

R . (New York 1972) 
unctzon ". . Criminal Justice Standards and Goals began 

122. The National Advi~~ry CommisSion ~~~) ~:els which produced six volumes of standards 
work in O~tober 1971. It 111volved a n;:ected a:' police. Because many of the recommendations 
and goals 111 1973. One volume was 'al fi the LEAA to support or mandate, 
of the blue-ribbon NAC panels were ~~ c~nt;~~:rs~EA~ made it clear it would not impose 

!~:~e ::::;!~:;a::~~:~t:~:s s::t::.o A;~~so: (see note 6), p. 627; ACIR (see note 1), fiP. 4O'
d . . fi L E fi c ment Agencies (CALEA) was orme 

123. The Commission o~ Accreditation or ~w n.or e iation of Chiefs of Police (IACP), the 
in 1979, with representatIves from the International EASS~. (NOBLE) the National Sheriffs' 
National Organization o~ Black La~ Enforcem:~or:=~;~. The CALEA has drafted and 
Association, and the Pollce Exe~ut1Ve Re:~~rc from administrative procedures to adherence to 
approved 1,012 standar;s covenng eveZ

r 
~~~ice agencies to conduct a full assessment of their 

state laws. The standar s are a means t tool for improving agencies and identifying 
range of activitie.s. The st~ndard~ are a mana~:::ission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement 
weaknesses needl~g ~echmcal asslsta(~c~. S~83) See also, William T. Dean, "Accreditation for 
Agencies Commlsszon Update, 23 u Y • 13 

L E fi' ment Agencies" The Police Chief(September 1980), pp. 12- . 
aw n orce, (TAP) TAPIC s concerned 

124 TAPIC is part of the NIJ's Technology Assessment Program . 't' sandi electronics' 
. . od' ti broad areas' commumca Ion , 

with assessing technol?gtes and pr ucts 111 l:e . and wea ~ns and protective products. TAP 
forensic science; secunty systems; transpo~~tl~' Enforc~ment Standards Laboratory (LESL) 
integrates the efforts of the NIJd 1.~C~a;~) t ~o~':t Darwick Testimony before the U.S. House 

of ~: ~~::t:~:v!U~~;;c~!~t~o:m;ttee, Subcommittee on crime. See als~, I?ternational ASSO~ 
o! . P f Chi C'. of POll' ce (IACP) The Technology Assessment Program: Fmdmgs from a Decad 
ClatIon 0 CIS " 1 
of Technological Research (Gaithersburg, MD; ~981). 
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A Bad Beginning 

LEAA and the Courts 
Geoff Gallas 

An understanding of the initial legacy of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) for state courts is well informed 
by th~ origins of the national war on crime. It took some seven or 
eight years after the passage of the Safe Streets and Omnibus Crime 
Control Bill of 1967-1968 for the state courts to come to terms with 
the LEAA. Future troubles were clear in an early (1965) statement 
by then President Lyndon Johnson. In Johnson's words the proposed 
effect of the war on crime was not only the reduction of crime but 
also its "banishment." As documented elsewhere (See Chapter 1), the 
national debate did consider the states' role in exercising their inde
pendent police powers. In deference to state's rights and responsibil
ities,' and with the perceived excess of earlier Great Society categorical 
grants in mind, conservatives in the U.S. Senate sought to limit federal 
control and bureaucratic red tape. Seventy-five percent of the LEAA 
funds would be channeled directly to the states via block grants using 
State Planning Agencies (SPA's). In addition, control of the LEAA 
was to be placed in an administrative "troika" to stop any potential 
federal takeover of crime fighting under the direction of the then 
Attorney General Ramsey Clark. What resulted was an administrative 
tangle that took years to unravel. Some problems inherent to the 
scheme and the overblown expectations created by it surfaced quickly: 
irregularities in the use of federal "funny" money in several states; 
congressional and public disillusionment as crime rates continued to 
climb; intrastate squabbling as state and local authorities fought for 
control of federal dollars; constant reorganization and restaffing as the 
SPA's attempted to balance their responsibilities to provide compre
hensive planning, funding of action programs, and systemwide coor
dination. As an artificial transplant in the state body politic, the SPA's 
struggled for acceptance and to build internal competence. Less obvious 
at fust was the lack of congressional care in thinking about the effect, 
on state judicial systems of an infusion of federal money controlled 
largely by state and federal executive branch personnel. This oversight 
was compounded even by the immediate positive effects attached to 
the LEAA's founding: increased public awareness of the crime problem 
and a clear sense among criminal justice workers long separated by 
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political, administrative, and ideological differences of the need to work 
as a "system" to solve the now nationalized problem of crime. 

Within judicial and some academic quarters, it was and is an article 
of faith that courts do not exist to fight crime or even to promote an 
efficient system for disposing of criminals. For evidence, one needed 
only review the concerns expressed in the Declaration of Independence, 
the provisions written into the United States and state constitutions 
to insure judicial independence, and the Federalist Papers. For ex
arrlple, consider the purpose of many programs later funded and sup
ported by the LEAA: unified state systems, merit selection of judicial 
officials and their education, improved jury management to insure 
representativeness, elimination of private bail bondsmen, professional 
court management, modernized technology, automation, and personnel 
practices. These mechanisms were designed, in theory, to insulate 
judicial operations from the public and local political pressure for 
immediate, publicly approved solutions to crime and/or individual 
crimes and criminals. Conflicts over the judiciary's role in crime fight
ing were not new, they were ingrained in the nation's constitutional, 
common law, and statutory framework. 

With the founding of the LEAA, an understanding of the legitimacy 
of this conflict and its meaning became unnecessarily blurred for legions 
of crime fighters-federal, state, and local. In one article written in 
the early 1970's and published in amended form in 1974, the issues 
raised by the LEAA for the independence and neutrality of local trial 
courts were outlined by a young political scientist under the provocative 
title, "Will the Urban Trial Courts Survive the War on Crime?"! Carl 
Baar expressed in academic and normative terms what many judges 
and responsible court managers were already thinking and talking 
about: courts should not be seduced by the joint pressures of federal 
money and the rising concerns about crime and judicial inefficiency. 
In order first to persist as independent, neutral, and detached overseers 
of the application of the law to the facts, and second to maintain their 
political and organizational significance, trial courts must be more 
than merely administratively proficient. Courts must become more 
efficient but they need to maintain a normative divergence from other 
actors and agencies as well as a power ,orientation toward them. Ef
ficiency in court operations, as in any other organization, is only a 
functional means to more substantive ends. In practical terms, there 
were debates about the definition and control of data bases, the mon
itoring of time standards for processing of incarcerated defendants, 
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the recruitment, testing and selection of judicial branch employees, 
case calendaring practices and the organization, supervision and func
tion of pretrial-release agencies. 

The initial legacy of the LEAA for the courts was therefore a legacy 
of neglect for the judiciary's historical constitutional role. Viewed first 
as a processing point and second as an outdated hurdle in need of 
repair, the state courts received considerably less positive attention 
from state and federal LEAA officials than other system components. 
Resourceful court officials, however, saw the vast potential of federal 
funds as innovation money. For the seduction to be mutual, the terms 
of the relationship between the =-EAA and the courts required 
redefinition. 

Judicial Recognition 
In August of 197,\ following an earlier resolution passed in 1973 

by the Conference of State Court Administrators (COSCA), the Con
ference of Chief Justices and COSCA each issued resolutions that 
focused upon the inequities and deficiencies of the current system of 
the LEAA court funding. The resolution of the Chief Justices expressed 
appreciation for the availability of funds "without an attempt to impose 
mandatory federal standards upon State Court Systems." They found 
in addition, however, 

"serious structural and procedural defects, ... which ... have ... 
placed state court systems in the arena of competition with ex
ecutive agencies ... which competition is destructive of the sep
aration of powers doctrine and the independence of state 
judiciaries, and which competition also fosters the exertion of 
political pressures on state judges." 

Further the Chief Justices found "shocking" that the courts share of 
LEAA funding was only 5.12 percent in the fiscal year 1973.2 The 
COSCA and the Chief Justices therefore joined together to urge Con
gress to amend the LEAA Act so as to provide reasonable and adequate 
augmenting funds to State court systems under an arrangement " ... 
in keeping with our tripartite concept of government." In response, 
the Special Study Team of LEAA Support of the State Courts was 
funded under the Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project at The 
American University. Issued in early 1975, the report's Foreword 
began: 

Separate and unequal. This is the cruel status in 1975 of most of 
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the state courts in relation to the support shown by the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration. 3 

~ield~ork ill. the four states of Arizona, California, Georgia and 
WIsconslIl proVIded a general framework for describing the process 
through which block grants reached most state court systems. Sub
sequent recommendations focused primarily on the structure of the 
state court administrative office, the state planning office, and appli
cable fed~ral legislation. The report was finalized after briefings, first, 
to an advIsory committee and the LEAA representatives, and second 
to the Administrator of LEAA, Richard Velde. The report contained 
sweep.ing reco~endations calling for an increased judicial planning 
~ap.a~Ity both Independent to and within the existing SPA's for greater 
JudIcIal representation on criminal justice planning boards (approach
ing one-third of their membership) and, obviously, for increased levels 
of court funding by the LEAA. Since there was no existing standard 
definition of "courts," no recommendation about the appropriate level 
of funding or analysis of existing funding was possible. 

The LEAA response was immediate and salutary.4 There were 
changes in the LEAA legislation (PL 94-503) and in the related ac
tivities of the national and in-state program directors and staff. The 
maintenance of judicial independence, broad-based statewide judicial 
planning, and increased achievement of adequate funds for the courts 
were facilitated by placing responsibility for state judicial plans in the 
hands of judicial planning committees (JPC). These committees were 
com~os~~ mostly of judicial members as LEAA regulations requiring 
non-JudIcIal defense and prosecutorial representatives were removed. 
By 1977, some 28 states had such committees, and several others 
achieved the desired effect in the absence of a formal committee. While 
the SPA's could still fund projects not recommended by the JPC or 
its surrogate, and while meaningful planning processes were still a 
rarity, the n~~ LEAA legislation required "adequate" court funding 
as a precondItIon of the approval of a state plan and a n:dnimal amount 
of money for court planning staff support ($50,000). In addition, a 
national project was funded with discretionary funds (State Court 
Planning Capabilities Project) within the newly created and largely 
LEAA-funded National Center for State Courts,'; In a related grant 
under the direction of the Council of State Governments, an effort 
was made to define judicial planning and describe how it had been 
working in various jurisdictions.6 Ten years after the 9riginal LEAA 
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legislation, at least 33 states had some sort of formalized planning with 
25 enjoying the services of a designated staff component. Almost all 
of these activities were the direct result of LEAA funds. As several 
studies indicated7

, the creation of the JPC's, even given added staff 
support was no guarantee that planning was highly developed or that 
staff wo~k was adequate, but by 1977 a new era of relationships betw~en 
the Courts and LEAA was evident. This development should be In
structive to future legislative generations of federal support for state 
court improvement. 

What Was Accomplished: The LEAA Perspective 
As to be reviewed later, no one knows for sure how much money 

was spent by the LEAA to improve ~nd develop stat~ j~dicial systems. 
It was probably between $300 milhon and $350 mIlhon of the total 
$8 billion allocated to LEAA, for LEAA staff, and national discre
tionary and state block grants. Beginning in the late 1970's, LEAA 
officials sought to summarize what had been accomplished.s Gener
alizing liberally from these and other materials, one learns of three 
major areas of achievement: 

• state court unification relating to overall court system orga
nization and structure; 

• trial court performance-for example, in the areas of delay 
reduction, jail overcrowding and pretrial detention and jury 
management; and 

• educational and technical assistance. 

Historically, and still today, statewide court refo~ ~ia the unifi~d 
court system ideal is the single most important orgamZIng concept In 
the field of judicial administration.9 Briefly stated, it involves four 
major ideas: consolidation and simplification of court stru~ture, cen
tralized rulemaking, centralized management, and centrahzed budg
eting and state financing. 10 As cited above, the idea has a l~ng ~~story 
and strong support in the early literature. With. the avaIlab~h~y of 
LEAA funds to spur its acceptance through natlOnal commISSlOns, 
conferences, study projects, technic~l assistance and seed ~oney, there 
has been an organizational revolutlOn. At least 20 states have ~ub
stantially remodeled the structure of their state co~r~ systems sI~ce 
1970, a truly phenomenonal development. F~w en:PIrIcal gene~ahz~
tions are possible about the actual effects of umficatlOn however. ThIS 
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is ~rue f?r two primar~ reasons. First, the goals of unification (equity, 
um~ormIty, accountabIlity, economies of scale, flexibility in the utili
zatI~~ of resourc~s, and accessibility) are complex and probably im
possIble to assess In any straightforward way. Second, few states have 
actually accomplished the full textbook ideal of court unification. It 
is ~air to conclude, however, that, in many states, judicial systems now 
eXIst as systems where only loose confederations were in evidence 
before. Perhaps this act of creation is both the crucial goal and the 
effect of unification, once the reform rhetoric and self-serving testi
monies are stripped away. It is fair to conclude that the LEAA funding 
was the spur to state court creation in many jurisdictions. In the early 
1970'~t it was the only reliable, immediate-action-oriented reform goal 
at WhICh money could be aimed, and aimed it was. 

Alabama was a showcase state for the LEAA. Between 1973 and 
1977, some $2 million in discretionary funds were spent. In addition, 
un~ocumentable sums of block grant funds were paid for technical 
aSSIstance, outside training, implementation studies, and new admin
istrative positions. Aft.er passage of a constitutional amendment ap
proved by the voters In 1973, there was a creation of a centralized 
state court. s~ructure, a state Department of Court Management, new 
Rules of CIvIl Procedure, a Comprehensive Criminal Code, a Juvenile 
Code, Rules of Appellate Procedure, Rules of Judicial Administration 
and a Code of Professional Responsibility for attorneys. The Alabam~ 
courts .are now largely state rather than locally funded, the previous 
400 trIal courts have been reduced to a three-tiered system, and 
~lemaking power is lodged in the Supreme Court, not the state leg
Islature. Structure, organization, and funding follow closely that rec
ommended by national standards and commissions-commissions and 
standards funded by LBAA. Without the seductive power of the LEAA 
dollars and the leadership of the then Chief Justice and now Senator 
~owell Heflin, this type of sweeping reorganization and symbolic 
VIctory wo.uld h~ve been difficult to contemplate much less accomplish. 
The experIence In many other states is similar. 

The actual, demonstrated impact on trial-court performance is 
more apparent and more the stated goal of the LEAA funding in three 
othe~ areas: delay reduction, jail overcrowding and pretrial detention, 
and Jury management. Unlike the prescriptive-standards-driven uni
fication thrust, reforms here began in an admitted knowledge void at 
best, and a sea of myths at worst. Since the focus was actual day-to
day operations, intervention necessarily had to be tailored to real 
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problems within a real time frame. While. clear~y self-serving: ~he 
LEAA's program brief on court delay publIshed In July 1?80 IS. In
structive.13 Action to be taken waited for, and was rooted In tedIOUS 
research and relatively carefully construed demonstration projects in 
Miami, Florida, Dayton, Ohio, Houston, Texas and in several cities 
in the state of Rhode Island. Unlike unification, which promises success 
and demands compliance, the initial focus was research

14 
to "kill the 

myths" and develop "promising" answers. Court officials on the trial 
and state level were instructed to form committees, define and analyze 
their problems with reliable statistics, set goals, implement c~an~e~, 
and establish a permanent monitoring and control system. WhIle It IS 
recognized that concerns for uniformity and equal protection demand 
statewide reporting and accountability, the problem is clearly focused 
on trial courts, their actors, leadership, and peculiar situations. Locals 
need to believe and have faith but they also need perspective and the 
benefits of well-digested experience from other jurisdictions. Led by 
recognized experts, teams from 46 states attended court ~elay work
shops. The effort was to build a network that connected natIOnal, st~te, 
and local personalities, and perspectives. Research and demonstrat~on 
projects focused on a core orgapization problem and an on-goIng 
activity-case management and showed that while problems are com
mon from court to court, solutions often were not. Outside evaluations

15 

concluded that there is no one best or permanent solution to court 
delay reduction, it remains an ongoing management responsibi~ity .. 

In the jail overcrowding and pretrial detention area, as descnbed In 
a 1981 LEAA publication,16 a similar cycle is described: problem 
documentation and research from 1973-1977 resulting in the publi
cation of among other sources, Instead of JaU. 17 Based on this digested 
experi~nce, demonstrations and tests. of ~'central inta~e" .and "citation 
release" occurred linking local organIZatIOns to organIZatIOns to federal 
resources and national contractors (American Justice Institute, the 
Pretrial Resource Center, National Institute of Corrections Jail Center, 
Amerioan University Technical Assistance Project and INSLAW, 
which developed a model generic information system based on work 
in Portland, Tucson, Orlando, Santa Cruz, Louisville, and New Bruns
wick, New Jersey). While standards were developed, the means ~or 
controlling the pretrial jail population were found to rest on polIcy 
decisions and effective administration, usually at the county level of 
government. It is recognized that local judicial systems must gain a 
clearer understanding of their jail population. With this in mind, an 
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independent organization (Denver Research Institute) was contracted 
to analyze the creation of new pretrial services, their impact on daily 
jail populations, the performance at the LEAA headquarters, and the 
documentation of nine case studies. The evaluation showed that local 
jails can reduce jail populations and the lengths of stay without in
creases in the failure-to-appear and rearrest rates of those released. 

The experience with improved jury management shows a similar 
pattern. The effort began with research and central capacity building, 
which were built into the Jury Utilization and Management Demon
stration Program (1976-1979) in 18 courts and later the Jury Usage 
and Management Incentive Program for other courts. These jurisdic
tion-specific activities were supplemented by seminars (Jury Usage and 
Management Program) with participation from all 50 states and later 
included instruction of state and local personnel to do their own 
training using a program manual (Instructor's Guide) and a Meth
odology Manual for Jury Systems to guide local problem solving. From 
these seminars and publications, the word could be spread on an 
innovation-the One Day lOne Trial-developed in Houston in co
operation with the National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA), but without LEAA funding. The national contractors have 
included Bird Engineering, University Research Corporation, the In
stitute for Court Management, and the Center for Jury Studies, now 
an established division of the National Center for State Courts. 

Education and technical assistance were built into efforts to bring 
about state court unification and improved trial court performance. 
The target was the personal development of judicial system personnel 
and the more localized management issues. Judges and court admin
istrative personnel have reaped the benefits of training and education 
through the National Judicial College, the Institute of Judicial Admin
istration, the American Academy of Judicial Education, the American 
Bar Association's (ABA's) appellate judge training, the Institute for 
Court Management, and the National Center for State Courts. In 
addition, there were national, statewide, and local seminars, sympo
siums, and even programmed instruction. Technical assistance came 
from (among others) the National Center for State Courts, the Amer
ican University's Technical Assistance Project, the Center for Jury 
Studies, the American Justice Institute, and the Pretrial Services Re
source Center. It is fair to assume that, with rare exceptions, these 
types of organizations and the services they provide would not have 
been available except for LEAA. 
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court improvement during the study period and significant judicial 
changes have resulted in many states." 18 

The Kleps report was based on a review of data from 31 of the 50 
states, including indepth information from six: Alabama, California, 
Georgia, New Jersey, New York, and Washington. Analysis was con
fined to "true court projects, narrowly defined," and explored whether 
federal controls followed federal dollars. A careful analysis of its spend
ing in the six states revealed that, with the exception of New York, 
the vast majority of money spent was block, not discretionary, funds 
and, with the exception of California, a disproportionate share of the 
money was spent at the state, not the local, leve1. State-level projects 
were clearly designed both to build up the state's capacity to operate 
often newly created state court systems and to aid local courts in their 
efforts to improve local administration. While previously the level of 
LEAA support for state courts had been placed at $715 million,I!I 
Kleps estimated that no more than $229 million had been spent. Quite 
obviously, neither existing LEAA reports nor state-based management 
information permitted an accurate or uniform way of calculating how 
much had been spent, for what sort of projects, or to what effect. Even 
in the six states extensively studied by Klepg, the record was difficult 
to recreate. Detailed written reports were gathered for 25 states beyond 
the 6 in the extensive indepth study population, and this information 
was extrapolated in the remaining 19 jurisdictions that could not or 
did not participate in the study. While Kleps found improvements in 
official LEAA reports about court spending beginning in 1976, there 
were still serious limitations involving fragmentary reports, confusion 
over coding, and lack of uniform reporting. The categorization of grants 
was difficult, even as to the locus of an award (state versus local), and 
there were often differences between the LEAA printout and the state 
report for particular grants. Taking the six-state study group as a 
whole, Kleps found that the state courts report total LEAA spending 
as only 28 percent of that recorded by the LEAA. That is, on average, 
some 72 percent of the reported LEAA spending for courts did not 
fall within the state court's working definition of court funding. In 
states with a concentration of national organizations, such as Colorado, 
Illinois, Nevada, and New York, state LEAA reports included grants 
made for national studies and educational programs. 

Despite these problems, and that interview and questionnaire data 
revealed some programs were forced into the states on the basis of 
"mandated federal standards" ... derived from the LEAA's "standards 
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and goals" project(s) ... ," Kleps reported "widespread support" for 
continued federal funding of the state courts. In spite of serious internal 
management problems, such as "diffused responsibility for the allo
cation of funds, procedural complexities, the paperwork avalanche, 
and frustrating delays, the state courts desired the continuance of 
federal funding. In Kleps' words, "they frequently provide the only 
funding that is available for the educational, research and demonstra
tion projects that state courts believe to be essentia1." In New York, 
Georgia, and Idaho there was, however, serious consideration of re
fusing to participate in the LEAA grant programs. In 1977, lda~o 
decided to phase out any further reliance on the federal fundmg of Its 
courts system. 

In an effort to supplement published and official reports about the 
LEAA, this author conducted a brief survey of over 140 court ad
ministrators, court clerks, directors of juvenile probation (located 
largely under the judiciary in W ashington state), and other state court 
administrative personnel. The respondents were participants at five 
conferences or seminars conducted in the Spring and Summer of 1983 
by the author. Two of the programs were national seminars conducted 
by the Institute for Court Management (ICM) in Color~do a~d A,l
ex andria, Virginia; one was an ICM program conducted m Cahforn1a 
with mostly California participants; and two others were in state, state
sponsored programs in Texas and Washington. Each of the 1~1 usable 
questionnaire respondents provided answers to four questtons: (1) 
LEAA's effect on the improvement of the criminal justice system, (2) 
the LEAA's effect on the improvement of the court systems, (3) the 
LEAA's effect on our understanding of the justice system and the 
difficulties of reform and, (4) a listing of the three major accomplish
ments of the LEAA. The first three questions were forced choice on 
a six-point scale, and the last one asked for an open-ended response. 
The respondents are largely employed as managers in trial courts, but 
no claim obviously is made for the absolute validity or representa
tiveness of the responses. Nevertheles~, the results are worth reporting 
and discussing, 

While over half of the respondents (59 percent) thought that LEAA 
had a positive effect on the improvement of the criminal justice system, 
less that half (41 percent) believed that the LEAA positively affected 
improvements of the court systems. In accordance with these attitudes, 
50 percent of these court management workers reported that the i~~act 
of the LEAA on court improvement was less than that on the cnmmal 
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justice system as a whole irres ective f h 
or negative about LEAA" Pow ether they were positive 
impact of LEAA h s Impact. Forty-five percent believed that the 

on t e system was the same as 0 th 
5 percent reported that LEAA had . n e courts, and 
the criminal justice system as a who~ore l1l1pact on courts than on 
thought that LEAA's ' t h . Among the 50 percent who 
the courts Impac on t e system was greater than that on 

. ' .almost 67 percent were positive about the LEAA' . 
on the CnmInal j t' s Impact 
syst 'd' us Ice system. Of these positive respondents to LEAA's 

emWI e Impact 61 pe t c; • 
LEAA' . ' rcen went Irom beIng positive about the 

s Im~act on the system to negative about its impact on . 
provements In court to' . Im
LEAA's bad b . . sys ~ms. ne vIable Interpretation is that the 
as a "co ,~~nll1ng wI~h the courts and its continual reputation 

p shop Influenced Its reputation as late as 1983 I t f I 
::~ ~~~ercent 10f afIlLthe respondents felt positively abo:t e;~: :!t~~ 

, a resu t 0 BAA we now have a b t . 
the justice system and the difficulties of reforme"ter understandIng of 

As shown in Table I r h .. 
of the LEAA . _C ' es~onses on.t e three major accomplishments 

are huormatlve as well Just over h If (5 
~!l~he respondents mentio.ned the cat~gory of Bd~:a~io:/Pe?s:::~~:~ 

pment through semInars, conferences and fiormal . . 
, unIversIty 

TABLE I 

Type of LEAA Accomplishment 
As Categorized 

Education/Personal Development 

Special Projects and Studies Not Oth. . . 
Available erwlse 

Law Enforcement Improvement 

R~gional Planning Coordination Among Var
IOUS System Components 

Research and Evaluation 

Negative/Hostile (p.f. Provide Jobs for Un-
emp/oyables etc.) 

Automation/Info Systems Technology 
Increased Public Awareness 
Facilities/Equipment 

National Standards 
Other 

Percent of Respondents 
Who List One of Three 

LEAA Major Accomplishments 

52 

34 

30 

27 

20 

18 

17 

10 
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courses; the next most frequent entry, with 34 percent of the respond
ents, was grouped in a category labeled Special Projects and Studies 
not Otherwise Available to local and state jurisdictions. 

It is striking that these court-employed individuals remember and 
value most those LEAA accomplishments relating to their personal 

/education, technical assistance and seed money, with law enforcement 
improvement close behind. Fewer value the research and evaluation 
that enriches education and hopefully, informs technical assistance. 
Fewer still mention automation, technology, facilities, and national 
standards. This argues not for less research and technology, but for 
more education and technical assistance. In the court area, at least, 
what was accomplished in the eyes of street level managers and their 
staff had little to do with technology or facilities (hardware). What 
was valued most was the increased opportunities for learning and, 
judging from the written comments, learning that could be and was 
translated into effective action. 

Candid Assessments and the Future 
Any respectable analysis of the LBAA must mention the obvious: 

there is only meager concrete evidence that anything worked. Programs 
often were funded without any empirical support. Federal and State 
efforts to evaluate programs often were too late to permit adequate 
documentation much less controls. Not unexpectedly,20 subsequent 
evaluation frequently indicated that many programs did not, and per
haps could not, meet their objectives, given the nature of the system, 
its actors, and the difficulties of reform.21 As numerous commentators22 

have pointed out, criminal justice and court reform often began with 
an act of faith. In the short-term, faith was tested always by direct 
experience and sometimes by rigorous evaluation. In the long-term, if 
evaluation occurred, there was commonly a declaration of partial suc
cess but rarely any loss or even severe lessening of faith in the possibility 
and desirability of reform and improvement. Why? 

Reformers and approved critics share common hopes, assumptions, 
and agenda. Implicity or explicitly they believe that the overall political 
system, of which courts are a part, is a mutual benefit society.23 How
ever flawed, it exists to serve the public interest, to attack "problems 
in common," and to coordinate a learning process. Neither failure, 
criticism, nor an increasingly matured appreciation of the difficulties 
of attacking the always intractable problems of human association 
should be deterrents from seeking solutions and making improvements. 
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The lesson therefore to be learned from the LEAA experience is not 
that federal money cannot help state courts improve, but that one 
must always recognize, first, the desirability of actual and, second, the 
nature of the enterprise. 

Spending money does not mean problems are solved, but not spend
ing guarantees that they will not be. The end of liberalism need not 
dictate the end of federal spending aimed at domestic improvements 
in the states. Ninety-eight percent of all court cases are state court 
cases, and action on them profoundly affects "life, liberty and the 
pursuit of happiness." The federal government has a legitimate interest 
and responsibility for state court systems. For example, it would be 
impossible to calculate the impact of the federally imposed 55 MPH 
speed limit, but it is absolutely certain that it generated a workload 
for the state courts as well as revenue collected by the courts for state 
and local government. 

"Education/personal development," the LEAA impact most valued 
by the 131 administrators whose attitudes are reported here, is not 
easily evaluated particularly in terms of its direct relationship to im
provement of state court systems. It is argued here, however, that 
education, together with the availability of federal money, changed the 
environment in which many courts operate. On the basis of an earlier 
study,24 this author concluded, for example, that a minimum of 70 
percent of the 450 new positions with the title "court administrator" 
or "director of the executive office of the court(s)" that were created 
from 1969-1975 were funded initially by LEAA funds. This devel
opment, like the thrust for state Court unification, resulted directly 
from this changed environment. While some unfortunately claimed 
more for these sorts of symbolic developments than appropriate, these 
developments are indicatdrs of change. While difficult to evaluate 
precisely, these indicators suggest strongly that LEAA positively ef
fected both the administrative outlook and capacity of many state 
court systems. 

Nevertheless, the early history of LEAA did feature administrative 
confusion, sloppy internal controls, and a failure to recognize the 
practical and political necessity to give attention to program evaluation. 
For this there can be no real excuse. Mter LEAA was more realistically 
chartered, and better organized, led and managed, the federal govern
ment through LEAA did assist responsible and component state Court 
efforts to improve the system. At the beginning, the LEAA's charter 
and organization forced it to be naive and arrogant. The demand of 

i 
\ 
;~ 

f 
• 

I 
l 

~ 
! 

j 

I 
1 
1 
1 

l 

1 

I 
1 
I 

1 
'j 
l 
J 
1 
I 
'j 

1 

1 
! 

I 

LEAA and the Courts 275 

. '!vete about the difficulties of reform, the 
immediate resul~s led to nal. n and the desirability of certain popular 
ease of program Im{JementatiO , Arro ance toward state courts and . 
but untested reform propo~aI:esult :r an ideology of fighting. c~e 
state court personnel was t e . of criminal justice Within a 
and of improving the overall effi~le~:al structure that featured ex
crime-fighting ideology. An orga~lza . gencies compounded these 
ecutive bran~h co~trol of tst~~e ~:;:U~:~f:lness and personal interest 
problems. It IS testunon~ ~o thin s improved as time went on. 
of federal and state o~c~als ~~;t5 stu~y of LEAA support for state 

Following a hard-h1ttl~g Court representation on state planning 
courts, changes were rna .e. ard courts were increased. The 
boards as we~l as funds dlrecte~ to~ programs and new legislation 
courts were gIVen. st~, s~~p~:~e'? :o:~t funding as a precondition of 
(PL 94-503) reqUlred a irhile no state plan was ever rejected for 
approval of a state plan. fi d' (r for any other reason for that 
reason of inad~q~~te ~our~ un ~!w~en state courts, and state and 
matter),25 the mlttal 1mba .ance d state and local executive branch 
federal LEAA representatives ~n rt t the field of court manage
personnel was corrected. More 1mpo. an l~minded formulas and pre-
ment has left an era that feat~:~ ::rr;,~ reasonably argued that the 
packaged panaceas. It c~n n~ on! uick review of their formal or
courts are good or bad ase. qthe 'arena in which judges and 
ganization, method of financm~, t o~ and retained. It became widely 
other court personnel are app01n e b d ced simply by 

d' . f time cannot e re u 
understood that case 1S~~Sl Ion 0 longer believed to be inherently 
addin judges. Plea bargammg was n. . 

g h direct result of nsmg caseloads. 
good or bad or t de h' ''judicial administration is not the spon 

The often h~ar ~~ onsm, have taken on a new meaning. It is 
of the shortwmded, may nhow ts of court reform as Arthur 

h t wear down t e opponen . 
not enoug 0 . fiff' New Jersey. Reform IS now 
Vanderbilt did in the fort~es and I t let~~ncollective benefits of stability, 
understood to be difficult ue mor~. to in the existing system, inappro-
the perceived need to protect qua 1 y 11' m1'tat1' ons and the accu-

. d behavior resource , 
pnately programm~ d ffi 'ial constraints on daily behavior than 
mulation of unoffiCial an. 0 ,IC idit of reform opponents.26 
to the intransigence, self-~nteres~ a~d st: cl!r that courts, like other 

Ag~ins~ difficult odds, It al:~ 27 a~h:~~e results, in part, because re
orgamzatto~s, can be chang c'entrated wisely, official constraints are 
sources are Imported an~ con I ned and ameliorated, structure lifted, unofficial constraints are oose 

-------------- ----- - "'------

, 
~ 1:;-
i-
t 



\ 

276 
"Federal Aid to Criminal Justice" 

and, more importantly, daily work processes and relationships are 
changed, unorthodoxy is recruited, effective performance is rewarded, 
and insiders are exposed to new ideas. 

Due to federal assistance, experimentation was expanded, and com
munication between and within state courts has been heightened. The 
positive change in the environment featured new ideas (some of which 
made sense, and others that did not), an expanded and more informed 
community of interest, and an increased knowledge and well-digested 
experience base. This, together with the availability of hew resources, 
produced incentives and an ability to experiment. 

The future availability of these needed improvements remains un
certain despite pending federal legislation (e.g., the State Justice In
stitute Act being sponsored by Senator Heflin). Some good activities 
and programs are presently still funded through the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), the National Institute 
of Justice (NIJ) research monies, and the related programs at the 
Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS). These funds are very small compared 
to the problems that cry for attention, and yearly, the representatives 
of the OJJDP, NIJ and BJS might fight for survival in the current 
environment. Because the funds are not targeted to courts, many 
problems inherent to the LEAA's bad beginning with state courts are 
resurfacing. There is an understandable but unfortunate ideology that 
again favors fighting crime and increasing the efficiency of the system. 
Few court representatives have effective input into the research pro
posals of projects to be funded by the OJJDP and NIJ. Consequently, 
resources are directed toward executive branch priorities, particularly 
problems associated with fighting crime, treating, PUnishing, deterring, 
and housing criminals. It is proper that these programs are funded. 
It is improper that judicial-system-related projects are left without a 
reliable federal constituency. All parts of the justice system suffer at 
present1 but what meager funds remain are not generally allocated to 
a state court improvement. 

Some positive efforts at improving the court and judicial system 
remain viable through state and private funding of the LEAA legacy 
in the National Center for State Courts, the National JUdicial College, 
the Pretrial Resource Center, and the Institute for Court Management, 
among others. Some promising support for civil justice improvement 
is found, for example, in the National Institute Dispute Resolution 
funded by the Ford Foundation, and the Institute for Civil Justice at 
the Rand Corporation. Still there is the spectra of failing support for 
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. eo Ie are doing less work than before. It 
court Improvement. Fewer p Pl' the past for the necessary 
should not be so, and there are essons In 

reintegration. . t d lay reduction of jail overcrowd-
As outlined wIth respect to c~ur e , ent many but certainly 

ing and pretrial detention, and JU~y ma~agemfi l'm' proved performance 
. d liable IncentIves or 

not all, of the lastmg an re f om national discretionary, cate-
in ~rial court performance c~7:te ha~e been spen~ to greater effect and 
goncal grants. Less money ~o. . he overl complicated state and 
wit~ less b~reaucracy by ellm~~~~~~e theory ~as good, old-fashioned 
local plannmg board concept. t' I result was often unnecessary and 
American federalism, the prac lca h d Funds aimed at 

. . . .. I lit' s and wasted over ea . 
tnvlal orgamzatlOn~ P? lC h a target that is too large ilnd 
the enthire CriImroinnl~cla{~yStI~:isSr!!;~ ta:;:t leaves out a large part of the amorp ous. , . 

work of the state courts civil litigattlon. elude that a theory that finds 
. . guide one mus con . 

If expenence IS a, . . d by the states working 
that the effects of federal funds

d 
will b~ ma~~::ewill surely be defeated 

separately on pro~lems they eem 11~PeO and petty politics. A theory 
by provincialism, ma?equateb~~w fe ~~ administered through state 
of federalism t?at ~lctates . oCe th~nsame fate only compounded by 
planning agencIes WIll e~pen~nc xecutive branch personnel. While 
competition and/?r neg ect ~o~ ~ based on population, caseload, 
proportional fundl~g for eac s a e ear ued on the basis of equity, 
number of c~ngr~sslOnal s~at~~::~'o~a~:at h!s worked best in the past, 
it cannot be Ju~t~fied on t el . reliable guides to action given the 
or on the reahtIes of deve opmg rt h and would continue 

f kId While state cou save 
present st~te 0 now e ge. Ie and existing organizations for research, 
to draw VIable, approachab . . t' nlikely that the states would 
technical assistance andheduffica~on, ~r l~:e necessary time period and 
independently fund ~u~. e or s ov 

for the necessary actIVItIes. h ibility and desirability of state 
Ass~ming the read~r acc:~~e \n~:s~~: of federal dollars focused on 

court lmprovem,ent t roug ost sensible approach is a program of 
state court pro.blems, the m ort research planned demonstra
national discretiOnary funds to supp d in~rs This conclusion 

~:;ge~~~~:~~;:~~ o;~~~:~=ri:U~e r~;;rted here. ::~~ ::li:~~~ 
where in social life, well-digested expene~~:~~ :~7r:~i~e or logical. 

guid~ to acti~n thanduntht:spt:::Oo7 ~::erience that have dictated th~ It IS expenence an 
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definition of purposes and structure of the State Justice Institute Act. 
This bill recognizes both the immediate (limited federal funds) and 
long range (an effective organization) problem. The solution to the 
immediate problem is simple: more funding. The current legislation 
provides $20 million the first year and $25 million the second and 
third years. The solution to the long-range issue is more problematic. 
As presently constructed, the State Justice Institute Act features four 
major important ideas. First, the Institute would be an independent 
organization governed by an eleven member Board of Trustees ap
pointed by the President with the advice and consent of the Senate. 
Seven members would come directly from the state court-six state 
judges and one court administrator drawn from names sent to the 
President by the Conference of Chief Justices. Four board members 
would be direct Presidential appointees. The Board would recruit and 
select an Executive Director. Second, funding for state court improve
ment would be made directly from the Institute to state courts or 
others working on behalf of the state courts. The layers of bureaucracy 
are few and the Institute would be a small developmental and coor
dinating agency not a direct service provider. Third, any funds directly 
allocated to any state court would have to have the approval of the 
state's supreme court or its representative, and the state shall be held 
accountable for project funds. Fourth, there shall be no limitation on 
expenditure of funds between improvement of civil, criminal, or ju
venile operations. Interested observers must hope that, under the 
Board's supervision, competent statl could provide leadership, con
centrate resources wisely, design adequate internal controls, and avoid 
"advocacy" and "expediency traps." Focus is best kept on the problems 
originating at the local, operating level (the trial court); the need for 
research; the careful evaluation of funded projects, especially dem
onstration programs; and the freest possible exchange of ideas and 
proposals in Institute-funded seminars. While one can easily quarrel 
with details, it is obvious that both the successes and the failures in 
the now past LEAA era have been well considered by the drafters of 
the Heflin legislation. 

In summary, it is concluded here that the state courts need and 
deserve a continuing source of federal funding for experimentation, 
coerced learning, desired education, presently unavailable or expensive 
technical assistance, and steering toward problem-solving through rig
orous evaluation and comparative research that no state court would 
or could undertake for itself. In the past, federal funding has promoted 
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these ends on a larger scale than at present and can safely be predicted 
to do so again in the future . 

Footnotes 
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3. See John F. X. Irving, Henry v. Pennington and Peter Haynes (1975), Report of the Special 
Study Team on LEAA Support of the State Courts, Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project, 
The American University, Washington, D.C. 
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LEAA AND PROSECUTION 
Robert M. Morgenthau 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) had a 
significant impact on the ability of local prosecutors' offices to conduct 
prosecutions of both street and white collar criminals. During the 
1970's, in a period of rapid increases in crime and arrests and fiscal 
crisis in local government, the LEAA provided local prosecutors' of
fices with millions of dollars in federal funds. This money was used 
by local prosecutors to create and experiment with new methods of 
prosecution, to expand staffs to cope with increased caseloads, and to 
create a salary structure that permitted prosecutors' offices to hire and 
retain competent, experienced lawyers. The cumulative result of the 
availability of these monies was a substantial improvement in the 
quality of prosecution. During 1982 and 1983, crime rates have been 
decreasing. In the opinion of local prosecutors, the improved quality 
of prosecutions was made possible initially by LEAA grants. 

The New York County District Attorney's Office was a beneficiary 
of LEAA funds in the 1970's and many LEAA programs were piloted 
in the New York County District Attorney's Office. A history of LEA A 
programs in New York County provides insight into LEAA's legacy 
to prosecution nationwide. What follows is an analysis of the LEAA
funded programs of New York County. 

Major Felony Program 
The first program implemented in New York County under LEAA 

funding was the Major Felony Program (MFP) which was started up 
in 1972. In the MFP, the manner in which serious felonies were 
assigned for prosecution was substantially altered, the size of caseloads 
was reduced, preliminary hearings were bypassed by direct presentation 
of evidence to Grand Juries, and the time in which cases were prepared 
for trial was reduced from several months to several weeks. The MFP 
proved a success and many of the ideas first tested out in the program 
were later applied to all felony cases prosecuted by the New York 
County District Attorney's Office. 

Prior to the implementation of the MFP, non-homicide felony cases 
were handled by a series of attorneys who worked on a small portion 
of the case and then passed the case on for further work in an assembly
line fashion. Before scheduling a case for arraignment on the indictment 
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in Supreme Court, all the work done on the case was handled by 
junior assistants. This meant that a felony case was initially screened 
and written up by one junior assistant, a different junior assistant 
conducted the preliminary hearing, and another junior assistant pre
sented the case to a Grand Jury. This procedure was ineffective and 
inefficient. Junior assistants lacked the experience to evaluate cases 
properly; evidentiary weaknesses were often lhit detected early enough 
to remedy; long delays occurred in the disposition of cases because 
they appeared many times on the calendar as each assistant familiarized 
himself with the case; and witnesses had to be interviewed several 
times. The weaknesses in this system of assignment were compounded 
by the fact that the Office confronted a burgeoning caseload in the 
early 1970's as crime and arrests in New York County skyrocketed. 
The result was excessive plea bargaining and inappropriately lenient 
sentences. Between the method of assignment of cases for prosecution 
and the heavy caseloads, serious felony cases were not receiving ad
equate attention. 

The MFP changed this. The idea behind the program was to take 
a substantial percentage of the most serious non-homicide felony cases 
and assign an experienced assistant to each case at its inception, with 
the assistant handling every aspect of the case, from the initial screening 
through sentencing. This method of assignment was called vertical 
prosecution. Additionally, because the MFP caseloads were small, 
assistants were able to present evidence directly to a Grand Jury, 
bypassing the preliminary hearing which is not a prerequisite to in
dictment in New York State, and were ready for trial on the date that 
an indictment was calendared in the Supreme Court for the defendant's 
arraignment. By adopting a system of vertical prosecution and reducing 
assistants' caseloads, MFP was able to obtain dispositions that real
istically reflected the seriousness of an offender's conduct and sentences 
that fit the crime and the criminal. MFP also succeeded in conserving 
prosecution, court, defense, police and correctional resources by re
ducing the number of court appearances required in each case. Statistics 
on dispositions and timing measures of MFP cases for the period from 
July 1, 1976 to June 30, 1976 reflect the program's success. Of the 
523 pleas entered in the MFP cases during this period, 80 percent 
were to the indictment of one count down, and 98 percent were to 
the felony charges. Of the 590 sentences imposed during this same 
period of time, 77 percent were state prison sentences. The median 
time between arrest and plea was only 88 days. 
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Perhaps the MFP's most important contribution was ~hat it proved 
that vertical prosecution was more effective. and ~fficlent than the 
assembly-line system of prosecution. By provmg this new method of 
prosecution in a small scale program, the MFP .pa~ed the way, for a 
total reorganization of the New York County Dlstnct Attorne! s Of
fice. In 1976, the Office adopted a vertical sy~tem of prosecutlO~ for 
all felony cases. Today in New Yor~ Count~, mstead of a felony case 
being handled by inexperienced asslsta~ts In ~everal bu~eaus as the 
case moves through the system, one assistant IS resp~nslble for each 
case from inception to conclusion. V ert~cal pr~secutlOn has gre~tly 
improved the Office's efficiency and effectlveness In felony prosecutions 
and has been adopted by many prosecutors' offices around the country. 

Early Case Assessment Bureau . 
For many years, it was the practice in New York County to assign 

the youngest and least experienced assistants, often on~y .a. few mon~hs 
out of law school, to the Complaint Room where the mltlal scr~emng 
and evaluation of criminal charges takes place. Su~h young assistants 
often inadequately assessed the quality of evidence l~ a case and .some
times drafted inappropriate charges. It was commonplace for asslsta~ts 
to adopt uncritically felony arrest charges even where there were In
dications that the police overcharged where misdemeanor charges 
would have been appropriate. It was also commonplace for young 
assistants to fail to recognize evidentiary wea~esse~ at ~n early enough 
point in time so as to be resolved by ~urth~r mvestlgatlVe work. Often 
too serious cases were not properly IdentIfied. 

in 1975, in an effort to remedy this situation, the LEAA funde~ 
the establishment of the Early Case Assessment Bureau (ECAB). This 
Bureau consisted of several senior trial lawyers who screened all felony 
arrests coming into the office. If they determine~ that a ~e~~ny arrest 

't d presentment to the Grand Jury, they dl'aUed the Imtlal charg
::~:pers and directed, where necessary, additional p~per work. W~er-

'bl the ECAB assistants arranged for the direct presentatlon ever POSSI e, ... 11' 
of cases to the Grand Jury, a practice that was appbed to a senous 

fi I . b the MFP The felony arrests that would eventually be eomes y. ., . Th 
reduced to misdemeanors were assigned to Jumor asslstant~. . e. ~x-

erienced ECAB assistants also declined to prosecute du~ng Imtl~l 
~creening and evaluation of charges in cases where the eVidence did 
not support any charges. After the District Attorney's Office was 
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reorganized on "vertical" lines in 1976, the "ECAB" concept was 
incorporated into the reorganization. 

Currently, the ECAB is staffed each day by one senior supervising 
Assistant District Attorney (ADA), five experienced ADA's and six 
junior ADA's. The supervising ADA reviews each arrest as the officers 
arrive in the Complaint Room, directing the misdemeanor arrests to 
the junior ADAs and assigning the felony arrests to the appropriate 
experienced ADA's for screening and preparing of complaints. 

A felony complaint is prepared in all felony arrest cases for which 
action by a Grand Jury is appropriate. Those cases are assigned for 
all purposes to the ADA who screens the case. In the Complaint 
Room, that ADA determines a date for the presentation of the evidence 
to a Grand Jury and arranges for the appearance of the appropriate 
police officers and civilian witnesses. The assigned ADA also directs 
the officer to conduct any additional investigation that may be nec
essary, orders medical records and other laboratory reports pertinent 
to the case, and requests that the Witness Aid Services Unit arrange 
transportation or other required services for the crime victim and 
witnesses in the case. 

The Sex Crimes Prosecution Unit 
I 

The Sex Crimes Prosecution Unit (SCPU) was established with 
LEAA funding in 1974. This specialized bureau evolved from recog
nition that sex crimes pose unique problems for both prosecutor and 
victim. Prior to the creation of the unit, violent sexual felonies resulted 
in a lower rate of conviction than other major crimes. It was believed 
that the application of more time, specialized knowledge, and under
standing of the psychological consequences to the processing of these 
cases would result in an increase in the number of prosecutions and 
convictions as well as in a reduction in the amount of emotional strain 
on the victim. The Unit has achieved highly satisfactory results. For 
example, overall conviction rates have consistently averaged over 80 
percent. This compares favorably with the overall conviction rate in 
cases not involving a sexual assault. In a typical year, the Unit will 
screen 600 cases, 124 incidents will be presented to grand juries and 
90 indictments will be returned, many of which will contain muitiple 
charges. 

Today, the SCPU remains an important part of Office operation. 
Recently, the Unit has duplicated its early success in prosecuting sex 
offenders to include the prosecution of cases where the victim and 
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defendant are acquaintances. Historically, these cases were either n~t 
pursued or, at trial, resulted in acquittals. Today however, t~e Unlt 
is successful in this area with approximately 40 percent of Its total 
caseload representing cases where the victim and defendant are ~o~n 
to each other. The federal grant from the LEAA ena?l~d the ~lstnct 
Attorney's Office to demonstrate that such .a. speclahze~ unlt can 
positively affect the prosecution of such sensltlVe and senous cases. 
Equally important, the Office's experience has caused the spread of 
this concept across the nation. 

Career Criminal Program 
The Career Criminal Program (CCP) , which began operation in 

1975, has received national acclaim for its effectiveness. The ~rogram 
targets cases of repeat offenders for special, speedy p.rosecutlOn by a 
cadre of experienced attorneys. T~e progr~m recognlzes t~at a very 
large percentage of serious crimes IS commltted by a relatlvely small 

ercentage of the criminal population. The program concentrates on 
ihe prosecution and incapacitation of that small but da~g~rous forc~. 

A profile of the typical New York County career cnmlnal .re~ea s 
that he has a record of 14 prior arrests, 6 misdem~anor CO~vlctlons, 
and 1 felony conviction and more likely than not, IS on ball, parole, 
or conditional release on another case. More than 60 percent .of the 
defendants have a pending case at the time they are charged wlth the 
crimes for which they were referred to the program. Mos~ ~fthe career 
criminal arrests are for violent crimes. Many are surpnsmgly young 
and have extensive juvenile records. . .. . 

The CCP has proved its effectiveness In maX1~l~l~g reso~rces for 
the prosecution of defendants who repeatedly vlctlmlze S?Clety. Al
though no longer funded by the LEAA, the CCP ~ont~nues as. a 

. l' d unl't l'n the District Attorney's Office devotmg ItS energles specla lze 'd' . .. 1 
to the prosecution of this hard core group of reCl l~lst cnmlna s. 
Through the years, this program has maintained a conslstently excel
lent record of prosecutorial performance. Curre.nt~y, the p~rcentage of 

1 s to the top count is close to 70, the convlction rate IS above 90 
p e~ent for all defendants accepted for p~osecution, almost 80 percent 
~eceived state prison sentences with maXlmum terms of three years or 
longer, and 51 percent receive sentenceS of. five ye~rs or longer. 

The establishment and maintenance of thlS essentlal program ~~uld 
ot have been possible without funding from the LEAA. In addl.tl~n, 

~he monies provided a basis to begin learning about the charactenstlcs 
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of repeat offenders. The teachings to date reveal the need to concentrate 
on the increasing number of younger, more violent and more active 
career criminals. Similarly, the need for prosecutors to gain access to 
juvenile records and thereby help identify the career criminals has been 
made apparent by the LEAA-funded experience. 

Comprehensive Video Recording Project 

The LEAA provided funds to the District Attorney's Office in 1979 
to establish an innovative program in information recording-the 
Comprehensive Video Recording Project (CVRP). This unit utilizes 
the most modern videotape technology as an aid in the prosecution 
of many of the Office's most serious and complex cases. 

Videotape is used to record statements by defendants for later in
troduction in court, to record conditional examinations of witnesses 
who may be unavailable for trial, to provide a visual record of events 
such as crime scenes and to assist in the training of legal staff in the 
Office. Recently, the Video Unit began taping post-crime scenes
scenes taped at a later date which duplicate the weather and lighting 
conditions at the time of day that the crime occurred. These tapes are 
used by ADA's to corroborate prosecution witnesses, rebut defendants' 
claims, and visually demonstrate a defendant's actions. In one case, a 
post-crime scene videotape showed how a burglar entered an apartment 
through a bathroom window. In another case, a video technician, from 
a helicopter hovering over Central Park, taped the escape route of a 
defendant in a murder case. In a third case, a color videotape, using 
still frame and slow motion effects, demonstrated the explosive power 
of various types of fireworks. Before the introduction of videotape in 
the Office, the methods used to record a witness' or defendant's state
ment were by hand or on a stenotype machine. These notes were then 
transcribed into a typewritten statement. Throughout this process there 
were numerous opportunities for a mistake to be made in both the 
recording and transcribing of these statements. Now, however, video 
makes it possible to replicate exactly what was said, how the ques': 
tioning was conducted, and the physical appearance of the defendant. 
As might be expected, this ability to graphically reproduce the scene 
in question has helped to eliminate the issue of whether the defendant's 
statement was voluntarily made. Before the use of video, this was a 
common area of attack for all defendants who had made statements. 
Prior to the introduction of video, the Office did not possess the 
capability to maintain permanent records of crime scenes. The use of 
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videotape in crime scenes has vastly improved the ability of the Office 
to prepare and process cases. In addition, the use of video in con
junction with the Office's training program has provided the legal staff 
with invaluable practical experience in effective prosecutorial proce
dures. 

Spanish Language Program 
In September 1977, with funds from the LEAA, the Office estab

lished a Spanish Language Program (SLP) in order to increase the 
ability to communicate with victims and witnesses whose only or 
primary language is Spanish. The Program is composed of bilingual 
assistants, investigators, and paralegals. The SLP staff is also available 
to translate documents and letters, to interpret, and to contact witnesses 
and perform interrogations for other staff in the Office. The SLP has 
enabled the Office to communicate effectively with victims and wit
nesses which, in tum, has resulted in greater participation of Spanish
speaking witnesses in the criminal justice system. 

Furthermore, by reaching into the Hispanic community to encourage 
people to report crime and inform Hispanic citizens of the efforts of 
the Office to provide assistance to them, the fear of crime has been 
reduced. 

Misdemeanor Trial Program 
The Misdemeanor Trial Program (MTP) which began in the Fall 

of 1979, has given the Office the much needed capability to try serious 
misdemeanor cases. Since the average person is more likely to be a 
victim of the purse snatcher or petty mugger than of a murderer or 
rapist, the MTP has provided the Office the resources to give these 
cases the serious treatment they deserve. Most importantly, by pursuing 
these matters diligently, those crimes that have the most direct effect 
on the quality of life in the City can be reduced. Before the MTP,
only 164 misdemeanor trials were completed-despite the fact that 
over 80,000 cases entered the~ system. This lack of trial capacity meant 
that most misdemeanors were disposed of by a plea bargain or were 
dismissed during the long wait for a trial. Although technically mis
demeanors, many of these cases involved physical harm to the victim 
or the use of weapons. In many cases, the defendant had an extensive 
record of similar crimes. For example, the average MTP defendant 
had a criminal history of 22 prior arrests. Thus, these cases, both 



iH( • 

\ 

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

288 "Federal Aid to Criminal Justice" 

because of the nature of the offense and the character of the defendant, 
are anything but unimportant matters. 

Through the MTP; the LEAA provided funds for additional attor
neys to bring serious misdemeanor cases to trial. The program's success 
was immediate and apparent. Approximately 43 percent of the de
fendants convicted in prosecutions conducted by attorneys in the MTP 
receive jail terms of six months or more, and 70 percent of the de
fendants receive sentences of confinement. In addition, while 76 percent 
of these defendants plead guilty to the top crime charged, those who 
demand a trial are convicted at a rate of 78 percent. Following these 
guilty verdicts, 72 percent of the defendants received the maximum 
one year sentence and an additional 14 percent received jail sentences 
in excess of six months. 

Witness Aid Services Unit 
Obviously, cases cannot be prosecuted without cooperating wit

nesses. Thus, the Witness Aid Services Unit ~ ASU), funded initially 
by the LEAA in 1979, has provided a vehicle for facilitating the 
appearance of civilian witnesses and meeting their needs as they con
front the criminal justice system. Equally as important, it has helped 
to insure the humane and courteous treatment all victims deserve. 

Some of the major accomplishments of the Unit have been the 
staffing of reception centers for victims and witnesses on seven days 
a week, the delivery of comprehensive services to the victims and 
witnesses in Manhattan where none existed before, the reduction of 
processing times to two hours for civilian witness cases, a 100 percent 
increase in the volume of property released to victims, and the devel
opment of a program to provide thorough and timely information to 
victims and witnesses concerning their rights, potential remedies, and 
various criminal justice procedures. Most importantly, the W ASU was 
instrumental in establishing a workable court appearance notification 
component designed to alert civilian witnesses of their attendance at 
court proceedings. This system has proved effective at drastically re
ducing the number of unnecessary court appearances by civilians. In 
fact, most witnesses are now necessary at only 3 percent of the court 
dates. This service not only has proven to be absolutely essential to 
the adequate management of witnesses, but also has enabled the crim
inal justice system to begin to treat victims and witnesses with appre
ciation and respect. 
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Organized Crime Prosecution Project 
Racketeering, and organized and white collar criminal acti~ity pres

ent special difficulties for local law enfor~eme~t. ~ot only IS the de
fendant particularly elusive, but the Investlgatlons are l~ngth~, 
requiring a large expenditure of effort by both attorneys and Investl
gators. Unfortunately, these investigations an: both comple~ and enor
mously costly. Without the Organized Cnme ProsecutlOn. grants, 
effective prosecutions by the Office in the areas o~ racketeen~g and 
corruption would not be possible. The City had all It could do Just to 
devote its prosecutorial resources to combat street crim~. Without the 
LEAA's help, serious investigations into police corruptIon as well as 
investigations leading to charges o(corruption among personnel. of the 
civil team of the State Supreme Court, bribery in connection WIth the 
construction of the Albany Mall, and corruption in the State Depart
ment of Law, could not have been undertaken. Failure to undertake 
this work not only would have. reflected poorly on the local law 
enforcement effort, but also would have caused an expansion of or
ganized crime's grip on New York City. 

Consumer Protection Bureau 
Historically, consumer protection complaints have been virtually 

ignored by police investigators. Whether this is due ~o the fact ~hat 
the Police Department is oriented more toward fightIng street cnme 
or by the fact that consumer fraud involves sophisticated schemes not 
easily thwarted by traditional methods, the result nevertheless has been 
devastating for numerous victims who had no place to tum.. The 
Consumer Protection Bureau (CPB) gave the Office the capaCIty to 
investig~te and successfully prosecute c~?sumer frau~s. perpet~ated 
against New York City residents and VISItors. Estabh~hmg a vla~le 
case in this area requires extensive investigating, gathen~g substa.ntlal 
evidence, and tracing witnesses to distant states. Sometlmes a s~ngle 
complaint from a citizen can trigger an inve~tig~tion. At other tImes, 
the formal investigation is initiated by the Dlstnct Attorney, as when 
a pattern emerges from the body ?f the .compl~inants the Consu~er 
Protection Bureau receives on a dady baSIS. In eIther case, prosecutIon 
costs are significant. .. . 

Since the inception of the program, prosecutions have been Imtlated 
across the spectrum of consumer frauds. Included in these cases have 
been odometer rollbacks by used car dealers, double billing on credit 
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card purchases by a Times Square hot h 
landlords, and the sale of counterfeit wa~g~ap i~tore, rent gouging by 
of the Bureau has been in the h . c es. e m?st recent success 
effort was unde k . . ousmg area. Late In 1981, a major 
hired confedera:: :~:~~~;;:~~~t~ and prosecute l~ndlords and their 
homes. The shortage ofho' erronze tenants Into vacating their 

h 
. usmg encourages some landlo d t . . . 

t elr tenants in order to reap th' r s 0 vIctImIze 
~state. So far, the investigation h: r:=~~ t:::o!.:~0n;, Itheir 

real 
,-,ontractors, and real estate brokers d' 1 s 0 andlords, 
properties. ,an mvo ves several different 

Pimp Prosecution Project 

The LEAA provided funds in earl 1979 f; . 
Project (PPP) Th . Y or the PImp Prosecution 
of the pimp has ~~::aadnece 10f foc;using resources in the prosecution 

c ear lrom experience . . 
enforcement. There is now little doub'" h In narcotIcs law 
is great enough to ruin otherwise sta~l t at. the affect of prostitution 
the overall quality of life in the Cit 0 ~ n~Igh~or?oo~s and to alter 
top who reap the' fi y. n y y elImInatmg those at the 
and minimize this ~:~~~e:~ Its can law enforcement hope to control 

Due to a lack of resources the D' . 
did not become involved I'n t'h Istnc~ Attorney's Office generally 

e prosecutIOn of a pi t'l c. 
arrest was made In addition th' mp un 1 alter an . . ' , e assIstant who was as' d 
agaInst a pImp usually did not h th . slgne a case 
the case or the expertise in this d~~ Ie necessary time to devote to 
funded program chan ed this I ICU t ~rea of the law. The LEAA 
withic the Office has ~roved 't~~~ t:;e e~stence 10

0f a sp.eci~lized unit 
perienced ADA's with th t' d ct.lve. The cOmbInatIOn of ex-

e Ime an finanCIal "'U t d 
~n indepth prearrest investigation has enabl~ ~1?r ;;; e~ to develop 
tIme to build consistently strong . . .IS Ice or the first cases agamst pImps. 

Leviticus Project 

An association of 14 agencies from 7 
Leviticus Project (LP) c. . states, called collectively the 
. ' was lormed m late 1978 t d' 
Investigation of illegal activities related to th 1 .0 d coor mate the 
New York City joined the roo t . e coa m ustry. In 1980, 
investigation and prosecutio: oi~~ whIch ~romoted the coordinated 
of heavy equipment in states wh mes r:~gmg from murder and theft 
organized defrauding of individ er~ ~oa IS extracted, to the complex 
occurs in large financial centers~: Inve~tors and institutions. which 

mem er states. The agencIes par-

, . 
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ticipating in the Project are linked by a computerized information 
system containing a growing base of information about criminal en
terprises in and around the coal industry. 

One principal focus of the Project is the widespread syndication of 
fraudulent tax shelter investment in coal mining ventures. In such 
fraudulent ventures, no coal is mined, but since investments in coal 
mining receive highly favorable tax treatment, a substantial amount 
of tax revenue is needlessly lost. Also, funds of investors are diverted 
by these ventures away from the market for legitimate investment. The 
LP investigators have uncovered evidence that hundreds of such fraud
ulent schemes have been syndicated in recent years, most of them in 
New York. Estimates of the resulting loss of tax revenue generally run 
from $5 to $10 billion. Through the activities of the Leviticus Project 
however, a significant portion of these lost monies has been recovered. 

Bureau of Planning and Management 
Using funds from the LEAA, the Office established the Bureau of 

Planning and Management (BPM) in 1974. This Bureau was instituted 
to provide an internal management consulting staff that could perform 
analyses and make recommendations on organizational structures, staff 
responsibilities, and office-wide operations. 

Since 1974, the Bureau has conducted numerous studies involving 
various courtroom and prosecutorial functions, as well as management 
analyses of support staff personnel, fiscal operations, and other staff 
and service areas. Recommendations encompassed organization struc
ture, work flow and staffing patterns, manual and automated systems 
development, spacing planning, records management, cost analysis, 
and utilization of office equipment and statistical reporting systems. 

The Bureau has recently developed and implemented a comprehen
sive, automated data base designed to give timely and accurate infor
mation to the legal managers of the Office. This research component 
has greatly assisted the Bureau in conducting numerous short-term 
and long-term research studies on the criminal use of guns, the reasons 
for dismissals, and the juvenile crime rate. The Bureau has also been 
instrumental in developing proposals for the funding of new programs. 

Prosecutors Management Information System 
In the last several years, the Office has restructured the way in 

which it collects, stores and disseminates information. Before 1977, 
these functions were done entirely by hand. The system was inefficient, 
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led to Inaccuracies and made it . . 
any useful form. Modem t h ;mposslble to retrieve information in 

In 1976 und ec no ogy has changed all that 
, er a grant from the LEAA h . 

the Prosecutors Management I ~ .' t e Office began to develop 
1978, the system contained curr n ?rmatlo~ System (PROMIS). By 
in the Office. As soon as ent Info~atlon about every active case 
b h a case comes mto the Offi . C 

~ out t e case is entered into the co Ice, In.lormation 
there is .a change in the status of ::~uter. From then. on, each time 
entered Immediately in}o th case, the new mformation is 

. 1 . • e computer By usi th mma s In the Office an att . ng e computer ter-
facts about the case.' orney can learn immediately the relevant 

Conclusion 

In su~ the LEAA grants provided to the N . . 
Attorney s Office since 1972 ha ew York County Dlstnct 
operations. Even during a . ~e p;oved to be essential to the Office's 
~he Office has been able to ~~:~ u: severe ~utba~ks ~t the local level, 
Its prosecutorial staff. Mo t . portant InvestIgatIOns and increase 
the LEAA, those ex~erim:ntm:portant, however, without the help of 
a success never would hav a

b 
programs that were tried and proved 

d · e een undertaken Th' . 
ma e possIble by the LEAA lesse .' e InnovatIve work 
crime problems faced by ned. the Impact of the bulk of the 
LEAA h prosecutors m the 1970' A 

. as placed local prosecutors in a .. s. s a result, the 
wIth the challenges of the 1980' Th" POSItIon to deal effectively 
a legacy that should not be fo s. tt IS ISbthe true legacy of the LEAA

rgo en, . ut rather repeated. 

LEAA And Corrections 
Robert L. Smith 

Over the years, the efforts of the federal government to assist the 
states have been made on an ad hoc basis by a variety of agencies. 
Rarely has the assistance focused on the area of corrections; more 
often, this area was but one of a number eligible for assistance under 
a particular program. 

The efforts of the federal government have been significant in the 
amount" of dollars expended and, no doubt, in their impact on cor
rections at both the state and local levels. Yet, it was not until the 
establishment of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA) that corrections began to have a special identity at the national 
level, an identity that was given greater clarity with the establishment 
of the National Institute of Corrections from Part E monies in 1971 
and as a separate federal agency in 1974. 

The Beginning 

The LEAA was spawned in the civil turmoil, conflict, disorder, and 
bloodshed that characterized much of the 1960's and 1970's. It was 
the product of an emerging social consciousness about the poor, the 
elderly, and minorities that legislatively expressed itself in a "War on 
Poverty," a "Civil Rights Act," a "Peace Corps," expanded work 
programs for youths and adults administered through the Department 
of Labor, and Supreme Court decisions that focused on the rights of 
individuals. The Nation was at war with itself, and the government 
was struggling to find solutions for poverty, crime, and public disorder. 
Only a small part of the larger social issues and of crime and criminal 
justice processes were raised to.a position of increased public visability, 
if not interest. Corrections and its problems shared that new-found 
spotlight, and as with other major social problems of the time, gov
ernment intervention and support were seen as appropriate remedies 
for the many problems associated with the field of corrections.1 

During the 1970's the federal government made the greatest financial 
contribution to state and local criminal justice and corrections in its 
history. Out of the turmoil and fear of the 1960's came new funds for 
programs, funded in rapidly increasing amounts during the early 
1970's. These funds seemed to diminish in the late 1970's, particularly 
in relation to the changes in public attitude toward the government's 
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ability to make significant changes in problems like poverty and crime. 
As the public lost faith and confidence, and as the federal establishment 
began to encounter increasing deficits, total federal resources for cor
rections also declined. This change in public and governmental atti
tudes contributed to the demise of the LEAA and to many good 
programs. The LEAA was also destroyed by those who had benefitted 
the most-the various components of the criminal justice system that 
wanted .a .larger share of the available federal dollars to compensate 
fo~ de~lmmg revenues at home. Internal conflict and disagreements, 
obJectlOns to an agency that was seen as having too quickly become 
bureaucratic and out of touch with the field, exacerbated the attacks 
on the LEAA by friends and foe alike. The critics behaved as if the 
Washington Office of the LEAA had direct responsibility for the 
expenditure of 100 percent of its appropriations rather than of the 15 
percent in discretionary dollars under the control of the national admin
istration. Criticism of the LEAA was directed almost entirely at the 
"central office" thereby ignoring all of those at the state and local 
levels who had set their own priorities for the eJm~nditure of block
grant monies. A great deal of the negative reactions of the LEAA 
would have been more appropriately directed at those who were making 
the rules and setting the priorities for expenditures locally; however, 
to ac~ept this responsibility meant also accepting the responsibility to 
explam to the Congress why crime had not decreased and the streets 
were not safe. Obviously, then, the failure had to be found in the way 
the LEAA managed the programs rather than with local choices about 
how 85 percent of the money was shared and spent by those who 
controlled the block-grant system. 

By late 1979, the LEAA had few friends and an increasing number 
of critics. Wise politicians did not need controversial programs that 
lacked public support or had a constituency that was in conflict with 
itself and its benefactor. So, like many other important, but short-lived 
programs, the LEAA and its large commitment of federal dollars for 
corrections passed into history. 

The Past As Prologue 
Corrections, as in many federal programs that preceded the LEAA, 

was not a major focus of the Omnibus Crimi Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968-which authorized the establishment of the LEAA. It 
was an "implication" discovered by creative bureaucrats interested in 
corrections in the original Act and a specific provision added in the 
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TABLE 1 
THE LEAA CORRECTIONAL EXPENDITURES AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL 

EXPENDITURES2 

Year 

1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 

Total 
Expenditure 

$ 60,000,000 
267,937,000 
528,954,000 
698,723,000 
855,366,000 
870,675,000 
895,000,000 
810,700,000 
753,000,000 
647,250,000 
646,488,000 
486,463,000 

1969-1980 

Source: National Institute of Corrections. 

Corr. 
Expenditure 

$ 4,801,000 
58,850,000 

194,291,000 
226,679,000 
265,253,000 
251,442,000 
250,000,000 
250,000,000 
225,900,000 
194,175,000 
193,946,000 
143,939,000 

Percent 
of Total 

8.0 
22.0 
36.7 
32.4 
31.0 
28.8 
28.0 
30.8 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 
30.0 

1970 amendments. The 1968 legislation was designed to "improve a~d 
strengthen law enforcement," an understandable goal born of earlier 
political debates by presidentia~ candi~~tes: ~.y 1970, how:ever, the 
congressional mandate came to Include aCt1VIt1~S of correctlOns, ~ro
bation or parole authorities, and programs relatmg to t~e pre~e~tIo~: 
control of, reduction of, juvenile delinquency or narcotIC addlctlOn. 
The concept was further broadened in 1973 when the Con~~ess sp~c
ified that the states' comprehensive plans must addres~ ~ust?dIal 
treatment of suspects, offenders and institutional and non-l~st1tut1~nal 
rehabilitative measures." The addition of Part E oft~e Omm~us Cnme 
Control Act of 1970 was the turning point for correctlon~, for ~t enabled 
those working in the field to share in the federal m?nleS bemg made 
available to state and local jurisdictions to curb cnme (See Table 1 
for the dollar value of this change). . 

As is often the case, new monies or enhanced level~ of fundmg 
encouraged new vendors to enter the mark~t for the dehvery o~ cor
rectional services. Corrections had not prevlOusly been a re~ogmzable 
discipline but had been fractionated. w~th~n .differe~t agen~les a~d at 
different levels of government and JunsdlctlOns. G1V~n. ~hIS e~vlron
ment, it is not surprising that corrections' monies we~e mlt1ally ~Irected 
to funding projects in law enforcement, in the pnvate agencIes and 
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organizations, and in profit-making corporations that provided spe
ciality services like management and fiscal services. Self-help groups, 
residential facilities, and counselling services all came to recognize that 
they provided assistance that could be interpreted to be correctional 
services. Even colleges and universities began to offer college study 
programs for prisoners in custodial facilities. All of these new and 
creative interests in corrections were triggered by LEAA monies. 

In a very important sense, there had never been the wealth of services 
available to both accused and convicted offenders that existed during 
the r.!st half of the 1970's. Jurisdictional and status distinctions became 
blurred; pre-trial diversion programs and services for the accused came 
under the increasingly comprehensive definition of programs that could 
be brought under the auspices of correctional services. The results were 
predictable. Each faction or vested interest group began to struggle 
for its fair share of available correctional monies. Client planning, 
resource management, and other deliberate techniques for assessing 
financial and programmatic needs were sacrificed for more practical 
political means of determining who got what and how much.3 

For correctional officials to be successful in this new political mar
ketplace they had to compete with innovative and sexy projects that 
commanded equal attention with those being offered by more skillful 
vendors of program ideas. For corrections, many of the needs were 
practical and traditional-i.e., more manpower, better educational 
programs for offenders, and improved living space for prisoners and 
working space for employees. In the spirit of the artificial competition 
set up for allocating dollars, the desire to win became more important 
than the substance of the proposal. The result was a proliferation of 
many new programs that did little to help in the formulation or support 
of a long-range correctional plan. Two- and three-year projects came 
and went, and longer ranged program development suffered. 

In part, the political struggle for funds was a consequence of the 
inability of the discipline to clearly articulate what the business of 
corrections included, but in greater part, the struggle was made possible 
by the legislation itself-legislation that called for the establishment 
of a separate and new entity to plan for the entire criminal justice 
system. 4 

The concept of systems planning in criminal justice was born of the 
earlier work completed by the 1967 Presidential Commission on Law 
Enforcement and the Administration of Criminal Justice.s Participants 
in this earlier effort recognized the relationship between various com-
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ponents of the criminal justice system which was a series of relation
ships impacting on one another in significant ~ays. The c?ncept of 
system suggested that through careful and coordmated planmng more
effective solutions could be found for criminal justi~e problems. .In 
essence, careful consideration and evaluation ,:ere reqUlred of the entIre 
system and not just of the component part~.. . . 

The application of systems' theory to cnml~al JustIce .and the rec
ognition of the need for a mechanism to coordmate planmng was b?th 
a positive contribution and the seed for the LEAA's eventual deml~e. 
Although the purposes of crirrlinal justice may be the same, the ~n
dividual goals of each of the component parts are not necessanly 
complementary or even indifferent to the other. Each ~art of the syst~m 
must, and does, give primary allegiance to the value ?f Its own operatlOn 
and therefore is committed to surviving and growmg stronger. . 

In viewing criminal justice in its entirety, the ar~a of co~re~tlOns 
usually was third or fourth, sometimes even lower In the pno?t~ of 
total criminal justice interests. Certainly, no compo~ent of cnmmal 
justice is more sensitive to the consequences and ~ctlOns of all Of. the 
units that precede it than is corrections-the reposItory for the actlOns 
of all of the units ahead of it within the system. ~o know that r~la
tionships exist, however, and to be able to do somethmg about chan~mg 
them through the help of others are different issues, both substantIally 
and theoretically. . .. d 

The LEAA saw systems planning as the core ?f ~ts r~l1ss~on, an 
this commitment to a more rational approach to cnmmal ~ustIce prac
tices did create new relationships between old adversanes an~ new 
organizations that bypassed the traditional political stru:t~re. m the 
interest of allocating block-grant funds. It was the LE~A s mSlstence 
on the tactical versus a general application of pl~nmng that made 
planning fail rather than operate as intended .. ~elf-mterests were ~oo 
demanding, with the result that given new condltlOns and lower fu~dmg 
levels, planning was at the top of the list, or nearly so, of sacnfices 
that could be and were made. 

Reactions to the LEAA 
The field of corrections has historically been slow in becoming aware 

of or involved in federal programs that offer resources ~o state and 
local governments. In part, this is due to the 'removal o~ dIstance fro~ 
the political processes that create these resources, and, m part, to theIr 
struggle to survive on a daily basis-a struggle that does not encourage 
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:r!::.er-term view that incorporates alternative resources and pro-

Most correctional agencies became a . 
Control Act of 1968 only after it be ware of t~e . <?mmbus Crime 
Act, as previously stated was t . came law. The InItIal thrust of the 

, 0 Improve and strength I fi 
ment. The potential impacts of th 1967 n. . en aw en oree-

t. L 
e rresldentzal Comm" R 

por s on aw Enforcement and the Ad . " . ISSlOn e-
recommendations and the 1968 C . m11l1SiratlOn of Criminal Justice

7 

corrections were not initially ob . nme C~ntrol Act on the field of 
istrators' but they soon b VIOUS or c ear to correctional admin-

" ecame aware of th . . 
under the Act, particularly as fed I d 11 e opportumtIes present 
new program. This awareness res:~a .0 ars began to pour into the 
added Part E to the legislation and ;~ l~rt~e 1970 am.endm~nts that 
ment as a legitimate interest and s a IS ~d correctIOnal Improve-
federal government. 8 concern of the Congress and the 

Between 1968 and 1970 ho I' 
the initial legislation had 'alre:~ve~~ p anmn.g structure consistent with 
grant funds and even some dis y f en put m place to disperse block
ning commissions which cre IOnary monies. On those early plan-
charged with dis~ributing w;::d:up~osed ~o be represelltat~ve bodies 
greatly outnumbered or l'n ,0rrectlOnal representatIves were 

, some cases not ev . 
large western state it took fi' en represented. In one , over Ive years to g t b' 
on the state commission Cor t' . e a pro atlOn officer . . . rec IOns vIewed the st t I . 
mISSIOn with some of the same . . a e p annmg com-
state and federal government CSUsPIc~ons they held for other units of 

. . . orrectlOns agencies' d h 
mISSIons as extensions of state d '" viewe t ese com-
the new planning structure was

a s:I~;~tratlOn. In almost every way, 
political relationships and cha I tPh mp~sed on the more familiar 

. nne s at eXlsten . t h 
CorrectIOnal representatives had t I . u pnor 0 t e 1968 Act. 
f I 

. 0 earn how to "pIa th 
o p anmng," a game that did litt}*". ~. e new game 
trations of those who felt them I .... to less~n the SuspIcIOns and frus
federal assistance. se ves outsIders to the new system of 

.Th~ staff of the state planning commissio . 
atmg In many state and local ju . d' f ns e~panded rapIdly, cre-
civil servant known as I ns IC IOns an entIrely new category of 

, p anners These . '1 
interpreted the rules and re It: h new CIV!. servants further 
regional and national offices gu r:l~ns anded ~own by the LEAA's 
adding more red tape to an I d and regulatIOns that were seen as 
Outsiders, including correctio::

ea 
y elaborate bureaucratic process. 

and regulations that protected th' s~w a. new burea?cracy with rules 
e p anmng agency, ItS staff, and com-
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mission without necessarily improving the comprehensive planning 
called for or the immediate action required to deal with the many 
problems faced by corrections. In fairness to the staff and adminis
trators of these programs, although they were caught up in the political 
process, they often handled themselves and the grantees they were to 
represent fairly and reasonably. 

To Icompete, an entire new industry grew up within corrections. 
Comprehensive planning, coordination and cooperation were the pre
dominant rhetoric that everyone had to learn in order to get their 
programs funded. Correctional agencies began to add planning spe
cialists, and others who were good at writing grant proposals and at 
engaging in grantsmanship activities on behalf of their agencies. Al
though the dollar level was not always high, it could amount to as 
much as 5 percent of an operating budget in a large state and up to 
30 percent in a smaller state. 

The LEAA was seen as the biggest and almost only game in town. 
Everyone wanted to be a part of it. Even though the total dollars 
granted to anyone agency were relatively small in relation to their 
total operational budget, it was, nevertheless, the source of "new pro
gram monies" -programs that others already were operating or pro
grams that were thought to be desirable because of belief, tradition, 
or popularity. In consequence, these programs became the new pro
gram efforts that the LEAA legislation demanded and that the federal 
and state staff encouraged. 

In the larger states, the LEAA was a new source of funds for 
programs that were wanted but could not be funded through the usual 
channels. In some of the smaller and more rural states, the LEAA 
was almost singularly a political entity, but one that contributed to a 
substantial upgrading of correctional practices. The needs of these 
jurisdictions were sufficiently great and immediate so that, politics or 
not, funds went to those areas of correctional services that desperately 
needed them. The politics of the LEAA varied--new players were 
added, but in the end, those who had previously shaped correctional 
policy continued to do so, but functioned instead as players in the new 
game of obtaining and dispersing LEAA funds for programs within 
the states.9 

Initially, the correctional staff took the LEAA seriously about plan-
ning and cooperation. Later, however, the program came to be regarded 
less seriously when federal money was seen as no more than an ex
traneous source of funding. Corrections continued to be primarily 
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funded by state and local jurisdictions. Unfortunately, for some juris
dictions, the need to obtain new program dollars overshadowed the 
inconsistency of the actions they were agreeing to carry out. For the 
sake of a few immediate dollars corrections agencies sometimes 
changed policies and/or operations that were inconsistent with the 
traditional ways of doing business. A few hundred-thousand dollars 
came to dictate how millions of local dollars would be spent. For those 
involved, considerable anger and hostility continued throughout the 
life of the program. The LEAA representatives trying to enforce pre
viously held agreements were seen as dictatorial federal employees 
interfering with the reasonable conduct of business. For the fmancially 
hungry, the temptation offederal dollars was almost too great to ignore. 

Given these conditions, a love-hate relationship e.merged between 
LEAA representatives and the correctional constituency. This ambi
valent relationship was nurtured by both the comprehensive planning 
requirements of correctional programs and a new organizational entity 
that was not always seen as sympathetic to corrections or its problems. 
The rapid expansion of the correctional planning programs in the early 
years brought many bright young professionals into a field in which 
they were inexperienced and unprepared by prior work experience for 
the responsibilities assigned. Even the best Director of a State Planning 
Agency (SPA) could be undercut by a new, relatively young, often 
professionally limited staff person who was assigned to the corrections 
area. Given the problem of a new and rapidly expanding agency, 
correctional staff only knew they were dealing with individuals who 
not only seemed to have little understanding of their problems, but an 
extensive knowledge about administrative red-tape in its place. 

Under these conditions, it is not surprising that comprehensive plan
ning, as originally envisioned, did not occur, or at least did not occur 
in the manner expected. State planning commissions, with only rare 
exception, were grant review boards arguing and debating the merits 
of projects for the purpose of making funding decisions alone. In this 
sense, the planning body was seen as a force to be reckoned with in 
the same sense as any other political body. One sought allies, made 
deals, and tried to make an impressive presentation on behalf of his 
or her project. 

The state planning commissions had been assigned an impossible 
task. Even when presented with the facts, the most conscientious board 
could not fully understand or know the implications of all of the various 
programs operated by the competing agencies. The boards were given 
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only fragmented information on ,:hi~h to judge a new and unknown 
lanning concept and its overall slgmficance. . . , 

P Other structural issues clouded the local correctIOns offiCIal s per-
t· s of the LEAA. There was the inconsistency of unstated and cep Ion . . t f ro 

unrecorded policy decisions; and there was the mconSlS ency 0 p -
grams over time; and finally, there was the constant c~ange of centr~l 
administration officials in Washington. In an unpublIshed report m 
the Spring of 1979, an administrative reviewer wrote as follows: 

LEAA has never had a comprehensive correcti~ns' policy. 
Offices have pursued their own areas of interest Independently of 
each other. 
Administrative turnover has been disruptive ?f the development 
of programs and policies. 

The same report goes on to add that state and local correct~onal 
personnel had long been aware of these deficiencies and that expenence 
had shown the following: 

Overall policy objectives were not clearly defined. .. . 
The division of resources between improvement of eXlstmg pro
grams or the introduction of innovative programs had not been 
established. , . . I 
Proportional funding betwee~ community and mstltutIOna cor-
rections had not been determIned. 
Award decisions were not always, or even often, based on ~own 
effectiveness of programs or reliable knowledge of needs 10 the 
area funded. . . t 
There was no planning for the smooth transition or even contmUl y 
from research to action. . 
Various units within the office charged with correctIonal re~pon-
'b'lities did not communicate with one another or share Infor-Sl 1 . 

mation about common interests in proJects. , 
Office staff charged with project review, consu~tatIO? and co~r
dination seldom had the chance to carry out theIr assIgned dutIes 

effectively. h .' 
There was little adherence to the legislative mandate emp aSlzmg 
community corrections. . 10 

Consistent planning was weak to non-eXIstent. 

The lack of any real policy direction for corrections by the LEAA 
provided the states with the opportunity of doing pretty much what 
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they deemed to be appropriate at an ' . , 
national and state offices did d I Y gIven tIm~" Although both the 
project grants-I' e who helve op more defimtIve guidelines about 

, " ,ow ong und h ' 
did not develop substantive I 't er w at cIrcumstances-they 
correctional agencies could m~oa s ~ward which all state and local 
that were funded The result ve or

k 
°l~g-range goals for the projects 

, , " was a a eldoscope of tt' , 
and actIvItIes that mI'ght ' h a ractIve projects or mIg t not com I 
and large, correctional personnel saw th L p ement ~ne another. By 
an organization relatively easy to ' e I EAA and ItS leadership as 
own confusion about what corr f

mam1u 
ate be~ause of the agency's 

of criminal justice, ec Ions s ould be m the total spectrum 

The LEAA was seen as a h' I fi 
things in life without too muchve IC e , or obtaining some of the better 

commItment to th d' 
goals espoused by some of th t ff f e v~gue an changmg 
corrections programs Ob' e

l 
s a

f 
0 the agenCIes overseeing the 

, ,VIOUS Y rom the st d' , , 
correctIOns, the LEAA's great t' f: il' an pOInt of cntIcs in 
and special problems of corre ~~ a mg was to recognize the unique 
funding to those pro1ects thaCtIOns ant~ allocate even higher levels of 

, ~ correc IOns agenc' th h' 
tant-projects that might not b' , Ies oug t Impor-

h h 
' e mnovatIve but th t ld ' 

t e ousmg, care, and safety of both ' a wou Improve 
grams. Innovative and ex erim c~rrectIOnal staff and their pro-
were, did not resolve th~ e~al ~roJects, a~ attractive as they often 
cilities, excessive workload~':~ un amental ~ssues of antiquated fa
various fragmented correc;io~atre~~ ~~mmmltment practices, or the 
standpoint of the critics in co aCt,IvI les and resources. From the 

, rrec Ions the LEAA' c. 'li ' 
generatmg expectations that were too r' , ,s tal ng was m 
were even greater, g eat In a servIce whose problems 

~uring the life of the LEAA, correction ' 
avaIlable resources and to avoid th d' s agenCIes learned to exploit 
associated with comprehensive Ie, lsco~fort o~ early experiences 
effectiveness that p a~mn~, mnovatIon, and increased 

were seen as oblIgatIOns under th 
program. These agencies learned to d' , e terms of the 
red tape and poor leadership from t~e llrec: Jhelr anger for unnecessary 
the repercussions were likely to b Ie oCd~ evel to Washington, where 

I e ess lsasterous 
n summary, corrections saw the LEAA " 

resource almost to the exclusion of other m as, the pnmary financial 
grams, The state planning directors ore Important ~ederal pro
reaucrats, while the new Ian . were seen as, new kinds of bu
political units with whomP conrrmgt~rouPhs dwere nothmg more than new 

, ec Ions a to be f: T 
atIve. Comprehensive planning h'l ' ~ml,lar and cooper-, w 1 e an Interestmg Idea, was never 
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to be taken too seriously since it could interfere with the more im

portant self-interests of organizations, 
Correctional personnel generally do not see themselves as effective 

in dealing with the public or politicians, Yet, before the LEAA's 
demise, corrections agencies had captured 30 percent of the agency's 
annual discretionary expenditures. Even so, they still felt they had not 
received a fair share of the total dollars appropriated over the life of 
the entire program, Success came late for corrections and the lean, 
early years were not easily forgotten. 

The frustration and anger over having taken the LEAA too seriously 
in the early years made it easy for some correctional leaders to join 
the critics that emerged in the later 1970's as funding began to fade 
and priorities for funding changed once again, Those correctional 
administrators who had also cricitized the LEAA before the Congress 
also offered praise for the leadership that the LEAA had shown in 
the development of advanced practices and expansion of many needed 

programs. 

The LEAA Leadership 
The leadership that the LEAA did offer the field of corrections was 

best demonstrated in its discretionary program. This was the one area 
in which the national and regional offices of the LEAA had direct 
control over the expenditures of funds, and 15 percent of the annual 
appropriation reserved for this purpose, In spite of ambiguous policies, 
administrative turnover, and legislative revisions, certain major areas 
and programs did emerge. A sustained interest was shown in several 
program areas throughout the years. For example, training for cor
rections personnel was funded consistently until 1975 when the Na
tional Institute of Corrections (NIC) took over the function, Some of 
the programs that receive large proportions of the funds administered 
under the discretionary program included the following: probation and 
parole, housing, industrial and other institutional programs; the de
velopment and use of advanced practices criteria for architectural 
design; and in the final four years, construction and renovation of 

facilities, 
In reviewing the history of the LEAA one is struck by the implicit 

policies reflected in the funding practices-policies that were never 
clearly or consistently articulated but are illustrated by the following 

examples: 
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• Funding new prison construction was discouraged in favor of 
renovations needed to implement advanced correctional prac
tices. 

• Standards development was strongly advocated and funded. 
• Innovative ideas for community-based corrections were en

couraged and alternatives to incarceration projects were 
funded. 

• Rehabilitation was the basic goal of both research and action 
programs. 

• Incapacitation was a continuing research interest. 
• Deterrence and retribution were given little or no attention by I 

either research or action programs until the 1980's. ! 
• Administration and management of correctional programs 1, 

emerged as a dominant interest in the final years of the agency I 
with only the research arms continuing an interest in offender-
oriented efforts. 

• Deinstitutionalization and alternative programs continued to 
be a priority under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention Act from 1974 on. 

Each of these areas of interest has varied radically over the years. 
The variations were due to differing interests by different administra
tions, increased legislative involvement, and a shift in "the public at
titude away from rehabilitation" to incapacitation. Hor example, 
community corrections programs were heavily funded i~ the earlier 

\ years but decreased by over 80 percent during the 1978-19\9 period. 
Institutional programs were not fhnded in the beginning, but by '-

1978 were funded more generously than community corrections pro
grams, with the exception of probation ;and parole programs. Admin-
istrative programs accounted for as much, if not slightly more, of' the \ 
1979 expenditures as those spent on institutional programs for both 
facilities and facilities support. Table 2 presents four sample years 
showing a shift in policy emphasis from institutional facility and facility' \ 
support (bricks, mortar and program) and community corrections \ .. 
(probation, parole, half-way houses, alternatives, ete.) to adrninistrative \ 
grants (systems improvement, organization, standards, etc.). During \ 
the life of the LEAA it is reported that slightly over $1 billion was \ , 
spent on the construction or renovation of physical facilities at the \,L 
state or local level. I . 
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TABLE 2 
DISCRETIONARY GRANT AWARDS TO CORRECTIONS FOR FOUR SAMPLE 

YEARS 
(Percent) 

Program Emphasis 

Year Institutional Community Administrative 

1972 31 60 15 
1975 47 19 34 
1977 44 12 44 
1979 46 8 46 

Source: Derived from National Institute of Corrections.11 

Funding for all three categories of corrections c?~tinu~d to change 
even after 1979. The awards for those in the admIntstratlve c~tegory 
seemed to be gaining slowly at the expense of the other two, partIcularly 
the community effort. .. . 

The rejection of an overall corrections plan by the admIntstratlOn 
discouraged any program continuity. As a ~esult, there were years 
during which no discretionary money was gIven to some manda!ed 
parts of corrections programs, even at the expense of completely losmg 
those programs-e.g., the halfway house program w~s ~ropped com
pletely in 1977. In the previous years, two offices .wIth~n the LEAA 
had given out more than $2 million for programs m thIS categor~. 

At the local level, block-grant monies were being used for a vanety 
of valuable and sometimes experimental programs. Workload and per
formance studies were carried out in a number o~ state. an~ local 
jurisdictions; correctional training centers were estabhshed ~n vIrtu~lly 
all 50 states; management development programs ca~e l?tO bemg; 
standards implementation followed development; accredIt.atlOn began; 
correctional industries received a new look and emphasIs; volunteer 
programs were expanded; contract services for halfway houses, and 
medical and psychiatric counselling increased; caseloads were reduced 
both in and out of institutions; work furlough programs were expanded; 
improved informational systems were developed and subsequen~ly 
funded by many jurisdictions; violence control programs and specIal 
offender programs were developed and subseque~tly funded by many 
jurisdictions; violence control programs and sp~clal offen~er programs 
were developed for a wide range of problem chents, partIcula~ly drug 
abusers; administrative support was enhanced, and accountmg and 
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record systems improved; recreational and work programs were en
h~nced; and ~hysical facilities in some jurisdictions were improved 
shghtly by usmg knowledge of advanced practices developed by the 
LEAA through their A-95 state clearinghouse program. These devel
opments were gradual and spotty. Yet, they were symbols and new 
~epartures suggesting the possibility of better and more-effective prac
tIces. 

At the research level, the area of corrections was being forced to 
r~evaluate ~~actice in the light of increasing knowledge. The correc
tlOnal practItIoners were learning a new search strategy for information. 
Even negative research findings that had disasterous results for some 
cherished beliefs contributed to the knowledge of improved correctional 
practices. Examples are numerous and would include the questioning 
of reduced caseloads, the value of various treatment modalities, the 
cost-effectiveness relationships between different levels of custody and 
treatment, to mention only a few. 

Again, at the national level, the LEAA was making significant 
contributions in a variety of areas even though it was operating under 
five different political administrations-(Johnson, Nixon, Ford, Carter 
and Re~gan). There were unprecedented increases in jail and prison 
populat~ons as well as a substantial change in the attitude of the public 
an? the g?vernment regarding corrections and its traditional ways of 
domg busmess .. Some of the examples include comprehensive planning, 
advanced archItectural practices, training, the corrections standards 
and accreditation programs, legal services to prisoners, treatment al
ternatives to street crime, the free venture prison industries program 
the jail accounting micro-computer system program, the offender-based 
information system, guidelines for parole and probation decision mak
ing, inmate grievance procedures, health care delivery, correctional 
programs for women, the development of various treatment alterna
tives, deinstitutionalization efforts by the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), and the establishment of the NIC. 

Of all of t?e ~bo~e efforts, those that promise the greatest long
range or contmumg Impact on corrections include training, standards 
?evelop~ent, accreditation, parole and probation guidelines, improved 
mformatlOn systems, and the funding of the National Institute of 
Corrections. 

Millions of block-grant dollars have been directed toward the train
ing of correctional personnel and developing training capacities at the 
state and local levels. At the national level, $394 million was spent on 
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training between 1968 and 1978. Of the $274 milli~n comm~tted t.o 
personnel training, over 15 percent went to correctlOns dunng thIS 
period. For support of institutional training in organ~z~tions such as 
colleges and universities, over 12 percent of $120 mllhon was spent 
for corrections.12 In addition to these expenditures, the NIC has spent 
over $30 million for training since it was established in 1971, under 
monies for Part E of the Crime Control Act. 

The uneven distribution of training funds between corrections, the 
police, and the courts is a reflection of two things: the differences in 
the number of personnel working in each of these fields and the fact 
that, in the early 1970's, in total numbers, correctional employees 
tended to have attained higher levels of formal training than those in 
law enforcement. This was particularly true in professional classes or, 
in the case of the police, those included in the ranks of lieutenant or 
above. The LEAA changed this, probably, in part at least, as a result 
of the organizational structure put in place to administer the LEAA 
in 1968. . 

Since those early days of the program, correctional traimng has 
begun to shift its emphasis from technical or treatment skills to the 
development of management and leadership skills. While it was true 
that correctional personnel in the professional service areas were college 
graduates, they had not necessarily been prepared to be manage!-,s of 
large multimillion-dollar organizations. The nature of a correctlOnal 
agency today, like many other service organizations of an earlier period, 
is far more complex and politically sensitive than it was even 10 yea~s 
ago. This changed environment requires a different kind. of leadersh~p 
than that of the 1950's and 1960's. The LEAA's early mvestment In 
the development of correctional personnel and highly trained admin
istrators has set the stage for the improved management of the field 
of corrections in the future. Hopefully, the change will be as great and 
as positive as it has been for the area of law enfor~~ment. ~hi1e it is 
true that there is no direct relationship between tralmng and Improved 
performance, training, like research, is diffuse. i~ its .conseque~ces and, 
like research is cumulative in its results. Trammg IS the basIs for the 
more efficie~t and more effective use of correctional resources in the 
future. 

In early 1970, the LEAA began a program, directed at determining 
standards and goals for the entire the criminal justice syste~. !he 
rationale behind the effort was to help various elements of the cnmmal 
justice system make explicit the goals and objectives deemed necessary 
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, ec lve and efficient programs an ' 
makin.g the system more rational in t: servtces. ~t. was believed that 
make It more efficient and more efli ,rms of deCISIOn making would 
had convened a number of differ ectIve, As, early as 1971, the LEAA 
:ese.arch, and planning to find out ~nt g;;:ups In the field of operations ::,~b,:", system. As a consequence 0: Oe~ ~ould improve the criminai 

vlsory Commission on C' " ~ 0 er of 1981, the Nation I 
established, The Comm' , nmmal JustIce Standru-ds and Go I a ISSlon appoi t d 12 a s was 
ards and goals for every facet of n, e , t~sk,forces to develop stand-
Th~ w?rk of the Commission cuc~al J~sbce system operations ~n Cruntnal Justice sponsored by ~~~In t.he National Conferen~e 
anu~ of 1973. The publication of t A ~ .Washington, D.C. in 

a major national stimulus for th he C?mmISSIOn's reports provided 
all subsystems of criminal justice ~ analysIs of operational practices in 
s!ate and local governments to ;n ;ograms were initiated to encourage 
lIght of their own special needs an~ yZ: the ~tandards proposed in the 
of ~e program was significan . umqu~ crr~umstances. The im act 
reVIew traditional programs in ~:li t~at It sbmulated correctio~ to 
to seek reasonable and effective alt g t ~f performance standards and 
not s~n? the scrutiny of a stand ~rnatl~es for programs that could 

This smgleprogram probabl ar s, reVIew, 
of corrections tha y contnbuted more to the ' . n any other sin I lffiprovement 
tIonal government, It layed the gr e program undertaken by the na
opmen~ of professionall det g ~und work for the further devel-
~or:ecbons and ultimately~ed to ermmed ~tandards and goals for 

, ac t at the LEAA a accred-ItatIon process The f: t h the estabhshment of a fiorm I 
out t? the states to assist them in u d ha~ systematically reached 
practIce made it virtually impossibl fi n ertaking this reassessment of 
unt?'~c:hed by the exercise. The ~ or any. ~tate or locality to remain 
politICIans in the reassessment x of ~ltlzens, professionals, and 
occur. process also msured that ch anges would 

S~andards have become the recbon~. Although laggardly ~easure of profes~ional services in cor-

~:I:,,~~ns a~ last came of age ': ::~~~ W1: other professions, 
. requrrement, excellence . ng e degrees and the 

re.1;:rred by a professional se~:d ;~~ent for services and care 
WI In out the help of the LEAA. . IS would not have happened 

1974, the Commission on " ~eate? t~ough a grant from the L~~edltabon for Corrections was 
ssoclatlon. The plan for the Com ' ,to the American Correctional mISSIon was based on a t wo-year 
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"Self-Evaluation and Accreditation Project" funded earlier by the Ford 
Foundation. The Commission provided a mechanism for the appli
cation of standards and a process to determine whether or not standards 
were being met. Since 1974, the Commission on Accreditation for 
Corrections, using trained professional evaluators, has accredited over 
300 correctional agencies with over 90 prisons and over SOD-related 
correctional facilities and programs. The standards used for the ac
creditation are based on those developed and revised by the American 
Correctional Association under grants provided by the LEAA and 

later by the NIC, While regarded as controversial by some, no other formal and ob-
jective system exists by which trained professionals can evaluate current 
practices in the light of accepted standards. Tangential gains have also 
been made in the development of a common language for compliance 
with standards, for measures of physical and program adequacy, and 
for the development of a forum within which old practices can be 
questioned and new ones proposed. Standards development and ac
creditation can, and probably will in a direct way, do more to move 
corrections forward in the future than any other single effort funded 

by the LEAA, U)Ilike law enforcement, corrections has been slower to make use 
of modern technology to improve practices. Yet, in recent years, con
siderable progress has been made. The Offender-Based State Correc
tions Information System (OBSCIS) program is a classic example. This 
program assists in the development of information systems that support 
corrections' systems decision making for operations and planning. The 
OBSCIS is a model state-level information system under concurrent 
development in over 30 states to provide correctional agencies with 
improved operational and administrative information while also sup
porting overall, integrated national reporting and analysis capabilities. 
Funded and supported by the National Criminal Justice Information 
and Statistics service (now known as the BureaU of Justice Statistics), 
this unit of the old LEAA also provided leadership in the development 
of the Jail Accounting Microcomputer System, the Probation Man
agement Information System and the Corrections Data Analysis Man
agement System and other similar efforts demonstrating the use and 
value of modern technology for correctional operations. 

In the same sense, research projects supported by the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, noW the National 
Institute of Justice (NIJ), have affected correctional practices for the 
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good. The development of parole decision guidelines, guidelines for 
bail, classification technology, and the National Study of America's 
Prisons and Jails mandated by the Congress are only a few of many 
examples. But, as important as some of the work in the area of tech
nology transfer and research has been, the portion of the total dollars 
spent has been relatively low for the area of corrections. While the 
percentage of NIJ funds spent on corrections has varied by year, it 
has generally ranged between 4 and 5 percent. In 1971, 15.3 percent 
of research funds went to corrections, and in 1978, 30.1 percent went 
to corrections-the two highest years in the history of the NIJ. 

Of all of the many contributions that the LEAA has made to cor
rections probably none has more lasting significance than the estab
li~hment of the NIC in 1971 from Part E monies. This single gesture 
dId more than establish a new identity at the federal level, it elevated 
the corrections profession to a practice worthy of its own center for 
research, training, and program development. It laid the foundation 
for the continued development of a profession and for correctional 
leadership. 

On December 6, 1971, at the first National Conference on Correc
tions, the United States Attorney General, John Mitchell, announced 
the establishment of a National Corrections Acadel].1y. He indicated 
that .the Academy ~ou~? be "the most effective single means of up
gradl~g the profeSSIon. The Attorney General outlined three major 
fun~tlOns: m~npower development and training, development of cor
rectlOnal pollcy recommendations, and research and evaluation di
rected at improving correctional knowledge and practice. The 
Academy was to serve, "as a national center for correctionalleaming." 
The L~AA and the Bureau of Prisons were given the responsibility 
of making the Academy operational in the shortest possible time. 

Conceptually, the Academy was not to have a narrow trade school 
orie~tation. It was viewed as a center of advanced learning for cor
recttonal managers and leaders working with the help and interest of 
a much wider range of professional and academic experts. The Acad
emy was seen as a collegial center where a wide variety of interests 
and knowledge were brought together by professionals working in a 
collaborative relationship with the Institute's management. Goals seen 
as appropriate to the Academy's mission included (1) developing a 
l~rger sense of ?rofessionalism in corrections, (2) drawing other profes
slOna~ gro,ups mt~ closer relationship with correctional planning and 
practtce, (3) keepmg the community at large informed and involved 
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in the activities of corrections, and (4) establishing close working 
relationships with national and state correctional agencies. 

The five main functions for the Academy, later to become the NIC, 
were training, technical assistance, policy and standards development, 
and financial assistance for programs that enhanced knowledge and 
program development. 

During the consideration of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974, the Senate Judiciary Committee amended the 
bill to incorporate provisions for the establishment ofNIC. The amend
ment was substantially the proposal outlined by the Attorney General 
in his message to correctional leaders in 1971. The amendment was 
passed by the Senate, agreed to by the Conference Committee, and 
was enacted by the House and Senate in August of 1974. The NIC 
became a reality on September 7, 1974, when the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 was signed into law by the Pres
ident. 

Thus, the ground work was laid for a permanent program at t~e 
national level that would give corrections the attention, leadershIp, 
and information it needed to become a strong professional service. 
Yet, the establishment of an institute, per se, was almost too late. It 
was born at a time when the LEAA was reaching its peak in appro
priations, but ready to begin a downward spiral in support. Jails and 
prisons, although known to be in bad condition, had ~ot b.egun to feel 
the critical pressures generated by offender populatlOns m excess of 
415,000. Whatever the critical mass necessary to gain the public's 
attention to a problem, it had not happened. Corrections and the 
control of convicted offenders were about to become a political football 
to be Idcked around by virtually everyone, including law enforcement, 
as an explanation for the continuing street crime. Financial support 
for a new agency committed to improving conditions for criminals and 
those working with them did not come easily or in large amounts. 
Nevertheless the NIC did survive, and its appropriations did increase 
from $3 million in 1975 to $10 million in 1982 and 1983. 

On the other hand, the fact that the NIC has not grown significantly 
in staff (e.g. 32 personnel) or budget has contributed to its survival. 
Supported financially in the early years and philosophically in sub
sequent years, the NIC was able to learn from the experiences of the 
LEAA. 

Limited size and money required that the NIC be responsive to 
clientele and not political whims. Unable to purchase large corporate 
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t~chnical assistance and advice, the NIC learned to provide many 
dIrect services itself rather than through vendors. Dir"ect service by 
st~ enhanced th~ knowledge of operations and the people adminis
tenn~ the. correctlOns programs, thereby continuing a close working 
relatlOnship among them. Innovation in organizational structure and 
methods for service delivery generated a Jail Center and a National 
Academ~ of Corrections wherein the best individuals from the private 
and pu~hc sector~ ~an be brought to provide training to over 5,000 
correctlOnal practl~lO~ers each year. Most importantly, since funds 
have always been limIted, grantsmanship and the problems of block
grants that plagued the LEAA have not been a serious problem for 
the NIC, thereby protecting the agency from much of the political 
pressure experienced by the LEAA. 

The ~IC program today spends approximately $4 million to train 
c~~.rectlOnal l~~der~, managers, and those who train others. An ad
dItional $4 million IS spent for direct and indirect technical assistance 
to state and local c~'Tectional agencies. The balance of the budget is 
reserved for evalu~tlOn procedures. and operations. By agreement, re
search was determmed to be the pnmary responsibility of the NIJ with 
the NIC. restricting it~ limited resources to action research efforts or 
cooperative ven~ure wIth the NIJ. The LEAA experience clearly dem
onstrated the dIsadvantages of being too large, and hence politically 
:ul~e~a~le, and of administering block-grants to state and local 
JunsdlctlOns. 

The Difference for Corrections 
Without th~ infusion of LEAA monies over the past 10 or more 

years, corrections would not have a professionally developed set of 
s~andards us~d by t?e courts in litigation and by correctional profes
s~on~ls working to Improve practice. Accreditation, one of the very 
sIgnIficant LEAA contributions, would not be a reality today! Case
loads and cas.ework would undoubtedly be the continuing theme used 
to argue for Improvements in service rather than workloads and the 
dev~lopme~t. of excellence in facilitative programs like education, on
the-J?b tralmng, health, and recreation. Research knowledge would 
contmue to be limited, with only a few of the nation's universities and 
col!ege~ showing an occasional interest in these "nonprofitable" areas 
of m.q~lry. Data about the numbers of offenders confined in prisons 
and J~ils would be unknown or in the process of being collected. The 
magnItude of the national prison problem would be unknown, except 

\ 
f 
i 
\ 

\ 
i 
I 
\ 
1 , , 

313 
LEAA and Corrections 

for a few states with marginal information systems. Jails would still 
be among the problems best left undiscovered and undiscussed instead 
of problems that cities and counties have learned to address. The 
American Correctional Association, the National Sheriff's Association, 
and other similar professional organizations would probably be less 
developed and less involved in national policy issu~s than they ~re 
today. There would certainly be fewer planners, a~d comprehefil5~ve 
planning and coordination would not have the promme,nce or attention 
they have today. There would be fewer trained personnel at all levels 
in corrections, particularly at the managerial and administ~ative l~vels, 
if the LEAA had not existed. Moreover, the NIC and ItS NatlOnal 
Academy of Corrections undoubtedly would be continuing matters for 
discussion at the next National Conference on Correction8-a confer
ence that would have to be funded through private sources since 
corrections would still not be a matter of compelling national interest. 

The Needs and Goals for the Future 
One of the primary difficulties with the recent legislation to save 

the LEAA was that it proposed doing more of the same when more 
was not what was needed. There is an assumption that money from 
a federal agency necessarily generates creative impulses in those seeking 
the funding. One of the lessons of the LEAA is that innovation without 
consolidation and stability results in short-lived projects of questionable 
value. There is no question that millions of dollars can generate change, 
but whether that change is positive and desirable is seldom asked 
before the funding. There is also little evidence from the LEAA ex
perience that innovations were really innovations; they were,::uore of~en 
than not an old and favorite idea dressed up to meet the Innovative 

requirement" for funding. 
The problems and the knowledge about those problems are s~ffi-

ciently great that any new version of the LEAA should be organIzed 
and empowered to assist in their resolution. For ~x~mple? the over
crowding of prisons and jails has become endemIC m ~hlS cou~t~y. 
Help in assessing the problem and its causes may permIt some Juns
dictions to change normal practices and laws in favor of more rea
sonable and cost-effective approaches for handling the serious and 
dangerous criminal offender. Such assista~ce may not. requi~e vast 
federal expenditures since much can be prOVIded by techmcal aSSIstance 
designed to help local jurisdictions resolve the problems themselves. 
On the other hand, a federal program to relieve overcrowding through 
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construction requires billions of dollars, even if federal dollars were 
matched by state and local government. In effect, however, how such 
problems are dermed greatly determines the solutions to be pursued. 
That knowledge is also a legacy of the LEAA experience. 

Any organization that hopes to approach problem-solving in the 
manner described above must operate on the basis of some clearly 
established policies and guidelines that are both articulated and under
stood by all of the parties involved, including those administering the 
program. The lack of a consistent policy and continuity of purpose 
and function contributed largely to the demise of the LEAA and will 
do so again for any agency that does not have a clear and reasonable 
goal that can be achieved. 

There is much to be said for the organizational model generated by 
the legislation creating the NIC. That is to say, the Advisory Board 
for the National Institute has as its major duty the policy recommen
dation under which the agency functions. This simple, yet effective, 
innovation in legislation relieved a federal agency from much of the 
bureaucratic and political static associated with providing immediate 
and responsible help, without undue delay, to a specific clientele. The 
specificity of the clientele is another plus for such an agency. If the 
world is your client and if resources are limited, then some clients are 
going to be ignored or treated poorly. 

The basic assumptions of any continuing organization established 
to aid corrections should be considered very carefully by those drafting 
the legislation. The Omnibus Crime Control Act assumed the general 
popUlation to be the primary determinate for the amount of rewards 
granted under the Act. Although politically wise, the popUlation is 
not necessarily a reasonable base for funding jurisdictions with cor
rectional problems. For example, the Southern States have, on the 
average, the lowest per-capita expenditures for prisons and jails and 
often the poorest conditions of confinement. On a population basis, 
funding would be less because fewer persons live within these parts of 
the country. One might consider whether funding should be based on 
the size of the problem, on the appropriateness of practices (based on 
some recognized standards), on the ratio of persons incarcerated in 
relation to the number of felonies committed, or, again, on popUlation 
only? Should local jurisdictions be rewarded for good or poor practices? 
These and similar questions are at the heart of the policies that a 
successful agency must explore if it hopes to improve correctional 
practices or unsatisfactory conditions. 
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Effective significant change is less a question of money tha~ it is a 
clearly understood agreement of what one plans to accomphsh and 
how. If the basic assumption is that someone elses ~r~blem n~eds t~ 
be solved, then no matter what is done the probablhty of faIlure ~s 
great and the financial cost substantial. If, on the other hand, the ba~lc 
assumption is that those who have problems ~an solve them WIth 
practical help, then the probability of success IS enhanced and the 
commitment to large capital expenditures is decreased. 

State and local jurisdictions still require substantial help from the 
national level. This help should be offered as a priority that re~ects. a 
clear national policy. Practical assistance in the form of techmc~l aId 
should head the list. Training supervisors to be better cor~ectlOnal 
managers should be a close second, but it should be r~cogn~ze~ that 
such training does not necessarily equate with leadershIp WhICh IS the 
quality and skill most needed. 

Finally, and reluctantly, to make up for 100 !ears of neglect, a 
funding mechanism should be instituted and d~slgned to help. local 
and state jurisdictions upgrade some of the antIquated c~stodlal fa
cilities. The use of available federal dollars should be restncted, how
ever to insure that they are not used merely to expand non-felony bed 
cap~city in existing institutions. Essentially, ,federal money should be 
reserved for planning and architectural aSSIstance for adva~ced de
sign-i.e., lowest levels of security consist~~t. wit~ the. p~bhc ~a~ety. 
No funds should be available for land acqUlSltlon, smce It IS a mmlmal 
requirement that every jurisdiction can and should be re~uired to m~et 
if it plans to participate in the program. ~ess than thIS level of In
volvement tends to make it a federal project and not a local ~ffort 
assisted by the federal government. Construction should be assocIated 
with immediate need; hence, those projects with court-ordered status 
would have the highest priority for immediate assistance. The s~eer 
-opulation of inmates should not be a primary criterion for fundmg, 
~lthough it might be used to establish some ratio foc~ses on ne~d, 
such as felony convictions in relation to total populatIon. Fundmg 
should be in the form of subsidized, low-interest loans based on the 
annual rate of inflation. The federal government should ~ake no m?re 
profit on the loan than is consistent with the value lost In purchasmg 
power through inflation. Monitoring, grant/loan approval, and stand
ards setting should be organizationally separated from the fisc~l al
location and financial audit functions. The .. first three functlo?s, 
standards, program monitoring, and loan approval should rest WIth 
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the correctional entity given the responsibility for the management of 
the program, and the second set of activities should be performed by 
a federal agency already having accounting and payment procedures 
in place, such as the Department of Commerce, for example. A pro
gram and an agency like that described above should be authorized 
to spend up to, but not more than, 7 percent of the appropriated funds 
for operations in any given fiscal year. Expenditures for operations in 
excess of 5 percent would have to be justified on the basis of increased 
direct services to clients. An annual budget of $25 million for technical 
assistance, $15 million for training, and $10 million for the development 
of information, policy, and research should be the annual budget for 
ongomg programs. 

The facilities assistance and improvement program should be limited 
to one 10-year period, after which time it would terminate. The only 
funds for the first year should be those reserved for initial planning 
and startup. Appropriation levels should be $1 billion for the second 
year of the program. The appropriation for the third year should be 
$2 billion to fund local planning efforts, with succeeding years adding 
$3 billion per year for a total of $24 billion over the 10-year life of 
the program. Any applicant participating in the program would have 
to complete his or her project within three years of receiving a con
struction loan or forfeit any claim on the federal funds so that they 
could be released to others. While this level of funding would do little 
to expand capacity, it would help upgrade and improve a substantial 
number of correctional facilities considered to be unconstitutional be
cause of physical conditions. 

The Legacy 

The legacy of the LEAA is greater than many would admit. It has 
taught much about the appropriate role for the federal government in 
state and local corrections programs. It has shown that realistic ex
pectations can be met in a way that is less controversial than previously 
has been tried. There is a significant role for the federal government 
in helping state and local correctional jurisdictions to become better 
if that role is not confused with mandates, control, distance from those 
who have the problems and bureaucratic exercises contributing little, 
and, in the end signifying nothing. 

During its short lifetime, the LEAA funded over 500,000 projects 
at the state and local levels. Abqut 175,000 of these projects were, in 
one way or another, correctional projects. No agency can spend $2.2 
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n· od without leavlng both an . . a 12-year pe h ' 

billion for correctl0ns. m . hen it no longer exists. Yet, t e l1:n-
impact and a substantlal v?ld w c for corrections are not nece~sanly 

ortant parts of the LEAA s lega y ccess of any given project or 
~elated to the dollars sp~nt. nor to :!~t~utions of the LEAA to ~or
series of projects. The slgmficant. t be in the areas of learnmg, 
rections have been and will cont~:e se~sitivity to the importance of 
political awareness, standar~s an

f 
information. Corrections progra~s 

ublic opinion and th~ ~~anng 0 and services from the pubhc. 
~sed to hide thei~ activitles, succes~~~~al personnel and others a great 
The ,LEAA expenence taught ~orre~anning was and was not. l~ also 
deal about what comprehen~1V\:e dangers of becoming too bIg too 
taught state and local. agenCIeS hat could not be attained. . . 
fast by promising achi~vements t ions is considerably more posltive 

The legacy that remams for correct The LEAA although less 
than those left. by other federal ~~O!::s~uccesses tha~ man~ critics 
than effective In ~any areas, h

f 
ilures than its supporters will ag~ee 

are willing to ad~t and ~ore a ter have outlined a few of the gams 
to. Previous sect~ons of thIS ch~~ the areas of advanced ~sed of tech
made by correctIOns prograI?s.1 t' and decision making. The d~-

. t' adm1n1stra lon, h d wlll nology for mforma 10n,.. d standards program as an 
velopment of an accre~ltatlo; c~~ections significantly through?ut t~e 
continue to change the ace 0 ort for training are changtng ~ e 

t · n The development of and supp . particularly the skllls na 10 . t' ns practlces, 
nature of contemporary cor~ec 10 t carry out correctional programs 
and expectations of thos~ w 0 ~:~ised for the 1980's and 1990's. 
during the unparalleled tlm~s p ncies learn how to approach prob-

The LEAA helped ~orrect1~ns ag~re effectively, and pro.gram, more 
lems differently, use Info~atl0nh: ex ectations and the ski~ls of ~ho~e 
realistically. The LEAA ra1.sed t ts 1n the field of correctIons. rhe1r 
responsible for making ach1eve:te:tially contributed to the increased 
early and later works have s~ sad in the case of the NIC, have 
professionalization of correctIons, ~n t~on where further development 
actually created a place and orgamza 1 . ., 1 
can occur. . found in the success of 1nd1~ldua 

The LEAA's legacy IS not to be 'thout £ederal funds, but m the 
. t operate WI . . ts 

projects that contmue 0 . k the agency presented dunng 1. 
ideas opportunities, and m1sta ~s y or may not have had its faIr 
exist~nce. The corrections profess10nb~: no one can say that it did.~ot 
share of the total dollars expend~~ number of ideas and opportumtles 
have the chance to explore the nc 

; ; 

-~ -



I 

\ ~ 
t\ 

-1)1 

~ 
11 
I"! 

U 
H 
.i ' 

318 "Federal Aid to Criminal Justice" 

made available by the LEAA while it existed. As a result, correctional 
programs and procedures will never be the same. In sum, the LEAA 
changed correctional practices for the better. 
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