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FOREWORD

The purpose of this briefing paper is to assist the
Senate Committee on the Budget, and the Congress in general,
by providing information which can be used to help focus
upon and clarify issues, and to serve as input for further
policy and legislative analyses of the programs of the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA).

To accomplish this putpose, in response to the cOmm1t-
tee' 8 request for information we have:

1. Summarized and provided a limited update
of reported major accomplishments and re-
perted limitations or shortcomings of the
principal components of the program and,
where possible, compared reported program
results to the legislatxve mandate.

2. . Addressed and discugsed the reported ad-
" wantages and disadvantages of general revenue
sharing, so-called "special revenue sharing
- proposals,” as well as other poesible pregram
altetnatives.

This 3tudy is xntende& o prov;de the Committee and Congress -
vith .@ range of options for. futher consideration of what ‘the :
- Pederel reolie could or shouid be with regpect Lo crime and
‘delinguency prevention, control, .and. reduction and improve-
ment o‘ law enforcement and the admxnistration of Justxce.

Given the telatively short time ftame for developing,
analyzing, and preparing this. information, we have not been
~able -to perform additional.nev .research, evaluation, or audit
. work,.with. the exception of updating and summarizing some
' recent developments occurring in LBAA and the Department
of Justice. - Por. the most- ‘pact we have drawn upon exxstzng
reported information and data, nuch of it avaxlable in pub-
lished form. . - ... . - :: an wpo ;

Some of ‘these sourcea include:"{"'fi

z--.« Japes

'ff-acOngEessxonal Reaearch Sszice
;-Advisory Conmxasion on xntetgovetnmental Relatxons
-p;_,--stookinqs Institution
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e—-Bxecutive Hanagement sgrvice, Inc. o ﬂ:anﬁ?



--Natxonal Conference of State Ctxmxnal Justice Planning
-Administrators

-=-National League of Cxtxes and the U s cOnfetence of
Mayors

- ==National Assocxatxon of Count1es.
--Natxonal Assocxatxon of State Legxsla*ures
--Council of State Governments
~--Law Bnforcement Assistance Adﬁxnxsttation and its
- National Institute of Law anorcemeut and Ctimxnal

Justice

-~-National Academy of Scxences, Assembly of Behavioral
and Social Sciences . .

--Various grantees, conttactors, and other private and
public sources

e H JET

--Prevxous GAO reports-and related evaluation and audxt
results » «;. -?, ~;3«¢. e w;,,a_ . ,

We also examined an@ considered the viewpoints and positione -
expressed by a numbet of agenciﬂs, groupe,"and indivxduals,;

. :*-,,. R '-vv-‘ --\"' g‘,& >L,, s ;lef."-‘.q TRl

Pinally, we interviewed LBAAfatEicials and staffﬁto-obm
tain adéitional’ ‘information-which ‘describes current :and’
planned activities, programs,’ initiatives, and tecent nodlfx-”
cations which have occutted~‘ *j‘ -

AN L —i\?""
2 e T
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: However, it must Beenphasized that with aifew'exeepf i
tiona we were not-able; withinithe:time frames of the*requeet.
to verify informationi;and:Rata: analyaes»dravn’fron Hon=GAQ
sources. - Therefore, it ig our view that care must be. taken‘ ,
in intetptetingfthe4ligni£i51nce‘vf“varions items Of :fnfor=-1.
mation and ir generalizing from .specific cases to .bé repre~ -
sentattve of condxtions and circumstances- nationvide";';;;.-3~
- sz %«_’.&2#11.3:‘“7—)«":;4 “"‘WT A.?:Jk% _;%;s«‘ BNt A
. T We have included*a bibliog:aphy with citations to the
 sources and relevant publicatfons Crow which’ Ve have drawn |
much of the material for ‘analysis and syrtheszis. :Given: the o '
complexity of many-of:the iiaue:vwpreuﬁihtakana~pooft£oaa Coery ol
taken by many of -the authors, we encoursge and: strongly zec- -
ommend that these source materials- b tonstlted ko ‘obtain S
a eore full and conplete~aslessnent. o the ‘fullest” axtent o
poseible, we have taken gteat eareﬁtosezatifyftbe~poihts and




issues raised from the source documents in the context with
which they have been presented. Descriptive proyram and fi-
nancial information about LEAA and States®’ activities was a
provided to the Committee earlier in a separate study en-
titled "Overview of Activities Funded by the Law Enforcement

_ Assistance Administration.

Pinally, we wish tc emphasize that this paper is not a
formal GAO position statement. Rather, it reflects a variety
of viewpoints and discusses a number of issues for which there
are no simple straightforward answers. We hope that it will
prove useful in developing an appropriate conceptual and ana-
lytic framework for use by the Congress in considering future
legislation.

Victor L. Lowe
Director
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INTRCDUCTION

At first blush it wculd appear to be reasonable to gues-
tion whether after 9 years of operation the Crime Control
Act program has achieved some or all of the purposes for
which it was intended. Unfortunately there are no ready an-
swers. At this time, it would not be possible for GAO--or
any other group for that matter--to determine whether the
" LBAA program, overall, has had any measurable impact upon

--preventing, .controlling, and/or :eduéing crime and
delluquency; -or I -

'--imptoiing the performance of the criminal justice sys-
tem.

The difficulties associated with attempting to provide answers
to these questions, discussed more fully further on, are basi-
cally threefold: - : I

(1) Valid~and;te1iable measures of crime and delinquency
are lacking. .. A -

(2) At present.it it not possible to identify and isolate
' (separate -out) che influence of other programs (non-
_-LEAA), en-going activitics,-pelicies, and procedural -
changes .from the effects, if any, produced by LEAA-
assisted efforts. o

. (3) Crime and .the penal codes of the States which set . ..
: forth and define what behavior is considered a viola-
tion of legal norms vary from one State to the 1ext
_and from one.time period to the next, thereby com-
plicating the problem of defining what it is that
) _ the various programs and projects carried out under

Gy s methe Act are:attempting to deal with. '

.- Another .issue _which introduces substantial difficulty in
making a determination of the impact of the program, overall
..in.terms of.the congressional mandate, is the mandate itself,

- Phere_.is a significant_.amount of .confusion evidenced in the
_vacious reports; studies,-and debate surrounding the_defini-
tion o° the goals and objectives of the Act. To some, the
Ornibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, as amended, is
designed to prevent, control, and reduce crizme and juvenile
delingnency: - To others, its goals are less ambitiouss to. ...
strengthen and.improve law enforcement and the adainistration
of justice'thtouqh,technical.and-financial assistance



provided by the Federal Government or merely to provide.

some additional form of fxscal relief. Yet still others chink
of the goals of the Act in terms of preventxng, conttollxng,
and reducing crime anad delinguency but differ in their views
.as to the appropriate means to accomplizh these ends.

In large measure, this ambiguity over goals and objec~
tives may be a byproduct of the co-promxse reached in accom-
modating the dxffezxng points of views of those who were sub-
stantivel' involved in and responsible for the legxslatxon.
The critical question wiich has not been addressed is in de-
fxnxng the ability of the criminal justice system to affect
crime and delanuency reduction through some form of deter-
rence. Deterrence is considered by some to be brought about
through the sanctioning strategies employed by the criminal
justice system to enforce the criminal law.

The complexxty of the issues becomes even more apparent
when: examxnxng two ceneral models which characterize the
operation of the criminal justice system--the “crime control
nmodel® and the "due process model.® 1/ The "crime control
model® holds as its principal goal the suppression of criminal
behavior. The "due process model,” while not totally ignor-
ing the desirable gaal of controlling crime, is more. concerned
with promoting and télnfOtCLng procedural safeguards against
violation of constitutional and human rights; extending )
corcepts of equity, fairness, and efficiency as matters ef
co-equal’ xmportan»e with. the ccntrol of crime.~~«~»

. The criminal justxce system and the agencies vested with
- the authority to carry out the enforcement of criminal law
tend to operate on principlee which are-a blend of these two
general models. The consequence is what social and political
ecientists tefer to as instltutionalxzed goal and role con-
flict.

It is not clear to’ this day vhethet ‘it is apptopriate or.
feasible .to expect the criminal justice system to “"solve the
crime problem." 'Bqually unclear is the boundazy*vbeteéthe
limits of criminal justice sanctioning- strategies ‘Begin-or
end and where the ultimate responsibility for crime and-de-
linquency problem-solving should reside--i.e., with Pederal,
Sta&e. or local govetn-ents, or ali thtee._ !bus, in addition—————<

.-

1/Berbert L. Packer, Two Models of the Criminal ancesa. _
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Univ¢'sxty of’ Pennsyivania Lau
- Revxew, 1964, Vol 113. Mo. ]. pp. 1-68."



to re-examining some of the earlier assumptions about how
best to approach crime and delinquency »>roblem-solving. there
is movement toward reassessing the current Federal role and
examining a variety of program and rescurce related policy
issues.

THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL APPROACY TO CRIME CONTROL
AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT

Most of the various programs and processes implementlra
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, as amended;
recognize and generally account for the inherent s2paraticn
of powers and intergovernmental structure of criminal jus:i-
jce activities taking place at Federal, State, and local

" levels. This framework provides a backdrcp for the execut.>:
of planning, program developmernt, research, evaluation. e. --
cation, training, and a variety of supportive services .oici
are structured and carried out on an intergovernmental t#:.3.

. In aadressing the variety and large number of proc:an
activities and services, we have attempted to focus up..u the
major program activi:ties carried out by LEAA and the 3S..tex.
Por convenience we have grouned them under component pri-
gram headings (block, categorical, research, and evaluat’'c:).
However, it should be noted that the issues treated-transcend
the specific program areas in which they have been presente”
in the discussion. - There are a multiplicity of levels u
units of governmént, opérating ‘agencies, organizations, anu
institutions which participate in these vatious programs ir"
one manner or another’. " Thuk while a specific pcogram ‘and °
related issues are identified under-one component prcgrad -
heading, its origins or ultimate effects may lie witk or~ or
more separate programs.

A good example would be the case of developing data nases
and statistical procedures to analyze crime and crimin:  jus-
tice Asta. Unless one critically exam®nes their applicability
for :- ning and program development, research, evaluat:ion,
and + .sight purposes meaningful interpretation and valid
conc.u~10ons might suffer or be overlooked.

Further, this issue of applicability noted in the above
example also must extend to consideration of the intergovern-
mental context in which such program activities occur. There
are a number of ‘different levels ‘and combinations of .govern~
mental units irivolved. Some related ‘issues also réquire
understanding of the preconditions emanating from the con-
atitutional separation of powers doctrine; such as that be-
tween the judicial and executive branches which can result




in jurisdictional conflict. An example here would be identi-
fying the actions of individual members of the judiciary

when recording crimiral case dispositions for those
statistical functions carried out by an executive branch -
agency.

Thus we w111 contxnually but 1mp11c1t1y recognize this
common theme of an intergovernmental program which may addi-

tionally confront a separation of powers situation. A “"total - -

systems®™ approach to comprehensive criminal justice system
planning, a legislative objective of the Act, is possibly
the best example in this regard. The legislative branch has
responsibility for enacting and revising the criminal code,
the executive branch and portions of the judicial branch for
executing enforcement, adjudication, and rehabilitation, and
constitutional review of the criminal code and its.execution
;s pe;formed by a highet appellate level of the judxcxal
ranc :

A mgre detailed desctiption of the nature and types of
funded activities carried out under each-comporent:-program -
is outlined and presented along with the relative ‘amount of
resourcesg deveted to them in a companion GAO staff study

titled "Overview of Activities Punded by the Law Bmfotcemehﬁiiwﬁv

Assistance’ Admxnxsmtation.f whick was transmitted earlier.

We urge the teader to- consult, as needed, this companion
study for additional Getailed information and desctiption of
LEAA suppo:ted program activitxes., A

LEGISLATIVE AND OTHER - .
BA N TION ~ "~ . -

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA),.
within the U.S. Department of Justice, represents the zajor
Pederal effort to provide financial aid and technical assist-
ance to State and local governments to prevent, contrcl, and
reduce crime and juvenile -delinquency, and-to strengthen -
and improve State and local law enforcement and criminal
justtce’capabilz.ies. ‘Towards these ‘ends, " lex*ad-inistete
extensive planaing and action grant programs, as well‘as ‘_,
programs for academic assiatance, teseatch, and development

support.

LEAA was cteated by r;tle I, of the Onnibus Ctine Con-
trol and Safe Stteeta Act. of 1968 (P.L. 90-351, Act of '~
- Other titles Gf the Act were unzelated to LBKK program activi-
fxes, latgely affectiug certain aspects of - ?edetal crininal

aw, .



Title I has been amended several times, first by Title
I of the Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1970. It was amended
twice during the 93rd Congress, most significantly by the
Crime Control Act of 1973. Further amendments were contained
in Title V of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974. The Public Safety Officers' Benefits Act of
1976 added a new Part J to Title I, and most recently the Act
was amended by Title I of the Crime Control Act of 1976.

‘The primary objective oi the Act is crime control, with
emphasis placed upon strengthening and improving law enforce-
ment. .Although funds were provided for planning, training,
education, and research, a major portion of the funds was
in the form of action grants. Eighty-five percent of the
action funds are made available in the form of block grants
to the States, with block funds subgranted by the States to
units of general local government. The remaining 15 per-
cent ‘of action funds are reserved for award at the discretion

"of the Administrator of LEAA. -

Criminal justice expenditures
n_the United States ==

__Bxpenditures for criminal justice purposes by Federal,
State, and local governments have risen steadily from fiscal
year 1971 to fiecal year 1975. 1/ These expenditures were
$11 billion in fiscal year 1971 ond $17 billion in fiscal
year- 1975--an increase of 55 percent. - )

- .. LEAA expenditures, which are only a part of the total
Federal funds spent for criminal justice activities, repre-
sented about 4.6 percent of all State and local criminal
justice expenditures during fiscal years 1971-75, as shown
below. : - L -

T e -

A BN

1/Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department
:0f Justice, and Bureau of the Census, U.S. Department of
“Commetce. - Trends in Expenditure and Employment Data for
the ( ctiminal ‘Justice-System, 1971-1975. Washington, D.C.,
U.S. Government Printing Office, June 1$77, SD-EE No. 10
-and Nc. 84. “‘This publication is prepared jointly by LEAA
and .the Bureau of the Ceunsus. It presents statistics on
trends -in public expenditures and employment for criminal
justice -activities in the United States. The annual eur-
veys, through which bagic figuszx for this publication vere
coliected, are accomplished through collecting data by

- field compilation and mail canvass.
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The Congress appropriated a total of $5.8 billion during
fiscal years 1969-77 (including appropriations under the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974).

As shown in Table 2, the appropriations increased from $63
million in fiscal year 1969 to a high of $895 million in
fiscal year 1975. Thereafter, they decreased to $753 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1977. The apprcpriation for fiscal year
1978 is $647,250,000, including juvenile justice.

PRINCIPAL LEAA PROGRAM COMPONENTS

The Congress mandated that funds be available to the
States for planning (part B) and for block action grants
(parts C and E). 1In addition, funds were also made available
for LPAA to award at its discretion and in other “non-block®
areas which ‘include technical assistance, educational assist-
aence and special training programg, research, data systems,
statistics, and technical assistance:. A breakdown of LEAA
allocations for FY 1969-78, by legislated program compon-
ents is.providec in Table 3 on page 13.

'Block grant program
. . L.BAA‘S block grant program was established by parts B and
¢ of the Omnibus .Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. ZEighty-
_- five percent of annual part-C -appropriatioms is distributed
as block -grants among the States, based on their relative
" populations. . The remaining “15 percent is retained in a
discretionary fund to support programs and projects adminis-
tered in'roughly the same manner as other categorical grant
.. programs. - ... . .. e T

. ... At the State level the Act is administered by a State
planning agency (SPA) for criminal justice, egtablished under
the authority and direction of the State chief executive.

. Bach ‘SPA prepares :an-annual comprehensive plan which must
.identify law enforcement and criminal justice needs and
problems and indicate what planned actions it anticipates
undertaking .to address:those needs and problems on a state-
wide basis. —LEAA approval of -a comprehensive State plan
tziggers a block grant award teo the respective State or
‘Perritory. The SPA in turn awards moneys in the form of
subgrants to local governments, private nonprofit organ-
izations, and other State agencies. Under current legisla-
tive provisions each SPA must pass through to localities an
‘amount of part C block grants at least proportionate to the
lecal share of total direct State/local criminal justice.
ezpenditures made during the previous fiscal year. However,
the specific amount to be awarded to particular jurisdictions

7



TABLE 2

LEAA AUTHORIZATIONS AND APPROPRIAYIONS, 1969-77
' (000 omitted)

S Percent increase or
Amount decrease in

Fiscal Amount appropriated appropriations
year - authorized. (not2 a) - from year toO year
1969 $ 100,111 § £3,000 - .
1970 300,000 268,119 325.59
1971 650,000 529,000 97.30
1972 1,150,000 698,919 32.12
1373 1,750,000 855,597 22,42
1974 - * 1,000,000 870,675 176

1975 - .. 1,000,000 855,000 . 2,79
1576 0 771,250,000 809,638 (9.54)
T0 (note’b) ' 336,600 - 204,560 .. = "
1977 880,006  _ 753,000 ¢/(7.00)

Total FY ‘ _ co
69-77 8,300,111 5,947,908

a/Includes appropriationa under the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974. e .

V b/Transition quarter (July 1 to September 30. 1976).

. ¢/Compared to fiscal yea yeat - 197F, - - o ‘rtjf L R



and the types of projects to be undertaken are determined by
a statutorily created supervisory board which serves as the
policy and decisionmaking body of the SPA.

Planning funds

- . Punds under part B of the 1976 Act are intended to be
used for establishing and maintaining State planning agern-
cies; supporting SPA activities enumerated in section 207(b),

-which include judicial planning committee responsibilities
enumerated in section 203(d), the developing of a compre-
hensive statewide plan, and administering the implementation-
of State plan activities authorized under parts C and E of
the Act. . SR

The SPAs are entitled to an annual "planning® grant of
at least $250,000 tc carry out . their responsibilities. At
least $50,000 of this grant--additional funds provided for
in the 1976 .amendments--must be made available to a judicial
planning -comnittee, if one exists. At least 40 percent of
the remaining funds must be made available to units of local"
governments or combinations of guch units to permit them to
participate in comprehensive planning processes and to sup-
port related administrative requirements under the-Act.
-”f?ede;gl-gtaﬂtS”suthdfiseddunﬂer'this part may cover up.-

to .90 .percent .of -the expenses incurred by State and local
governments , and up to 100 percent of exzpenses incurred -
by the: judicial planning committees and regional planning
units (RPUs). The States are required to pay not less than
50 percent of the aggregate non-Pederal share incurred by
-local governments. .-In-a large number of States, most of

the planning funds that are “passed through,® are retained.
by RPUs, which are single or multicounty area-wide planning
bodiea. Major metropolitan cities and counties are also
entitled to receive funds for planning purposes on a more or
less direct basis from the State planning agency. In juris-
dictions over 250,000 population, this planning function is
usually carried out under -the auspices of a criminal justice
coordinating council which, in addition to part B planning
funds, may.receive funding under—part C of ‘the Act to carry
" out a variety of activities. - : o

Action*fdndihg - block grants

Because the Congress believed that crime is essentially
a local problem that must be dealt with by State and local
goveranments if it is'to be comtrolled effectively, it pro-
vided that the bulk of LEAA funds be distributed in block



.grants to the States which have had their comprehensive

State plans approved’ by LEAA. Through these plans, each '
State is to identify its own needs and establish program
priorities.

Federal grants under this section may cover up t0-90
percent of the cost of programs and projects except for con-
struction which is limited to ‘50 percent... Grants may be.up
to 100 percent for Indian trxbes at LEAA's dxsctetxon.

States are requxted to pass thtough to the units of
local government amounts which correspond to the percentage
of State and local law enforcement expenditures met by local
governments in the preceding fiscal year. The States are
also required to buy-in (pay) at least 50 percent of the
aggregate non-Federal share incurred by units o: local gov-
ernment. Under 1976 amendments enacted to further increase
local discretion regarding block grant spending, ‘local
governments or combinations the.eof with populations of
250,000 or more may apply to the SPA for approval of local
plans. The SPA is authorized to subsequently disburse
funds to implement these plans as long as they are consist-
ent with the State plan. n . » AR

Prior to: 1971, LEAA awa:dea funds fo: cozteﬂtxonal pro-‘
grams only under part C, but -in’ .1970 the Congress placed
special emphasis upon improving the corrections . system.- In.
amending the Safe: Streets Act,-it authorized-a new pact’ E
which was to provide funds solely for the purpese of up—
grading cottectxonal ptogtans and facilities. RN

The amount of plannxng funds»allocated undet part B
has averaged abou® ‘10 petcent of the actton*tunds that are
available to the SPAs. - _ : _

The categorical program Co e ,
The categorical prcgram encompasses all ‘grants provided
by the agency other than block grants and ‘Law Enforcement
Education Assistance grants.- Unlike block: gtants, categori—
cal funds are reserved for direct-use by-LEAA. Thete ate ;‘
eight specxfic types. of categorncal ‘grantg. Ta

--stctetxona:y, patta Cand E
--Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention

--Research, development, and evaluation '_;*"“ Lo



--Systems and statistics

--Technical assistance
~-~Training '
;-Intetnships

--Community Anti-Crime Program

- Categorical funds are normally distributed to States,
localities, and private nonprofit organizations for the imple-
mentatior of programs and projects to prevent, control, or
reduce crime and delinquency and/or to improve and strengthen
law enforcement and criminal justice.

The legislative provisions for the categorical program
are found in several sections oi the Act. Discretionary
grants are provided for in two parts of the Act. FPifteen
percent of part C funds are reserved for direct use by the
Administrator, and 50 percent of part E funds, Grants for
Correctional Institutions and Pacilities, are similarly re-
served.  The authorized Pederal share of a project's cost is
90 percent with no State buy-in requirement. During fiscal
years 1969 to 1977, the allocations for the parts C and E -
discretiorary programs have amounted to about $918.4 mil-
lion ($582.6 million and $335.8 million, respectively).

_ There is little imndication in the legislation as to

the further intended use of discretionary funds. However,
recently LEAA has initiated a procedure whereby it expects
‘to use discretionary funds in developing, demonstrating,
testing, evaluating, and transferring effective approaches
for crime reduction and criminal justice system improvements.

- nesé§tch¢7deve1og§ent¢ and evaluation

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice is the research arm of LEAA. Part D of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1976 outlines the
National Institute's purpose as "* * * improving law en-
‘forcement and criminal justice, and developing new methods
for the prevention and reduction of crime, and detection
and apprehension of criminalg * * ** through research
and development, evaluation, training, and education.

Thé National Institute began operations in late 1968
with a gtaff of four and a budget of $2.9 million. 1In fiscal

11



+" year 1970, its budget increased to $7.5 million where it

remained for 2 years. Staff size was expanded to include
specialists in many areas of criminal justice and the social
and physical sciences. The National Institute's budget in
fiscal years 1972 and 1973 increased to $21 and $31 million,
respectively. In both fiscal years 1974 and 1975, the Na-
ticnal Institute's budget exceeded $40 million.

In the past 2 fiscal years, the trend toward higher "
budgets has been reversed, reflecting an agencywxde fund
reduction. In fiscal yea:i 1977, the National Instxtute s
budget was approximately $27 mxllion.

The research and evaluation ptogtam, as.well as other
major LEAA program components will be described and discus-
sed more fully in our summary and review of reported program
results. Table 3 summarizes the history of LBAA funding by
-component programs mandated by the Act. .

12



Dicect assistance {(block
Qtante)s
lunnlng bloci grants
.. (pest 8)
Corsegtions blook
gzente (Past B)
 Juvenile. Justice block

c:‘-’ul iunln blook
gugn Pagt €

" 7oTAL Block. -,

Collaterel avilatance
{disccotionsty grante
and coascacts):

Ceiminal jnc. ?roq.

{Pect € disc.
couectlsnol psograns

(Past 8 disc.)
Juvenile justice pro~

. 9588
. Community- anti-csine

. progsam )
Technical assistance

uuén jonal .-cuuuneo and

special tsainlng pro~
¢uun

uucnlmal Develop-
* ment .

" Ingesnsdip

“Section 402 Tsalning
gectlon 401 Tcalning

TOTAL uueukon and Tsalning

National Inetitute of Lav
Entoscenent .and Criminal
Justice

Data systems ind statisticsl
assistence

Public Sefety Officers’
Bensfits Progsam

Nanagement and cpecetions

TOTAL Obligosional - cu,tho: ity

Teanafested tu othe: \lgon-
cies

TUTAL Appropriated

1

L 2

xoto 1970 . am 1973
Acgus) wal  Actusl

19,000 - 21,000 26,000 33,000 50,000
- . - 25,000 48,750 36,500
24,650 102,730 240,000 413,499 480,236
43,650 203,750 391,000 497,445 566,730
4,350 32,000 70,000 73,005 9,750
- Tom ot 22,50 40,750 56,300
- 1,300 4,000 §,000 10,000
16,000 .-21,000 . 29,000 40,000

el Y 350 1,000 - 2,000

Y. $00° - 500

zo L %0 . 1000 2,33

19,000 - 32,800 31,000 43,000

3,000 . 7,500 . 7,500 21,000 31,398
- 1,000 - 4,000 9,700 29,200
2,000 _ 4,087 1,434 11,030 13,368
60,000 267,937 528,956 630,723 8/841,184
3,000 - 182 s 156 14,431
63,000 268,119 529,000 698,919 033,597

o uww&m&mwssmwu.! (in thousands of dollars)

Transition N
\ﬁ‘ 19718 1976 Quastet 1977 "A978
Actupl  Actyal Agtual. Actusl {Anticipated)
$0,000 $5,000 60,000 12,000 60,000 50,000
56,500 56,300 47,739 10,500 36,838 29,049
- 10,600 ' 23,300 5,730 47,633 64,000
400,250 490,000 403,413 _84,860 }N2) F3,21)
886,730 602,100 536,451 112,910 457,386 197,5¢6
09,750 04,000 73,544 14,960 35,236 44,773
86,300 56,500 47,739 10,500 36,838 29,849
- b/13,900 16,000 3,950 27.”5 36,000
- - - - 15,000 15,000
12,000 14,000 13,000 2,500 13,000 11,000
490,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 30,000
! .
2,000 1,900 500 - 300 $00
$00 $n0 250 - 300 300
2,250 2,25 2,350 602 3,290 3,168
2308 230 4350 - 230 250
45,000 44,500, 43,250 40,600 44,300 34,218
40,098 42,506 32,400 7,000 27,029 21,000 .
24,000 26,000 25,623 6,000 21,522 16,000
- - - 29,600 15,000
Az 21,500 23,612 e 2690 26,008
870,526 ¢/867,171 809,638 204,960 754,442 647,250
149 7,829 - - - -
870,675 695,000 204,960 754,442 64_1,250

g/roul does not anl‘udo $14.2 million transfesred to the Department of Justice.

b/1ncludes 010 llluen transfessed Ccon puuoul LBAA awxomlnlom.

g/Total does not include §7,029 million cunofuud to the Department of Justice.

Lav Bnforcersnt Assintance Mllnutuuon.

809,638



SUMMARY AND REVIEW OF
REPORTED PROGRAM RESULTS

PROBLEMS IN DETERMINING CRIME
AND DELINQUENCY PROGRAH
OUTEEHES

The complnxxty of crime and delanuency problems is
complicated by the lack of readily available, valid, and reli-
able measures of crime and juverile delingquency. In addition,
- there are no commonly accepted stindards for gaging criminal
justice system performance in dealing with these problems.
Further, even if such measures were available, there is a lack
of uniform and comparal:'le data from ouie State or geopolitical
jurisdiction to the next which would permit such analyses.
Lastly, without substantive knowledge about the origins and
nature of crime and delinquency, serious problems occur when
one attempts to isolate anrd Ciffereatiate between the influ-
ence or impact of LEAA~-suppcrted efforts vis-a-vis other non-
LEAA supported efforts, as well as a variety of social, eco-
nomic, and environmental variables operating prior to or at
the same time_ such LEAA-supported activities occur.

Therefore, we are unable--and hasten to add this applies
to others—-to compare and contrast overall, the results of
LEAA programs with the crime and delinquency prevention, con~
trol, and reduction mandates of .the Act. Further, due to the ..
lack of controlled research and limitations of evaluations
previously carried out by LEAA, States, and localities, there’
are few instances where it is possible to discern the impact
and relative effectiveness of different LEAA-supported ac- -~ -
tivities upon improving the perfo:mance of the Nation's ctim—
inal justxce systems. ) X

Thetefore, we are consttained by the inadhquacies of
existing data and available sources of information in address-
ing reported program results in terms of the two legislative
mandates identified above (i.e. (1) crime and delinquency
prevention, control, and reduction and (2) criminal -justice
system improvement). However, we will attempt to summazize,
from existing information, the orincipal reported accomplish-
-ments and reported limitatiors of LEAA LE? uppor ted
State and Jocal efforts in implementing the provisions of
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, as amended.

In certain instances, such data and information has permit-~
ted some writers to address program outcomes. We reiterate
that under the time frames permitted we were unable to veri-’
fy the findings of such studies nor substantiate the inter-
pretations and conclusions reported from non-GAJ sources.
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We urge the reader to consult these source documents and
organizations as necessary to pursue further the implications

of f1ndxngs, in’erpretations, and conclusions reported by
them.

Finally, i% should be noted that this summarization of
reported program results and the discussion of alternatives
for defining the Federal role which follows, do not consti-
tute a formal statement of GAO's position. Rather it re-
flects a variety of viewpointe and discusses a number of
issues for which there are generally ro sxmple or straight-
forward answers. .

ASSESSMENT OF¥ THE LEAA
BLOCK GRANT INSTRUHMENT

In theory, 1/ a block grant. has fxve major chatacter-
istics that dxstanuxsh it from a categorxcal grant:

v--A block graat authorxzea Pederal aid for a wide
range of activities within a broad functional area.

--Recipients are given substantial discretion in
identifying problems and designing'progtams to
deal with them.

r-&dmxnxsttatxve, fzscal teportxng, planning, and other
federally establisched reguirements are geared to”
_keeping grantor intrusiveness to a minimum, while
recognizing tle need to insute ‘that national goals
‘are. acconplishod.. -

--utants ate disttibuted on the basis of a statutory
foruula, which narrows grantor discretion and pro-
vides some b »3ig of fiscal certainty for grantees.

--Bligibxlity ptovisions are fairly cspecific and tend
to favor general purpose governmental units. co

Program reach

. Two important points should be kept in mind throughout
thxs assessment. LBAA expendxtutes account for only a sﬁ”ll

1/Advisory cOmmissxon on- Intetgovernmental Relations, 'Safe
Streets Reconsidered: ‘The Block Grant Bxperience 1968-197S,"
Washington, D.C., U.S. Governnent Printing Office, Januaty
1977 Vol. 5.55, Po 1. !



-percentage--gerierally less than 5 percent--of total criminal
justice expenditures by State and local governments. In ad-
dition, these expenditures are spread across numerous pro-
grams, projects, operating agencies and political jurisdic-
tions.

Furthetmore, while the overall LEAA budyet has decteased
substantially since fiscal year 1975--from $905,000,000 in
1975 to $647,250,000 in 1978--the cuts have been experienced
dlsptoportlonately mo:ze often in part C and part E block:
funds distributed to the States. The amount of parts C
and E block funds made available to State and local units of
government has decreased from just over 68 percent of LEAA's
total appropriation in fiscal year 1971 to 43.81 percent in
fiscal year 1978.

Legislative and administrative
categorization

As signed into law on June 13, 1968, the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act reflected a belief on the part
of the Congress that crime is primarily a State and local
problem. 1In its view these problems can best be addressed’
from a s stemwxde pe:spect;ve that attempts to reconcile
those problems inherent in a separation of powers and inter-
governmental operatxons~ to- brxdge the gap between police,
courts, and correction agencies on the one hand, and geo~

- graphical and polxtxcal subdzvzsxons on the otber.»-4 -

Conceptually, the LEAA block gtant nechanism was designed
to provide State and local discretion in identifying prob-—
lems and developing programs to deal with them in the areas
of crime, delinquency, law enforcement, and criminal justice
system reform. This concept is in contrast to a completely
categorical grant program which would not have allowed for
the tailoring of available assistance to meet the unique
needs and problems existing in each State and locality.
Funding under the categorical approach would have offered:
grants in a plethora of narrowly defined categories which
may or ma&y not have met the priority needs of individual
program participants.

- When one looks at the evolution of the current Crime——
Control and Safe Streets Act, it is quite evident that the
original block grant program has become increasingly cate-
gorized. By 1973, legislative provisions of the Safe Streets
"Act program zeflected increased "categoriszation® to achieve
representative balance among criminal justice components .
(agencxes) and to sttess cettain ptog:anmatic elements.
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The 1971 amendments included a new sectinn par% E, earmarking
block and discretionary grants for correctiunal and rehabil-
itation programs. They also identified, as components of
the generic term "law enforcement,” criminal court activi-
ties; crime and juvenile delinquency prevention and control
efforts; and education, treatmert, and prevention of narcotics
addiction. However, it was the 1973 Act that placed emphasis
upon strengthenina and improving law enforcement and crimi-
nal justice through a "total systems" approach as a major
LEAA program objective. Also, LEAA was given .a basis %or
reviewing and approving State comprehensive law enforcement
and criminal justice plans. Evidence of "comprehensiveness"
in State plans must include a total and integrated analysis
of the problems of law enforcement and criminal justice
agencxes within the State from a systemic point of view
requiring greater specificity in stating goals, priorities,
and standacds.

_ The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 required that LEAA maintain a certain ievel of the Crime
Contrel Act appropriations for juvenile delinquency projects--
a maintenance of effort provision. The Crime Control Act of
1976 established this level at 19.15 percent. - The Crime
.Control Act of 1976 also makes specific provisions for devel-
opment of State judicial plans by State judicial planning
committees, where they exist, as well as prxorxty funding
for prosecution,. court, .and defense,nelated pto;ects. Among
other things, the 1976 legxslatxon also establxshed a special
emphasis Community- Antx-Crime Program with a $15-million
authorization, and added the Public Safety Officers Benefits
Program, neither of which was accompanied by a supplemental
appropriation.

Although this is a rather abbreviated synopsis, it can be

readily seen that the initial Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Program has become increasingly "categorized" over
. the past 8 years in terms of fungtional areas and speci-
- fic program areas called into prominence.  In additior to
the above mentioned categories, States are to give special
emphasis to organized crime programs and programs dealing
with crimes against the elderly.

—aAncording - to a study conducted by the Advisory Commis- —-

sion on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), . -1/ such 1eg13¢
lative changes are only a- part of, the categorxzatxon -isgue..

1/Advisory Commissxon on Intetgovetnmental Relations; 'Safe
Streets Reconsidered: The Block G nt Experience 1968-1975,"
Washington, D.Cs; -U.S,. Governmen'; srinting Office, January
1977 VO]. 3*55- ,""-'f-‘.‘; S grery R R e x I S .
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Almost since the beginning of the program, LEAA has en-
couraged the use of functional categories to assure itself,
and the Congress, that the States are or would be adequately
addressing all components of the criminal justice system.

Although SPAs are permitted to develop and use their own
- functional categories, they have been required tc cross-

reference the program and funding information in their plans
to LEAA's “"standard” functional categories. Furthermore,
over the years LEAA has required the States to identify
separate annual action programs within these functional cat-
egory designations and report their program and funding
activity by these subfunctional annual action program desig-
nations as well. The SPA supervisory board is responsible
for authorizing the expenditure of funds among these annual
action programs, within the broader functional category
structure. This ultimately results in a larger number of
program categories into which funds are segregated, commonly
referred to as "pots.®” Not more than 15 percent of the furds
planned for expenditure in one annual action program category
may be transferred to any other category without prior writ-
ten apptoval by LEAA. City and county applicants often find
that this "administrative" categorization is not tesponsxve
to local- pt.orxtxes, ‘initiatives, or emergencies given the

time that is ftequently :equxred to obtain apptoval for such T
changes ftom LBAA - . .

As "a result, many local offxcxals view the ptogram in’

"ptaftxce as being too much like a categorical grant progran

in terms of the constraints placed on the use of funds.

The role of criminal justice
¥gystem® planning

It is'the intent of the Act that each SPA shall

~-develop a comprehensive statewide plan for the
improvement of law enforcement and criminal
justice tkroughout the State;

--define, develop, and- cotzelate proqzams and proj- -
“ects ‘for the State 'and the units of general local
government in the State, or combinations of States
‘or -units,’ for iuprovement of law enforcement and
criminal justice;

: w-estébligh%prio:itiéé*ﬁo:'the improvement of law " .
enforcement “2nd criminal justice throughout the ‘
State; and

[ LIV . e - R PR Feol
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--assure the participation of citizens and
community organizations at all levels of the
planning process.

Each SPA has a supervisory board--a policymaking body--
which is involved in the decisionmaking functions of the SPA.
There are also approximately 450 regionel planning units
(RPUs) throughout the States. The RPUs participate in the
comprehensive planning activities and, to varying degrees,
share in the responsibility for allocating Pederal funds.
Local governments are represented in the RPUs, with city and
county government involvement established primarily through
the adoption of interlocal agreements and the appointment
of members as representatives on RPU supervisory bodies.

The 1973 amendments to the Act required that RPU supervisory
bodies consist of a majority of locally elected officials,
which includes sheriffs, district attirneys, and judges,

as defined by LEAA.

The 1971 amendments to the Act required SPAs to “assure .
that major cities and counties * * * receive planning funds
to develop comprehensive plans and coordinate functions at
the local level.® :Thus, the planning structure is cross- -
functicnal in that it involves presecution, defense, courts, -
police, and corxections officials, and it is intergovern-
mental because it. involves States and localities and com- .
binations of localities, as well as the Federal Government.:
The Federal role in the block grant effort includes LEAA's
review and final approval of comprehensive State plans.

A number of factors have been reported as having lim-
ited the effectiveness of the planning process. The first
atea of criticism pertains to the role of governors and
State legislatures in the program. -The previously mentioned -
ACIR study points out that while governors technically have
a substantial role in and responsibility for the program,
for the most part they have remained fairly uninvolved.

. Skeptics point out that governors look at the SPA primarily
‘as-an agency for planning Zfor and dispensing only Federal

and State matching funds. The comprehensive State plan is. -

often reportedly viewed more as a coupliance instrument than

as a device that, with sufficient gubernatorial and State

legislative backing,' could help make the SPA an integral -

part of a State's criminal justice system.

Critics of the program also point to the reported :
failure of most State legislatures to get involved in the” . :
program. - The reported effect of limited legislative partici-
pation has been to restrict SEA planning to LEAA funded act-
ivities. Generally SPAs have not been authorized to prepare
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comprehensive plans which are responsive to the overall
needs of the criminal justice system and other agencies and
programs which have a bearing on crime and delinquency prob-
lems in their States. Thus, most State comprehensive plans
are directed only at less than 5 percent of the total crim-
inal justice expenditure which LEAA moneys represent. This .
limits the plans' usefulness. The ACIR study concludes

that if the planning process is considered instrumental to
achieving the system-building objective of a block grant, then
the SPAs must have sufficient authority and time to plan for
all activities encompassed within the functional scope of
the block grant, 1nc1udxng those supported directly by State
appropriations. . .

A major goal of the block grant instrument and its
planning structure is to foster better communication and co-
ordination among the fragmented criminal j.stice system com-
ponents.-.This gsystem—-building goal applies to building
cooperation and coordination among polxce, ptosecutxon,
court, defense, and correctional agencies within individual
Jutxsdxctxons as well as between cities, counties, and the
State. Since 1969, reported progress along these lines
has been glow in coming. As part of its 1975 study, ACIR - _
surveyed the SPAs on this point. Replxes fzom three-fourths
of the SPAs sutveyed indicated that since 1969 the conponents,“
of the criminal justice system had only just begun to view -
themselves as xntetdependent and to opetaye in that fashion."

We have discussed some of the teported weaknesses in
the planning process as it operates. However, the real test
is in the quality and the usefulness of the comprehensive
State planning process and the State plans themselves. Of
course, one major factor which reportedly limits the compre-
hensive quality of State plans has already been mentioned=~" [~
the fact that most SPAs control and plan for LEAA funds
alone. On this basis the comprehensiveness of State plans
certainly has to be questioned. Another reportedly wide- .
spread criticism levied against State plans is the fact that
in many cases-they-represent "comprehensive funding® documents
rather than "ccmprehensive planning® documents. Critics = .-
have contended ‘that no. real cosptehensive planning is bexng RN
conducted by the States. These critics argue that only ‘
short-range funding decisions a2re being made, rather than .
planning for long-range priorities. -According to ACIR's Co
. 1975 survey of SPA directors, plans are oriented toward spe-

cific projects; an average of 68 percent of the part C funds -
annually planned for was earmarked for specific projects. -
However, the amcount of funds committed to continuation of
previously funded projects has been reported to have grown .
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steadily, leaving many SPAs no choice but to base their
plans on the projects to which there have been previous
commitments for the upcoming year. Also, LEAA's emphasis
on using all part C money during the 2-year period it is
made available has led many States to focus their efforts
upon implementation. Therefore, while discussion of long-
range goals and priorities is usually included in the annual
State plans, they are not as prominent and specific as the
more numerous and explicit program and project descriptions.
In a 1976 study prepared by Executive Management Service,
Inc., for LEAA, the following conclusion was drawn:

*State plans have shown considerable improvement
from their first edition but, generally speaking
are atill constructed as a blueprint for the use

of Pederal funds and are project oriented rather
than seriously incorporating multi-year plans and
forecasts, related plans and systems and progress
reports, all of which are essential to the develop-
ment of an integrated and comprehensive blueprint

‘for reducing crime and improving the criminal
» justice s¥stem in the State.’~i; (Underscor ing
suppiied.) - o

Another majof criticism of State comprehensive plans is° -
that they represent little more than compliance documents. -
The 1975 ACIR study points out that many complaints of SPA
directors, and in some.cases, other State, RPU, and local '
officials are directed at LEAA guidelines for comprehensive
plan development. As discussed in seversl of the case
studies contained in the ACIR repsrt, some States believe
that proliferation of guidelines, requirements, and "red
tape® has reduced the benefits of the program to the point
where some States are considering terminating their partici-
pation. In their reported view, the time demands impcsed by
compliance with guideline requirements make it difficuat,
if not impossible, to develop truly couprehensive plans -
which would be responsive to State and local needs. Rather,
plans are written to conform to LEBAA guideline requirements.
Se~~ of ‘the many guideline tequirements result from other ~——
Pederal legislation, the prcovisions of which LEAA is required -
to enforce, such as the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act
of 1968, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1968, the
Clean Air and Pederal Water Pollaticn Control Act, the Uni-
form Relocation Assistance and Real Pcoperty Acquisition

1/Mark W. Alger, Executive Management Service, Inc., "The
LEAA Assecsment--An Integration,® Washington, D.C., 1975,
p. 28. :
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Policy Act of 1970, the Preedom of Information Act, and the

equal opportunity regulations of the Civil Rights Act of
1964.

Of course, LEAA is :esponsible for making the final
judgment on a State plan's quality and comprehensiveness.
Without LEAA approval, a State cannot receive block grant -
funds. Rather than terminate funding when a State's plan
fails to conform to guideline requirements, LEAA usually
places "special conditions" to the plan engaging SPA offi-

. cials in back-and-forth negotiations, revisions, and "re-

writes® by the SPAs. Conditional approval means, in theory,

that a-State must comply with LEAA's requirement by a certain
date or its funding will stop. According to a 1976 report

of the Twentieth Century Fund Task Force.on the Law Enforce-~

ment Assistance Administration, LEAA rarely checks to see

if a State has complied with the final agreed-upon spec- -

ial conditions. 1/ i

Block grant funding

The fact that block grant funds are distributed among
the States using a population-based formula gives some degree
of funding certainty to the States. However, according to
some, there is not recessarily a direct correlation between
demonstrated need ang gross population levels in the various -
States. After the awvard of a block grant, -a State is re-

-quired to "pass througk” to local governments an amount °

based on the local proportion of State and local expendi-
tures for criminal justice during the pteceding fiscal yea:._

It is a major goal of the Act ‘to stimulate new and
innovative efforts rather than have the LEAA funds act as a
substitute for local revenues in supporting .normal operations
and existing programs. In an attempt to gage the nature of
the activities supported with LEAA funds, ACIR .in 1975 asked
the SPAs to describe their projects according to the extent
that they were "innovative." 1In the opinion of 44 SPAs, 9
percent of their projects represented pilot or demonstration
efforts~that had—never been attempted anywhere. - Pifty per-~—

cent were programs that: had never been attempted in the: -
Qtate, of which 21 petcent were - classified ag innovative and

' 1/Rep0tt of the Twentieth Century Pumd task force on the Law

Enforcement Assistance Administration, "Law Enforcement:.
The Federal” Rp}e,',ﬁcgﬁgv-gx;j Bcok Co., 1376, p.: 90.
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29 percent as "generally accepted® undertakings. The
remaining 41 percent represented generally accepted programs
and activities that had already been implemented in other
parts of the State. These figures are also supported by

the resulis of an analysis of a sample of grants in 10
States selected by ACIR.

Another . area of reported criticism since the inception
of the LEAA program has been the proportion of funds awarded
to the various functional areas of the criminal justice sys-
tem~-the police, courts (including prosecution an? defense),
and corrections components. Although the major reported crit-
jcism was directed at the significantly disproportionate
share received by the police function, this has decreased
and leveled-cut in recent years. A summary of the proportion
of block grant funds, awarded by criminal justice component,
shows the following trend. 1/ '

TABLE 4 -

SUMMARY OF BLOCK GRANT AWARDS
BY CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMPONENT

-~ ‘police - Courts . Cezrectiong -
| -—=(percent) -~~~
1970 . 64 8 27
1971 -50 12 - 38
1972 T 4T ‘ 17 ' 37
1973 46 . 16. 37
1974 44 ' 19 37
1975 - 45 19 36
1976 - 40 .7 7 230 37

1977 - - 41 26 33

A question frequently asked about LEAA funded programs
concerns tie extent to which -they -have been institutionalized
and’ their costs.assumed by State and local governments. . .

W e

1/These figures were obtained froi financial records main-"
tained by the LEAA Office of the Controller - Grants Man-
agement Information System and are unverified. We have been
informed by LEAA officiais that there is some question
about the total accuracy of these figures.
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Avzilable data seem to indicate that the assumption-of-cost
percentage has been fairly moderate. 1In a 1974 GAO assump-
tion-of-cost study, the continuation policies and practices
of six States (Alabama, California, Michigan, Ohio, Oregon, - -
and Washington) were examined. 1In addition, 33 other States
and the District of Columbia were surveyed to determine their
assumption-of-cost record. GAO found that out of 440 "long-
term” projects initiated with Safe Streets dollars but no
longer receiving block grant funds prior to July 1, 1973,

64 percent were continuing to operate at expanded or at about
the same levels. Of these 281 operating projects, 253 were
being supported with State or local funds, while 28 were
being- supported with general revenue sharing moneys or De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare funds. Of the

159 long-term projects that had either been terminated or
reduced in magnitude, 95 merited continuation according to
State and project officials. ACIR's 1975 Burvey of SPAs
substantiated GAO's findings with respect to assumption-of-
cost. Thus, it appears LEAA has had some success in insti-
tutionalizing programs initially supported with block grant
funds. . . - A =

Coordination among block, - :
‘categorical, and':esearey efforts

It seems natural that there should be some link between =
basic and applied research, categorical grar , and block =~
grant prcegrams. "To be of maximum value, applied research ~~ + ~
needs to 1o put into practice by users. In the present LEAA
program, sSuc. users include LEAA management,” SPAS and local
~ governments, as well as criminal justice ‘agencies.

Although the coordination among various LEAA program
components will be discussed more fully later, suffice it
to say at this point that the linkage between the LEAA re-
search, categorical, and block grant programs is not as
gstrong asg it could or shnuld be. - :

THE CATEGORICAL PROGRAM . . . .. .

The ca*egdorical program, asdescribed earlier, encompas-
gses most of the nonblock funding that is administered direct-
ly by LEAA. ‘Althoush LBAA's principal form of fund allocation
is through the block grant prugram, categorical grants repre- o
- sent those activities over which LEAA ezxercises more direct -

control. : - :
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Eight types of categorical funds have been used to fund
a variety of activities, from support of direct action pro-
grtams and technical assistance, to research, evaluatlon, and
statistical studies. ,

--Discretionary, parts C and E
--Juvenile Justice: and Deiinquency Prevention
--Regearch, Development, and Evaluation
--Systems én§ Statistics
--Technical Assistance
--Training
: --Internship o ‘i' - .
--Community Anti-Crime Program .

These funds are expended by several different organiza- .
‘tional units within LEAA. .The Office of Criminal Justice ‘ ’
Programs (OCJP), formerly the. Office of Regional Ope:at1ons,
consists of a number of functional area program divisions:® ..
(e.g., Corrections Division, Adjudication Division) which -~ -~
. manage the allocation and ezpenditure of most of parts C and C
B discreticnary funde. OCJP is also allocated some part F

technical assistance funds and a small portion of part D
.-training funds. .

. The National .Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice utilizes part D allocations designated for researczh,
evaluation, technology transfer, and some training funds.

Th2 Mational Criminal Information and Statistics Ser-

vice is allocated systems and statistics funds under part F
and also receives some discretionary funding from parts C and
B. The Office of Criminal Justice Bducation and Training
(OCJET) administers programs funded by part D education
- funds which include the Internship--and- Law-Enforcement Edu-
cation Program grants. The Office of Operations Support (COS)
receives both part P technical assistance funde and part D
training funds. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
. quency Pzevention (OGJJDP) adminiasters the discretionary funds
allocated under the Juvenile Justice Act, and receives some
~ par:t C and B discretiocnary funds. The Office of Community

Anti-Crime Programs (CACP) utilizes part D funds for the
Community Anti-Crime Program.
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This description shows not only the diversity of o
activities funded but also the organizational opportunities
for fragmentation of the management of the categorical ’
program. An LEAA organizational chart is shown on the o
following page. :

The issues surrounding the categorical program vary
considerably depending on which type of -funds is involved,-
which LEAA organizational unit is involved, and who the con-
stituent interest groups are. - However, one general obser-
vation has been made concerning the use of these funds.

LEAA makes policy through the ways ir. which it expends cate-
gorical funds. The changing priorities of the agency, or
more properly its administrators, are reflected in the -
shifts ir emphasis which have been experienced over the.-
years in the use of categorical funds. Overall, these pro-
grams do not show a systematic. development of criminal just-
ice policy but rather they illustrate the impact of frequent
turnover in top leadership and consequential lack of system-
atic program development. ’ oL s

The following discussion will cover the eight types of
categorical funds, pius the Law Enforcement Education Program
(LEEP), giving examples of programs that have been funded and
providing a limited overview of issues.related to the use or
nonugse of these types of funds.: A more detailed descrip- - .
tion is provided in a companion-GAO staff study entitled, :
®Overview of Activities Funded by the Law Enforcement Assist-

ance Administration.®” -
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The discretionary progranm

The discretionary program includes 15 percent of part
C moneys, grants for law enforcement purposes, and 50 per-
cent of part E, grants for correctional institutions and
facilities. These funds support projects at the "discretion”
of the administrator rather than being determined by the
States as is the case for block grants. From 1969 to 1977
LEAA has budjeted $582.6 million for part C discretionary
programs and $3:5.8 million for part E discretionary pro-
grams. Thousands of proujects have been funded under the
program which have been implemented by States, localities,
and nonprofit organizations.

There is little indication in the legislative history
of the program which identifies a specific functional or
programmatic intent for the use of these funds. However,
some reported general observations made concerning how
they have been used follow.

pDiscretionary funds have been used to fund a variety of
activities from major administrative program3 to supple-
menting block grant moneys awarded to the States, to
research, evaluation, and technical assistance projects.

An analysis c¢f the distribution of discretionary funds from .
' 1969 to 1975 shows. that States and private agencies received .~
a larger percentage of discreticnary funds than they did

of block funds. A comparison of the distribution of -
discretionary funds among the components of the criminal
justice system shows a sizeable amount of funds going to
projects that involve combinations of criminal justice
agency components, which are generally considered more
innovative. Courts also have received a higher percentage
of discretionary than block funds. 1/ ‘ o : g

The administration and direction of the discretionary -
program has been influcnced by the turnover in LEAA leader-
ship. LEAA has had five Administrators during the period
of 1968-76. Accompanying changes in the priorities of
the agency tend to have been re:ilected in the discretionary
program.

1/Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Safe
Streets Reconsidered: The Block Grant Experience 1968-
1975, washington, D.C., U.S. Government rcinting QEE;E?v,”j'f

January 1977, VQI;”A-SS; pp. 138-142. TR
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During the early period of the LEAA program (1969-70)
the "troika" was administering the agency which did not
encourage decisive Pederal action. The debate over the
strength and intrusiveness of the Pederal role in light of
the block grant concept also deterred the administration
from taking a strong Pederal position. Discretionary
grant awards were made from LEAA central headquarters after
review by each administrator in the "troika.® The emphasis
for the discictionary program during this period was upon .
the developrment cf innovative techniques that, if successful,
would hopefully influence comparable institutional changes
in the criminal justice system. Discretionary funds were
also used to supplement block grants in an effort to fill
gaps in State block grant funding.

During the time that Jerris Leonard was Administrator
(1971-73) the award of discretionary grants was decentralized
to 10 LEAA regional offices (these offices were closed in
October 1977). The emphasis during this period was to
concentrate or fccus a relatively larger amount of resources
to address specific crime and criminal justice probleas.
Discretionary grants were used to “"demonstrate" the potential
impact that Pederal funds could have on a particular problem
area. The High Tmpact Anti-crime Program (Impact Citiesg) -
funded at this time is one example of the emphases for which

discretionary fuids:were ‘utilized under Mr. Leonard's s

administration. Although discretionary funds were still-.
used tc supplement State programs by filling in gaps of . .-
the block grant ptoyram during this period, it was not the .
primary emphasis. . :

Donald E. Santarelli became the LEAA Administrator in
April 1973. Under his leadership, the responsibility for
awarding discretionary grants was shifted back to Head-
quarters.  Discreticnary funds were used to furtbher four
major national initiatives identified durino this period:

--A'éiﬁizehé initiative.
-=A courts initiative.

--A-standards/geals initiative. - - . —_ -
--A:juvenile deliquehéy 1ﬁitiative.

~ The Office of National Priority Programs (now defunct)
was established to award discretionary funds in these four
national priocrity areas, to articulate the LEAA role in
developing, demonstrating, testing, and. evaluating innovative
approaches to problems of. crime' reduction. R
3 v 29 :



Richard Velde was the LEAA Administrator from September
1974 to Pebruary 1977. The control of discretionary funds
remained primarily with LEAA Headquarters personnel. The -
emphasis of discretionary funds shifted, however, from
supporting major national initiatives toward support for
testing specific program concepts through demonstration
projects and disseminating the results.

Thus, the direction and emphasis of the discretionary

- program has changed with each change in LEAA Administrators.
A recent survey of local and SPA officials, indicates that
in their view, discretionary funds have been more often

used to support inncvative projects and research efforts
than to continue existing programs or to build local support
for the Crime Control and Safe Streets Act program. 1/

Discretionary funds, as one type of categorical funds,
have been expended in significant amounts to support
action programs. Although some programs have shown
promising results, reportedly toco few have been carefully
designed, tested, or evaluated to insure their applicability
in States and localities on a generalized basis. ' Other types
of categorical funds were expended on research, evaluation
(discussed further in the next section), and statistical -
studies. However, the results of these efforts have not
been routinely linke@ to the development of action programs.
As a result a number of naticnal programs have been launched
by one LEAA. Admxnistration w1thout syatematic developmen*
and follow through by the next. -

In Octocber 1976, a new policy was introduced in LEAA
that for the first time required that all LEAA offices
involved in the categorical program (this includes the use
of discretionary funds) establiah linkages between their -
activities. This policy, called the Action Program =
Development Process (APDP), was amended on May 20, 1777, and
constitutes the current agency approach to the development
of action programs. 2/ It entails a cyclical procens of
planning, testirg, and program revision in seven ateps.

1) Policy Planning - During this step a statement
of agency goals and objectives is developed-as— ~
well as a statement of criteria that will be :
used in making program choices.

 1/1bid., p. 140.

2/LEAA, U S. Department of Justice, “Prcgram nevelopnent
Policy," Instruc¢tion 3000.2A Washington, D.C., May 20,
1977, pp. 1-18.
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2)

"3)

Problem Definition - This includes toth describing

the problem and analyzing why it happens. The end
result is a problem statement.

Selection of Response Strategies - This includes the

identification of a recommended strategy and an
implementation plan to carry out the strategy. The
products from this step and from the problem
definition step are used in preparing a decision
memorandum which is required for the initiation of
new programs.

At this point the Administrator must decide whether or not
to approve the program strategy and where to assign respon-

sibility for implementation. Several options are open to
the Administrator, including multioffice tespon31b111ty in
the form of a Program Management Team.

4)

5)

)

7)

Program Design - During this step the assumptions
about the problem are operationalized and an
evaluation plan is developed. The results of this
step are documented in a program plan.

Testing -. This step- in¢ludes: des;anzng the test .
prOJect, selectlng the site, and 1mplement1ng the
project.. The evaluat1on 1s tnen monitored and:

work best and whether or not’ ad]ustments are needed.
In this step LEAA is as interested in. fxndzng out
what does not work as. it is in’ fxndlqg out _what does
work. _ v

Demongtration - The tesults of testing are installed
at a variety of field sites in this step. It is seen
as a "broad implementation of a concept that has been
proven of value under certain conditions." 1/ After

a program. has gone thrcugh demonstration,, 1t is then . .
determined whether or not to proceed to the next

step, marketing.

Marketing - This refers to those activities used to
transfer programs that have proven to be effective
in selected demonstrations to other potential users.——

The APDP étdeéss'iéideéciiﬁedﬁeé a model that may not
apply literally to all prqgram‘develepment activit.ies in LEAA.

o

1/Ibid., p. 10. .- .- i




Some steps may occur Simultaneously or out of sequence with
others. The policy does state that all action program
development must adhere to this model. Lo

o An assessment of the impact and potential benefit
accruing from this policy is not possible at this time, due
to the extended period of time that has been required to
achieve implementation. No programs have been fully exposed
to the process and the process itself is still evolving.
Some positive aspects of the process which may become
apparent with full implementation of the APDP policy include
the increased coordination between LEAA offices and cate-
gorical fund activities that it fosters. The cyclical
nature of the program also could tend tc encourage a linkage
between research and action activities so that action
" program development affects research priorities, and know-
ledge gained through research and evaluation activities
in turn impacts on the design and implementation of action
programs. For example, both research and action program
offices may be involved in problem definition and the o
development of response strategies. The evaluation section
of the program plan most likely will be developed by the
National. Instatute.u Another :positive aspect is that the o
pol;cy-planning step provi&es for the generation of- linkages o
between agency pziorities and. knowledge gained from the =~ -
testing and demonstration of acticm programs. It is hoped
that this will serve to improve the sitwation found in
the past where reportedly, LEAA's discretionary program
could not fend off outside pressute because its priorities
were not well defined.

None of these positive aspects are likely to be real-
ized, however, without support of the LEAXA Administrator. -
This is an important point in view of the fact that LEAA
does not have an Administrator at the present time. It is
up to the LEAA Administrator to determine if he will be
committed to the rigor of the APDP process or if he will
allow action programs to short circuit the planning, eval-

uation, testing, and demonstration steps requited as pa:t A
of the program development p:ocess. Ll

Also, the Action Prog:an Develop-ent Policy as ptesently,.,J
stated does not provide for systematic state and local input. "~

This is especially important in view of the fact that State
and local gove:nnent interest groups have indicated ‘their’ de—

- gire to’ have input to. ‘tesearch activities. The success of

' step seven, marketing.' could be greatly influenced by the
amount of 1nvolvement States and localities have.
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The APDP process is also being tied into the present
Management-By-Objectives (MBO) reporting system. However,
the two presently are not compatible. The MBO objectives
as stated are tied to specific interim products of concern’
to different LEAA offices. This could tend to reinforce
organizational differences and frustrate the allocation of ..
resources toward siolving a common problem along functional
lines, such as court backlog. The present MBO system will
have to be restructured to accommodate the thrust and
direction of the program development process under APDP if
the management information coming from it is to be useful.

The present budget crunch in LEAA could also affect the
implementation of such a rigorous process. Some steps may
have to be delegated to outside contractors due to staffing
limitations. Also, States may not have funds available to
pick up projects coming out of the process, given the
dwindling level of appropriations for programs supported with
block grant moneys.

- It ‘is too soon to tell if the APDP process wiil over-
come and correct some of the reported problems which have
prompted criticism 6f LBAA°c discretionary efforts. #uch
will depend on the support the process is given by the LEAA e
Administrator, office heads, and staff, and ultimately accept-
ance of the developed products by States and localities. = =

Some exaﬁg}eé'of discretionary programs

- In the following discussion we have chosen to highlight
two early discretionary ‘action programs, Pilot Cities and
Impact Cities and two ongoing action programs, Treatment
Alternatives to Street Crime and Career Criminal. A fifth
program, Standards and Goals, will also be discussed as "
an example of a "process type" discretionary program. This
selection was made to provide both historical and current
temporal -vantage points from which to view the discretionary
program.

Pilot Citigs;»

The Pilot Cities Demonstiation Program was initiated in-
May 1970 and was LEBRA'e first major demonstration prodgram.
LEAA selected eight medium sized cities to participate in
the program. The concept of the program was to install an.
action-team of law enforcement and criminal justice experts
in a city to introduce:the best 'available technigues to.reduce”
crime and improve the quality of justice and also to assist T
in the development of new techniques. The team was to work
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across both functional and governmental boundaries and their
efforts were to serve as examples for the rest of the Nation.
The cities selected were to be ones receptive to change which
had the best possibility of "showing the way."™ 1In all, 98"
projects were funded either wholly or predominantly through
the teams' efforts and a total of $26 million was devoted to
these projects. The program ended in June 1975. 'In Pebruary
1975, a GAO report (GGD-75-16) on the Pilotc Cities Program
recommended a phase out of the program due to the limited
national benefits that had been realized. The report stated
that although individually the eight cities benefited from
the program, from a national standpoint the overall program
did not accomplish its goals. Both management and program
design problems were found and included:

--Consistent objectives were not agreed upon.
--Teams interpreted the program differently.

--Guidelines were so broad that there was no clear
~direction as to what was to be accomplished and how. -

An evaluation done by the American'Instituteﬁ'fézvnea 2”é4
search endorses GAO's findings in this area but also states " |

. that the central concept i3 sound. It points to Pilot - = 7

“Cities*® failures as useful guidance for what to avoid in "
future projects. 1t/ = - S . R

Two other factors contributed to the problems ex-
perienced by the Pilot Cities program. The decentralization
of responsibility for discretionary funding to the LBAA ..
regional offices, adopted by Jerris Leonard, occurred after
the start of the program. This change .did -not ‘enhance the
development of Pilot Cities as a national scepe program.

Also before Pilot Cities was fully underway, another national

program, High Impact Anti-Crime Prograr (Impact Cities), was
developed and was supported by the new .LBAA Administrator.

_ _Impact Cities o

' The High" Impact:Anti-Crime Program was initiated in =~ *
1972 and involved 2ight cities with avowed sezrious crime
problems. The program had two specific objectives:

1/Charles A. Murray and Robert E. Krug, The Hational Evalua-
tion of the Pilot Cities Program, Executive sunmary,
Washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing Of ice, gqveq;4
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--To reduce the incidence of five specific ®high fear"
crimes (murder, rape, assault, robbery, and burglary)
by S percent in 2 years and by 20 percent in 5 years.

--To improve criminal justice capabilities via the
demonstration of a comprehensive crime-oriented plan-
ning, -implementation, and evaluation process (the-
COPIE~cycle).

The Impact Cities program was conceived as a government
response to a rising trend in crime rates. First and fore-~
most, however, Impact Cities was seen as an action program
that focused on short-term, crime-oriented achievement. A
total of $160 million was awarded to the eight cities.

The Mitre Corporation has completed a national-level

. evaluation of the Impact Cities program. 1/ However, they
were retained to do the evaluation 6 months after the program
was initiated and by this time it was too late in most cases
to build in rigorous evaluation designs for projects then
vndezway. .The rational-level evaluator was almost completely
dependent upon data and information furnished by the cities

or their pzoject-level evaluztion contractor, therefore ef- - -

fectively: precludxng ‘Mitre from being able to validate that -

data. It wzs decided that ‘the Mitre Corporation evaluatxon_,’*

would not determine progrem ‘effectiveness but would concen- -
trate instead on the processes employed by the Impact Cities
in planning, implementing, and evaluating projects. 2/

. It is difficult to determine the success or failure of
the -Impact Cities program in terms of its specific crime
teduction goals. However, the Mitre Corporation did find a
nu-bet of specific accomplishments. Some of these are:

‘. —-35 impact pto;ects wete shown to be effective.

--43 percent of the projects funded are expected to
continue.

—==AII cities appear to have made progress inm ‘involving
the'?ommpaﬁﬁygip'the?criuinal justice process. 3/

1/Bleanor Chelimeky, High Impact Anti-Crime Program, National. .
Level Evaluation Pinai Report, Washinc .on, D.g., the nxtre
Corporation, January 1976, vol. 1, pp. 3-12. «

Z/Ibid. e ‘4 F O A
_3_/Ibid., PR.’ 3657 380 and 53,
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The Mitre evaluation also states that for future urban
anti-crime programs, national level planning and evaluation
should be given greater priority. An overall evaluation plan
should be developed at the beginning of a national program
so that proygram activities can be linked to outcomes. 1/

Treatment Alternative tc¢ Street Crime (TASC)

The TASC program was initiated in late 1972 as a pre-
trial intervention program for drug abusing criminal of-
fenders. The program begins with the identification of of-
fenders' drug dependeacy when they are entering the criminal
justice system. I1nformation obtained from the offenders is
provided to Lhe court, prosecuting attorney, and defense
counsel at the time of arraignment. With concurrence of the
prosecution and defense counsels, the court can defer trial.
and refer selected offenders into community-based treatment
facilities. A tracking system monitors treatment progress
and provides periodic reports to the judiciary and the
ptosecutcrs offlce.

7he TASC' ptogram is ‘one of ‘the latgest single discre- '
tionary programs funded by LEAA. From fiscal -year 1972 to
1977, LEAA ‘hag spent $25 miliion on the prcgram. - There ‘have -
been a total of 54" projects funded and 47 of them are still S
in operation.. "Over “33,000 dtug-abusing offenders have fe=
ceived treatment.

In December 1976, the Depattment of Justice issued an
irternal audit report on TASC. 2/° It made several recom-
mendations to improve the program. The emphasis of ihe re-
commendations was on the need for better monitoring of the - .
projects and better data on TASC clients to aid in follow-up
after their release from the program. The report stated that
there is no quantitative data. to support that the TASC program
has had a significant impact on the total criminal justice
system; however, it was apparent to the auditors that TASC
helped establish-a closer working relationship between
elements of the criminal justice system. They also noted
- that -States have demonstrated a willingness to fund the
projects after discretionary fumding ceases which is in-~
dicative of the program's acceptance.

.1/Ibid., PP. 66 and 67.3

2/off1ce of Hanagement and Finance. U.S. Depattment of
Justxce, Tteatment Alternatives to Street Crime, Internal
Audit Report, Washington, D.C., December 2; 1976, pp. 2-7.

36



. . . TASC is also the subject of a National Evaluation .
Program (NEP) Phase I report. Phase I reports summarize the
existing state of knowledge concerning the program. The NEP
Phase I TASC report stated that 15 percent of the clients
entering TASC programs have successfully matriculated through
the program. 1/ Those clients vwho continued to remain in the
TASC program experienced an 8-percent rearrest rate while
under the supervision of program staff. However, much of the
present analysis of treatment effectiveness is inconclusive.
-The report cited major gaps in knowledge about TASC-type pro-
grams which included lack of data on client outcomes after N
completion of the program and the absence of standardized
process information about project activities and services.

Career Criminal Program

. ..The purpose of the Career Criminal Program is to design
and implement model programs which establish oriorities to
speed the prosecution of those persons whose criminal histories
indicate repeated commission of serious criminal acts. The
program is based on the hypothesis that the frequency and
level of serious crime can be reduced by focusing resources
on the career criminal through the establishment of majo¥e.
violator units in the prosecutors office. The program is
designed to identify-'taé careet criminal, assign the most
expet ienced ptosecutor to the case,.and hring the violator

quickly to :trial. .
V AObjectives for cases invoiéing career criminals inciudé:>'
--Reduce pretrial and trial delay.

--Reduce the number of continuances per case involving
career criminals. .

--Reduce the number of chéeé dismissed on grounds other
than the merits of the case itself.

.. In addition to projects which are located ir major urban
areag, there_is a clearinghouse which has the function of
covering all such projects. Punctions include doing legal ™

' l/naiy A. Toborg, et -al.,” Treatment Alternatives to Street
-Crime - (TASC) Pro ectq.,uaEIonaI Evaluation Program Phase I
ummary Reporc, wWasaington, D.C., National Institute of -

Law Bnforcement and Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement. = ~~ .~ o

Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of Justice,: coiduT

Pebruary 1976, pp. ix, xi and xv.
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research, d1ssem1nat1ng znformatxon, collecting uniform data
from the projects, and monitoring the progress of the projects.

LEAA has fiinded 24 career criminal project sites.
According to LEAA, the program has reduced pretrial and trial
delay, the number of continuances, and the number of cases
dismissed on grounds other than the merits of the case itself.

A national level evaluation of the program is now being
performed by the Mitre Corporation in 4 of the 24 sites.
The evaluation is now in the data collection stage. It will
examine how career criminals are processed and how such
processing differs from that employed for persons not
designated career criminals who are processed in the same
jurisdiction. , &

LBAA 'is now planning to expand the scope of the Career
Criminal program to include participation by police and cor-
rectional agencies. This will carry over the emphasis on
the violent repeat offenders to other enforcement and re-
habllxtative agencxes of the ctimxnal justicc system.

Standards and Goals .

This major inltiative was started in 1971. . It began with’
the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice ‘Standards *
and Goals. - This 22-umember. commission identified S major - - -
crime-related goals, 427 standards, and 97 associated recom< - ¢
mendations in the areas of police, courts, corrections, and
community crime prevention. These are assembled in a series
of reports which also include a national strategy to reduce
crime and a report on the criminal justice system.

In 1973, LEAA began a national level discretionary pro-
gram to encourage States to examine the National Advisgory - - - -
Commission Standards and ‘Goals and to develop and adopt their
own standards and goals. Porty-six States have received sup-~
port to initiate a standards and goals development process.
The remaining nine have used planning funds for their stand-
ards and goals development programs. PFunds have also been
- awardéd to 13 States to begin inplementing their standatas
in. crxminal justice agencies.

In fiscal yeat 1976. LEAA sponsored a major follow-on
effort in standards and goals. Pive task forces were egtab-
lished to develop standards and goals in the areas of juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention, erganized crime, disordetsgf
and te'rorism, teseatch and &evelopnent, and privacy an@ R
security.’* o
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, The LF»a focus has been on the concepts and processes of
standards arJ goals efforts rather than on individual standards ~
or recommer.dations. The findings of the National Advisory
Commis sion have neither been endorsed nor opposed by LEAA.
They a.e seen as advisory only. The operating policy of LEAA:
on standards and goals states that LEAA will not mandate
acceptance of the Commission's recommendations.

Essentially then, LEAA has taken a noninterventionist
stance in relation to the development and application of
specific standards and goals at State and local levels. They
have fostered thc development process but have not mandated
the acceptance of part.cular standards even those with
broad applicability.

Several GAO reports have illustrated the need for de-~.
veloping and using specific standards and goals for the
criminal justice system and for specific types of projects.
For example, in a report on the conditions of local jails 1/ .
we noted that even after spending LEAA funds, the overall
physical conditions in the jails remained inadequate. We
recommended that the States should develop agreed upon
standards that must be worked towards, if Federal funds are
to be used to improve the conditions of local jails. :

LEAA has funded a national level evaluation of the -
standards and goals development process. It is being per- -
formed by the. American Institutes of Research which is .~
currently in the process of collecting data. The thrust
of the evaluation is to identify those elements in the -
development process that seem to affect the use of the
standazds. The effect of external factors on the use of
gtandards will also be explored. - - 7 S

. These.examples of disctetiohary programs are not ex-
haustive of all those that have been cited as being signif-
icant. Other programs that have been cited by LEAA include:

--Citizens Initiative Program - Focuses on the citizen
and his essential role ?n an effective criminal
justice systemi. This program includes funding of
victim/witness projects which provide services such R
as not'ification to appear in court, child care, and- . .. -~

call-off services when a case is continued.

© 1/Conditions ‘in' Local Jails Remain Inddequate besgité“?ederai~: -
Funding for Improvements, GGD-76-36, U.S. General Accounting -
_ ce, washington, D.C., April 5, 1976.
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--Operation St1ng/hnt1-?enc1ng Units ~ This program is
' designed to gather evidence for the arrest and pros-
ecution of those persons involved in organized crimi-
nal fencing operations and those persons committing
butgla:ies, lar<enies, robberies, and related crimes.

--Unification of State Court Systems - In partnership
with such groups as the National Center for State
Courts and the American Bar Association, LEAA has
actively promoted unification and consolidation of
splintered and duplicative State court systems.

--Economic Crime Project ~ The nroject provides in 15
particlipating localities, for the creation and/or
expansion of economic crime prosecutorial units which
are responsible for investigating and prosecuting
white-collar crime and other fraud situations.

Bducation and Training Programs

Education

LEAA'sS educatxonal'programs‘are administered by the
Office of Criminal Justxce Education and Training (OCJBT)._,-
The four program areas are e¢ducational development, intern= "~
ships, gtaduate research’ fellowshlps, and law enforcement
education. The educational. ‘development program provides funds
to a number of institutions to strengthen criminal justice -
‘curricula, train instructors, and conduct research and develcp-
ment on methods of educating students or faculty. The intern-
ship program provides an opportunity for students on leave
from higher educational institutions to get criminal justice
work experience. The graduate research fellowships -are- -
awarded to doctoral candidates to support students engaged
in the writirg of a doctoral dissertation in the area of
criminal justice.

The largest educational program component is the Law
Enforcement Education Program (LEEP). LEAA has allocated
$314.75 million to this program from fiscal year 1969 to 1977.
This program provides-grants and loans to-help finance college.

educations for in-service officers and for promising students

committed for ‘entering ciiminal justice careers. -LEEP is
technically excluded from the categorical program definition
because it is a loan pregram. However, it is administered
prxmatxly by LEAA rather than the States, so we have included
it in the discussion of -categorical programs. (Por a more
detailed desczxption ang’ ‘breakdown of funding information:

on these educational programs see GAO's,companion staff
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study "Overview of Activities Furded by the Law Enforcement .
Assistance Administration.”) ) . L

In June 1975, GAO issued a report entitled "Problems in
Administering Programs to Improve Law Enforcement Education,”
GGD-75-67. 1In our report, we determined many persons were
attracted to criminal justice careers or improved their oc-
cupational activities (police, court, or corrections) because
of law enforcement education programs. However, the manage-
ment of the programs was found to be inadequate. Problems
‘‘resulted from failures to establish clear-cut goals and ob-
jectives, frequent organizational changes and insufficient
staff. These problems resulted in untimely distribution
of funds to schools, deficiencies in accounting for particip-
ants, and insufficient program monitoring. As of November
1974, LEAA had instituted improved accounting procedures
which addressed many of the problems noted in our report.

Another point rzised in our report was that 48 percent
of the graduates of LEEP who.had no prior criminal justice
experience did not obtain criminal justice employmeant. A
subsequent study, "A Nationwide Survey of Law Enforcement:
Criminal Justice Personnel Needs and Resources,® done by the -
National ®=lanning Association (NPA) indicates that the LEEP
program appears to accelerate the trend toward a college .
educated criminal justice system. 1/ Several other factors
also have probably contributed toc this patteza. Therefore,
-itis not possible to measure the direct contribution of the
LEEP program to the increase in educational levels of criminal -
justice personnel. , S }

Another point raised by the NPA report addresses the
quality of LEEP-assisted education..: It was noted that 15
percent of all criminal justice-related courses in LEEP- f
supported institutions were found to be specialized training
courses rather than educational courses. LEAA has since
indicated that there is a need to improve the quality of
crininal justice education. v

Data Systems and Statistical Programs

. The impcrtance of statistics and information systems
to criminal justice planning and operations is obvious given

_1/National Planning Association, A Nationwide Survey of Law
Enforcement Criminal: Justice Personnel Needs and Resources,: -

- Ce na tice: ucat’on-an.yTgaining,—Wasﬁinqton, 0.C.,
November 23, 1976, Vol. 5, p. 180.
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the preceding discussions. The enactment of the Omnibus

Crime Control and Safe Streets Act and the creation of LEAA
were influenced by the increased rate of reported crimes which
preceded the legislation. Since then, scme have judged the
success or failure of LEAA's programs using this same indicator,
despite its reported limitation as a valid and reliable measure

" of crime incidence.

The Safe Streets Act mandated that LEAA "* * * collect,
evaluate, publish, and disseminate statistics and other infor-
‘mation on the condition and progress of law enforcement within
and without the United States."” LEAA established the National
Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service (NCJiSS)
to carry out these activities. All of the “systems and
statistics” funds and some discretionary funds are admin-
istered by NCJISS which is organized in two divisions, the
- Systems Development Division and the Statistics Division.

Systems Development

LEAA provides financial and technical assistance to
States for the development and implementation of criminal
justice information and communications systems and promotes
their exchange and transfer among jurisdictions. ‘Some of
LEAA's efforts in this area include: '

--Project Search - The fi:st major LEAA-BuppOtted effott
in this area includes a uniform format for criminal
history information and a transactional statistics -
system which is based on an accounting of individual
offenders proceeding thtough various stages of the
criminal justice process..” - i ST

--Comprehensive Data Systems Pto ram-- This‘LBAA effozt
- 18 Sesignea to encourage the States to collect compre--:-

hensive criminal justice information for use in plan-

ning, implementing, managing, and evaluating criminal

justice programs. This program is mainly funded with
discretionary funds.

--Transfer of Systems - LEAA iGUntiEies "gystems -which
have been successf‘lly demonstrated and enconrages
transfer of these systems to other jurisdictions. -
An example is PROHIS, the Prosecutor's Hanagement

Information System. - U

—-Security and -Privacy - LBAA has asaisted in drafting S
and aﬂm¥nisterimg regulations placing security’ testzic-' B
tions on the storage and dissemination of criminal '
history, research, and statistical information.
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--Communications Systems - These efforts are aimed at
the advancement of State and local telecommunications
networks to meet local, intrastate, and interstate
criminal justice needs.

For a more detailed description and breakdown of funding
information, see GAO's companion Staff Study, "Overview of
Activities Funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-
istration."” . .

The Research Triangle Institute coﬁpleted an evaluation
in March 1976, which reviewed the systems development efforts
of NCJISS and made the following conclusions:

--LEAA funds have made a difference in the development
rate of information systems.

--User satisfaction was more influenced by user partici-
pation in the design and user familiarity with the
system than the amount of funds provided.

. ==Systemas operators would have used LEAA technical
assistance if it had been available. 1/

S The BExecutive :Management Service, Inc., study on LEAA ac- .
tivities from 1969 ‘to 1975 noted that the technicai assistance -
that has been made available has been provided by outside con-
sultants. The report then points out the divisiveuness that
exists among the components of the criminal justice system

and the problems this creates for developing certain types.

of information systems. Because of this, the report con-
cludes, it would seem more appropriate for LEAA and the SPAs

to provide such assistance since they have more responsibility
for coordination between criminal justice system components. 2/

Statistics

NCJISS is responsible for generating national crime
statistics relating to the incidence of crime, to offenders,
and to the operation of the criminal justice system. It has
developed more than a dozen statistical series covering

1/Phillip S. McMullen and Janet L. Ries, Research Triangle
Institute with the Assistance of the Midwest Research Insti-
tute, Evaluation of the Accoaplishments and Impact of the
Programs of L in the Areas of Information Systems De-
. velopment and Statistics: Services (NCJISS), Research Tri-
angle Park, M.GC., March X[ -1, L L

-’ 76, P. 1=-1.

2/0p. cit., LﬁA"Ahaeésﬁent“-iintgétatibn. p. 67.
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victimization, systemwide statistical programs, corrections,
judicial, and juvenile justice statistics. The reader is
referred to the companion GAO Staff Study previously cited
for a more detailed description and funding breakdown of LEAA
funding activities in this program area.

The Research Triangle evaluation of the use of NCJISS
statistics documents and services found:

--They had generally met the Federal need for which
they were .*1t1a11y desxgned.

--They had not hept pace with changxng Federal needs.

--They met few ot the needs of State and local agen-
cies. 1/ )

These conclusions have greater significance when con-
sidering the need for valid and reliable statistics in the
development of comprehensive criminal justice plans. The
program plan for statistics for 1977-81 developed by NCJISS'
Statistics Division includes support for users of criminal
justice statistics as one of its major objectives.  This
objective includes conducting a major survey of users of
criminal justice statistics and establishing a data atch1ve
network to encoutage the use cf the data.

National Ctxme'Su:veysé”“

A major statistical series, the National Crime Panel
(victimization surveys), instituted in July 1972, was designed
to provide information about the victims of crime, about
the number of crimes not reported tc the police, and to pro-
vide more reliarle measures for the types of crimes selected.
A national sample survey included 60,000 households and 39,000
business establishments. . Plans also called for surveys of in-
dividual cities. The Bureau of the Cengsus, through an inter-.
agency agreement, collects and tabulates the data for LEAA.

The National Academy of Sciences issued a report on the
victimization surveys in 1976. A/ The report contained
several fxndxngs concernxng thext methodology and utilitY'

1/op.‘ci€.,"p. 1 "3:

2/Panel fot the Evaluation of Ctxne Sutveys. Betty K. Bxdaon,
Editor, Committee on National statistics, Assembly of Mathe-
matical and Physical Sciences, Mational Research Council,

National Academy of Sciences, Surveying Crime, Washington,
D.C., National Academy of Sciences, 1533. PP. 1-5. 161-163.
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-~-The survey design is consistent with the overall
objectives established for the National Crime Panel.

--Conceptual, procedural, and managerial problems limit
the potential application of the data.

--There is a need to shxft resources to anaiytic and
methodological research tc obtain data for policy
formulation. S . . .

Several racommendations were made that included (1)
providing more resources for managerial cocrdination and
data analysis, (2) explioration of different forms and ordering
of questions used in the interviews of victims, (3) undertak-
ing a major methodological effort concerning the field and
survey desxgn, and (4) identifying local interest in, and
use of, victimization survey data. The National Academy of
Sciences report also emphasized the need for a continuing se-
ries of victimization surveys. As a social indicator, victimi-
zation surveys sould provide indicators of both the objective
and subjective effects of crime on communities.

The surveys could provide information on the distributicn
of crime not available from present uniform crime repor:
statistics collected by police agencies. It could also be
useful for planning, evaluatxon, decisionmaking, and policy-
making functions concerning crxmxnal Justxce programing.: =
In addition, the victimization’ sutvey -data, if properly col-
lected could provide social scientists with needed information
to examine and test theories of societadl reaction-to crime.

In a July 26, 1977, memorandum to the Acting Administrator,
the Director of the NCJISS Statistics Division proposed to
suspend the collection of victimization data. The impetus. :
for this decision was a reduction in NCJISS' budgets for fiscal
years 1978 and 1979. The justification for the suspension of
" data collection advanced wds the stated néed - to change fun-
damental aspects of the surveys to meet the recommendations
advanced in the National Academy of Sciences study and
concentrate resources on the analysis of current victimization
data. The memorandum was approved by the Acting Administrator.

Thxs dec;s;on was the subject of hearxngs on October 13,
1977, of the Subcoemmittee on Crime, House Committee on the
Judiciary. The Subcommitteé Chairman ‘expresséd concern about
the termination of data collection as did other members.
Several other witnesses including representatxves ‘from the
National Academy of Sciences and the American Statistical
Association urged against the termination of data collection.




At the time of the completion of our study and preparation of
this document, a proposal to extend the collection of victim-
ization data through June 1978 was under consideration by the
Acting Administrator. : .

Technical Assistance

A 1975 A.D. Little report 1/ viewed LEAA's technical
assistance activities at that time as being in the following
broad areas:

Resource pools -- These pools, in the form of national
contracts, are perhaps the most widely known and clearest
example of LEAA's technical assistance activity. FPor example,
the courts technical assistance contract with American
University provides technical assistance teams upon request
for areas such asg court personnel, information systems, and
court reorganxzatxon.

. LEAA staff -- Befote the c1031ng of LEAA's regicnal
offices, there were specialists in the areas cf police, -
courts,. corrections, organized crime, etc., who considered .
much of what they did on a day-to-éay basis as pzoyxdxng
technical assigtance. The State representatives in these
10 regional offices also reportedly provided technical
assistance. Grant managers at LEAA Headquarters also provide
technical assistance to some extent in thexr processing and
monitoring of grants.

Technical assistance projects

LEAA reports that it has. ptovzded technical assistance
to support the following programs during fiscal years 1975
and 1976: career criminal, juvenile justice, citizens'
initiative, standards and goals,.ptomising projects, civil
rights, international activities, police, courts, corrections,
organlzed crime, and SPA, RPU, and criminal justice agency _
capacity buxldxng. _

Technxcal‘asszstaﬂée'ﬁhen; takes many forms and is being
administered in part by the majority of LEAA offices. .Not all
the activities described as technical assistance are funded
with technical assistance funds. 1In fact, in the past there

&

1/Arthur D. Little, Inc., Review of National Contract Techni-
cal -Assisgtance :Experience,
D‘QCQ ” OCtObel' N;%.

46

icacy, and Role, Wagningtom, .. .-



has been some confusion over the definition of technical as-
sistance in the agency. The present technical assigtance def-
inition includes a number of activities which involve .assist-
ing State and local agencies in developing comprehensive

- plans, identifying effective techniques for controlling spe-
cific crime problems, and implementing new programs and tech-
niques for the improvement of the criminal justice systen.

Technical assistance can be a very important way for LEAA
to bring about improvements in the criminal justice system.
By being aware of .he issues and problems in each of the var-
ious components of the system, LEAA can provide or make avail-
able technical assistance to help State and local governments
and agencies adequately address their crime and delingquency
problems and improve law enforcement and criminal justice .
activities. _ :

The need for LEAA to provide more technical assistance
has been discussed in our reports on State and local court

problems, long-term impact of LEAA grants, halfway houses, and

- probation. 1/ They indicated that LEAA and the State planning

- -

agencies reacted to tequests for assistance but did not take -

the initiative to identify areas where technical agsistance -

was needed and work to find ways to provide it or make it
available. = o o : <

AAlthdugh the Safe Streets Act of 1968 required the States

to demonstrate in their State plans their willingness to
contribute technical assistance or services for programs and
projects, LEAA did not require them to do so. until March 1975.
State plans now must outline in detail a strategy or plan that
- the State planning agency will follow in delivering technical

assistance or assuring that technical assistance is provided. -

1/U.S. General Accounting Office, Federally Su rted At-
tempts to Solve State and Local Court Problems: More Needs
- to Ee Done, B-171019, May 8, 1974.
U.S. General Accounting Office, Lon -Term Impact of Law--
Enforcement Assistance Grants Can be Improved, GGD-/5-
December 23, 1974.

U.S. General Accounting Office, Federal Guidance Needed If

Bal fway Houses are to be a Viable Alternative to Prison, e
GGD-75~70, May 28 L

e 1975,

_U.S. Gemeral Accounting Office, State and County Probation:
Systems in Crisis, GGD-76-87, May 27, 1376. H

s
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The present technxcal assistance pclicy provides for the
development of a comprehensive approach to the delivery of
technical assistance based on the information drawn from the
States' strategies as part of their State plans. However,
this policy was issued when the 10 LEAA regional offices
were still operational and played an -integral part in the
development of the approach. Now that the regional offices
have been closed, there are plans to revise this policy to
accommoZate the shift in technical assistance responsibilities
back to LEAA Headgquarters.

LEAA RESEARCH PROGRAMS

The variety, shifts in direction, and focus of emphasis
of research programs and evaluation initiatives undertaken by
the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
and its parent organization, LEAA, also parallel in many
respects the course of the other categorical program ac-
tivities previously descrxbed.

Research, and partxculatly evaluation, provisions

and legxslatxve requirements of the Crime Control Act are
addressed in paris C, D, B, and P of the act and thus invoive
States and localities, the LEAA administration, as well as
the Natxonal institute of Law Bnforcement and Criminal
Justice. “The principal focus of research and evaluation -
program responsibilities pertaining to LEAA are contained in"
part D of the act (sections 401 to 403). This part is aimed

at "* * * igmproving law enforcement and criminal justice,
and developing new methods for the prevention and reduction
of crime, and the detection and apprehension of criminals

® & " throuqh training, education, research, and development.

Tae Natxonal Inst.tute of Law Enforcement
gng Criminal Justice

The National Institute is established within the Depart-
ment of Justice under the general authority of LEAA, headed
by a dxtecto: who is appointed by the Attorney General. Its
puzpose i3 to encourage research and development, evaluate the
impact:and effectiveness of programs and projects, disseminate
the results, and assist_ 1n the development 2nd support of
training programs.-

To carry out  these broad purposes, the National Institutej_\

is authdrized under the 1976 act to

(1) make grants to or enter into contracts with public
- and private agencies, organizations, and educatnenal
"“?'1nstitutions for féséarch and development related
' to the purposes of this title;
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(2) conduct in-house research and development, including
) studies of the effectiveness of programs and projects
carried out under this title; T '

(3) carry out programs of behavioral research, with
- emphasis on the causes and prevention of crime;

(4) make recommendations for action to strengthéﬁ law
enforcement by all levels of government and the
private sector; ' ' '

(5) provide research fellowships for implementing the
purposes of this section, and special workshops for
the dissemination of information;

(6) assist in conducting local and regional training

- . programs for State and local law enforcement and
criminal justice personnel, at the request of a
~State or unit of local government;

{7) conduct a full-scale program for the collection and
digaemination of relevant information; and- . ....

(8) establish a research center.

‘In reauthorizing the Crime Cintrol Act in 1976, the Con-
gress .also mandated that the Hational Institute expand and
formalize its evaluation, research, training, informatiom
exchange, and dissemination efforts; the Institute is to :
place renewed emphasis upon evaluation by specifically making
itself responsible for evaluating and developing the criteria
and procedures for the evaluation of programs and proiects
funded by LEAA. Consequently, the National Institute is re-
quired to N :

(1) where possible, undertake, and make, receive, and re-
view evaluations of programs and projects to determine
‘their impact and the extent to which they meet the pur-

—_— ~ poses of the title and to disseminate this information

‘to State planning agencies and, on regquest, to units. -
of general leocal government;

(2) dgvelop_in,éonsnltgtion with the State planning - -
agencies, criteria and procedures for the evaluationm -
of funded activities and report such criteria and

proceduzres ‘to State planning agencies;

(3) identify programs and projects which have demonstrated
. success and disseminate lists of such projects to

State planmidg adencies, ‘and, upon request. to units™ ' -

of general local government;
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(4) serve as a national an? international clwsaringhouse
for the exchange of information on the improvement of
law enforcement and criminal justice;

(5) undertake research to determine the relationship
. between drug abuse and crime and to evaluate the
success of various drug treatment programs in reduc-
ing crime, -in consultation with the National Institute
cn Drug Abuse;

(6) survey existing and future personnel needs and
programs in the field of law enforcament and criminal
3ust1ce, specifically including training and academic
assxstance programs under the title;

(7) survey exxsting and future needs in the Nation's cor-
rectional facilities to include a determination of
the possible impact of the adoption of new sentencing
procedures~

(8) assist the administrator of LEAA with his duties
relating to the evaluation of the State plans (sec. -
" 515(a)); and .

(9) rceport, annually, on various aspects of its activi-
‘ ties to the President, Congress, State planning agen-
. cies and, on request, to units of general local
government.

States are required in section 303(2)(7) of part C of
the act also, to make provision for research and development
activities as part of their State comprehensive plans.

Punding

Grants and/or contracts for projects authorized under
section 403 of the act may be up to 100 percent of the total
cost, but, whenever feasible, the contribution of money,

- facilities, or services relevant to the.project will be
required by LBAA

From 1969 through 1978, the Rational Inatitute has been
allocated over $240 million. - Its budget has grown from $2.9
million in 1969 to a high of $42.5 million in 1975, but ’
experienced a 50 percent cut in available funds when its
budget decreased to $21 million in 1978.

There are many different purposes for which such funds

are utilized: research, evaluation, data collection, techno-
logy development {(hard and scftware), dizzeminatiocon, innovaticn,
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training, demonstrations, technical assistance, standards -
development, feasitility studies, and fellowships. In many
instances, these categories are not exclusive since any par-
ticular award can include different compcnents, for example,
research, data collection, evaluation, and dissemination.
pable 5 summarizes the distribution of National institute

" awards for fiscal years 1974 through 1976 by program areas.

ZABLE §

sistribution of Mational Institute Progtam Punds
Fiscal Years 3781578 -

Piscal Year 1974 &/ Piscal Year 1975 4/ Piscal Year 1976 g9/
a 0 Kmcunt  be

Pregtam acea Kanunt Peicent un tcent un Dercent Total Percent
Community Crime )

Pravention $3,483,160 10.7  $1,666,316 4.8 354,439,293 11.4 § 9,588,769, 9.03
2uvenile ' ' ’ o

Del irmency 1,707,768 $.2 - - - - 1,707,76 1.61
police 1,914,815 %.9 2,016,955 5.8 3,014,811 7.8 6,946,581 6.54
Coutts 2,961,266 5.3 3,103,166 9.9 1,841,700 4.7 7,006,132 6.60
Cotzecticas 2,847,029 1.8 3,198,951 9.2 1,554,724 4.0 7,300,694 6.88
Avanced PR ) ) T PR

Technology ) 2,621,094 - 26.4 9,417,816 - 27.1 10.576.‘9{" “"'17.3 29,615,093  26.96

sducatica an? . . e
Hanpower b/ 1,274,950 - 3.9 1,634,49C o/ 2.7 1,644,693 4.2 4,553,733 4.29

Svaluatioa . 4,414,303 13.3 6.'512.020 18.9 5,306,963 13.7 16,292,996 15.3%5
viciting Sl o Cer -

fullows 262,850 '0.8° . 192,870 © 0.6~ 239,986 0.6 . 694,806 Q.66
T™echnology '

Transfax 6,395,284 ¢/ 19.5 4,502,049 £/ 13.0 10,187,592 Y/ 26.3 21,046,325 19.83
Pacearch

_Agreessnts - - 2,392,830 6.9 - - 2,392,830 2.25
fotal FY ’ ) ’ ’

. - B

1974~76 22‘542“01 106.0 g:d- 298 !011 . 100.0 23. 50055155 100.0 $106,145,727 100.00

a/7otals do not_ipclude Pasy-Through Awards ($7,100,000 to the Drug Enforcement Administiation o
and $1,225,300 to the LEAA Piiot Cities Progiam) oz purchase orders. T,

N b/Tthe Education and Manpower Cacegory was listed as the Nanpower Categoty im PY 1976.

¢/This Figute ;acludes $4,544,988, in Training and Technical Assistince Punds.

y!'i:ulc do not include Pass-Through Awards (39,100,000 to the Jtug Enforcement Administiation,
$700, to the Impact (CAYs) Teams, and $239,000 to the LEAA Pilot Cities Program) ot
putchase srdocs. - -

#/Tbis figure includes §338,281 in Sducational Development Punds.

£/This tigute includes $1,034,89? in Training and Technical Assistance Punds.

g/Includes awards zede during che Transition Nuacter.

b/this tigure includes $2,33%,496 in Training and Techaical assistance Punds.

BN
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Program Emphasis - FY 1977

For fiscal yeat 1977 the National Institute’s field of
inquiry includes crime prevention and control and the adminis-
tration of criminal justice. Aadditional concerns include the
evaluation of criminal justxce programs, promotion of “"promis-
ing" research findings and “successful” practices for adoption,. .
disseminating information to the criminal justice community,
and providing assistance to the parent organization (LEAA) in
program development. Currently supporied research efforts
include: T

--Community crime prevention, such as environmental
destdgn and citizen involvement.

--Police, such as preventive patrol, anti-corruption
management, and response strategies.

--Courts, such as speedy trial, innovative sentencing
practices, omnibus hearings, plea batgalning, and
perfozmance measures. .

-=-Corrections,. such-as conmunity-baced corrections, .
- victimization in prisons, recidivism measntes, flxed
'sentences, and female offendezs. .

-SQecxal ptograms.'such as the Naticnal Evaluation
Program, and.visiting fellowship programs.

~-Exemplary projects and prescriptive packaqes, including
monographs.

In the area of evaluation teseatch, efforts for fiscal year
1977 are focused upon developing operational and impact indi-
cators for the criminal justice system, research on deterrence
and incapacitation effects, methodological studies, and
selected program evaluations. 1/

'1/An expanded desctiptxon and specific examples of some Na-.
tional Institute sponsored research is contained in pages
52 through 56 of the companion GRO staff study previously
identified.
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The National Institute: An assessment -.

The Notional Institute's conceptualization was treated in
many respects as an afterthought to the parent legislation

of 1968. _Possibly as & result of such early apathy, the
National Institute did not have the formal authority
necessary to shape its own program. Until only relatively
recently, the National Institute's Director has been appointed
by the administrator of LEAA. 1Its budget is still treated

- as one element of the larger budget for LERA, with the LEAA
Administrator controlling both personnel funds and the line
jtems containing funds for "technology, analysis, development
and dissemination.” Final approval of all National Institute
awards (i.e., sign-off authority) rests with the Administra-
toc of LEAA. Some consider this structural arrangement as
presenting the National Institute Directors and staff with no.
real alternative to serving at the pleasure of the LEAA
action program. 1/

- Phe intellectual heritage of the National Institute was
sparse. In the first place, the Congress never clearly artic-
ulated its intentions regarding criminal justice research.
Questions of whether such Federal research should be directed
at local consumption, due to the emphasis placed upon the LEAA
block-grant - -gsystem, or focused instead upon finding a "cure
for crime," were- not-even given serious consideration. The
Natioral Institute never had the benefit cf extended DR
intellectual debate. Although the report of the 1967 Presi-
.dent's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration
of Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, set
the tone and discussed many facets of the crime problem,
it focused major attention on shortcomings of the criminal
justice system and its parts. That analysis prompted many
interpreters to consider the primary focus to be upon '
*improving the system.” 2/ But the academic research com-
munity, in largely ignoring the President's Crime Commission
report as worthy of serious debate, also reduced their -
involvement and input t5 policies about the proper focus of
research, whether it be controlling crime or improving the

l/Conmittee on Regearch on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice,
Assembly of Behavioral and Seccial Sciences, National Research
Council, National Academy of Sciences, Understanding Crime:
An Evaluation of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice, Washington, D.C., National Academy o
Sciences, 1977, Chapter I, pp. 1-9.

2/1bié., Chapter I, pp. 1-9.
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criminal justice system. 1/ From ‘“ne beginning, they v;ewed
the National Institute as™simply an arm of LEAA and took

a relatively dim view of its intellectual potential. 2/
Since some academic social scientists tend to be more
comfortable in dealing with problems like juvenile de-
linquency and rehabilitation than with law enforcement and
control, the academic research communxty, in short, was not
eager to insert itself directly into the crime debate.
Consequently, a major source of needed research competence
. was isolated from the Federal effort in criminal justice
research at the outset.

In addition, the National Institute's political heritage
wag without a broad pluralistic base. 3/ LEAA, and conse-
quently its National Institute, lacked a wide range of social
and political constituencies from the start and has continued
to attract an asymmetrical set of interest and pressure
groups, mostly practitioners and other government fund-
seekers. 4/ Therefore, the influence and direction from
the user community has been one-sided. PFor most of LEAA's
history, the polxce--tradxtxonally well organized and con-
sidered synonyuous with law enforcement--have provided
the most visible and effective source of influence. 5/
People in corrections and the courts have only recently
developed significant ‘access to LEAA resources. [-74 .

The views of victims, racial and ethnic minorities, women,
and other citizens' groups--those whosé diverse experience
with crime problems could contribute different perspectives g
on what is needed to control crime--have only recently entered
LEAA's field of vision and have had almost no impact on
program priorities. 7/ In the past, the National Institute
has made few attempts to seek the opinions of groups not
originally perceived as its clientele or constituents.
Accordingly, its outlook has been unnecessarily narrow and
its teseatch agenda has not benefxted from a variety of

1/1bid.
2/1bid.
3/1bid.
4/1bid.
5/1bid.
6/1bid.
7/1bid.
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perspectives on criminal justice problems. 1/ Finally, the
Federal/State relationship as reflected in the preceding
discussion of the block-grant program has some influences on
LEAA which often were, in effect, influences on the National
Institute even though it disclaims direct participation in
that system. g : : ’

It was pointed out earlier, for example, that the National
Institute had been heavily involved and responsible for the
management of some major categorical program initiatives,
such as the High Impact Anti-Crime Program and thé evaluation
of the Pilot Cities Demonstration Program. These two program
initiatives were more demonstration than research oriented in
nature, and some have questioned whether it was appropriate
for the National Institute to be ac all responsible for such
action-oriented demonstration efforts and their evaluation
at the same time. .

Other reported criticisms of the National Institute and
its programs of research have ranged from concerns about pre-
occupation with advanced technology and so-called bhardware
and technological gadgetry, to inadequate concern for address-
~ ing critical and basic or fundamental research questions
* about the etiology of crime and criminal behavior. There
are also a variety of issues--administrative, methodolegical, :
pragmatic, and political--which lie between these two extremes. -

Hational Academy of Sciénces study

The National Academy of Sciences' Committee on Research
on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Assembly of Behav-
ioral and Social Sciences' National Research Council
(hereafter the N.A.S. Committee), was requested in 1975 by
LEAA to uadertake a review of the programs and operations of
the National Institute. 2/. The N.A.S. Committee's efforts
represent the most recent broad-based review of -National
Institute sponsored research and programing. The review
specifically addressed National Institute efforts for the
years 1969-75, utilizing four primary criteria:

--Quality ~f funded reseatch.

--Usefulness of the products.

1/1bid.
2/%bid., preface, p. 1.
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--Success in cumulating knowledge.
--Effectiveness of research administration.

In carrying out its review, the N.A.S. Committee posed two
overriding fundamental questions: (1) Should there be
research on crime? and (2) Should there be a Federal pre-
sence in that research? 1/ Committee members concluded that
the effort to develop research on crime is one that should
oe pursued; but it should still adopt an action-research
orientation as the correct mode for such research, an impor-
tant point we shall return to later. 2/ Overall the N.A.S.
Committee members were not impressed by the results of
National Institute research programs and they did not pre-
clude the possibility that further efforts undertaken under
the same conditions would also fail. 3/

Quality of funded research

The N.A.S. Committee members rated the quality of
National Institute research as "not high,” stating in their
report that much has been mediocre. However, in their exami- -
nation of a sample of research projects, the Committee members_
. could label most neither failures nor successes.-4/ The prin-= -

cipal reported weaknesses were attributed primarily toa -
lack of attention to research design and related administra-
tive failings. The N.A.S. Committee members felt that the
relative frequency of "weak projects®™ occurred often enough
to "* % * prompt grave concern over quality control in Na-
tional Institute monitoring and related review procedures.”5/

Usefulness of feSearch products

The asscssment of the utility of National Institute

. research products was considered problematic due. to the
relatively few previous attempts to determine whether and
how such products were or were not being used. Drawing
upon the views of State planning agency staff--an acknowl-
edged and interested primary consumer of National Iastitute

 ;/Ibid,,;pte£age;_p;v2.j;,
2/1Ibid. | -
3/1biad.

vg/lbid., summary, p. 2.
5/1bid.
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research results--the N.A.S. Committee report concluded there
was little indication or evidence that would suggest that the
material disseminated is used in planning or program develop-
ment by either SPA staff or criminal justice agency practi-
tioners. 1/ 1In their view, few projects deserved high marks
for their utility. 2/ ' .

Success in cumulating knowledge

A major criterion of the effectiveness of social
" action program research is its contribution to building a
coherent body of knowledge and focusing that knowledge on
problem solving. The N.A.S. Comeittee study concluded

*pDespite rhetoric to the contrary, the committee
finds little evidence that the (National) Institute
has been committed to this kind of research * * *
the (National) Institute's purpose would be better
served by a research agenda based on program areas,
such as deterrence and rehabilitation within which
funding could be focused upon building a coherent
body of knowledge.® 3/ B

Bffectiveness of res
administration - ¢

earch

Some of the more serious shortcomings in the organi-
zation and management of National Institute efforts pointed
out in the N.A.3. Committee redort include, but are not
limited to

--a weak advisory system that limits access to
(rasearch) program development,

—ceview procedures that range from nonexistent
to ineffective, =~ - . ﬂ

--a research strategy which tends to exclude a large
majority of the existing social science community,

and

--vulnetability_iérbressutes4ghat'§te detrimental to .
the development of the research program. 4/

1/1bid.
E/Ibido' p. 3.. °
3/1bid.

4/1bid.
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The N.A.S. Committee report considered these and some other
weaknesses to be due to a fundamental misjudgment of the most
appropriate means and administrative methods whereby research
can be made useful to an action program. 1/ In addition,

it concluded that this is a general consequence of placing
too large a burden upon the National Institute for making S
LEAA accountable and effective. 2/ 1In their view, the National
Institute has been required to undertake numerous c¢ollateral
program support and evaluation-related tasks such as pro-
viding technical assistance and training to SPAs and operating
agencies, conducting or sponsoring project evaluations, and
carrying out other direct service obligations, which tend to
militate aga.inst a directed focus upon basic and related
applied research. 3/

The N.A.S. Committee members believe tkat it is whoiiy
inappropriate for the National Institute to be expectad to
address directly the goal of reducing crime and to be judged
on the basis of meeting such measures of effectiveness as
decreasing crime and recidivism rates. 4/ Given the pressures
placed upon the National Institute to provide “instant solu-
tions® to complex and long standing problems, the N.A.S. Com-
mittee found that in rejecting these larger direct goals,

the National Institute has made a substitution of means for. S

ends in that it has "#* * * denied the pogsibility that its
programs can-contribute -in any way to the reduction of

crime and has concentrated instead on improwing the operation
of the criminal justice system." S/ The N.A.S Committee con- -
siders the lack of zutonomy of the Katicnal Institute from =
the rest of LEAA as contributing to the general neglect in -
its "primary mission® to develop knowledge.

"* & * the Instizute's role of direct service to LBAA .
programming has not been successful and p:obably
cannot be adequately undertaken by a national

research institute  because such a role ties it to the -
pace and demands of a delivery system.” 6/ '

1/1bid.
2/1bid.
3/1bid.
4/1kid., p. 4.
5/1bid.
6/1bid.
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Although ofter indirect and specified in longer terms, the
N.A.S. Committee report concludes taat research does have the
potential for deveioving better informed and therefore more
realistic and effective public policies on controlling crime.

In summary, the N.A.S. Committee report concluded that
the National Institute "* * * has not been the catalyst or
sponsor of a first rate and significant research program
commensurate with its-tasks or its resources." 1/ Although
it has had some successes with individual projects and
has begun to develop some basic and vital data and a research
community, the structural and political constraints have
all too often deflected the National Institute from its
"% * * trye mission--to develcp valid knowledge about crime
problems.” 2/ The N.A.S. Committee members conclude further

"* * * gjyven those same constraints and extrap-
olating its margznal improvements over tne years,
the Institute in its present form is not likely to
become a significant and quality-oriented research
agency.” 3/

The N.A.S. Committee recommended that ‘the National Insti--
tute "* * * move toward political and admiristrative inde-
pendence so that it can becoms both- a more effective research
structure and one that can serve users more 2£ffectively.” 4/

The N.A.S. Committée report set forsth 19 basgic or pri-
mary recommendations: for improving the research programs and
operations of the Natioral Institute. 5/ The Acting Director
of the National Irstitute is in basic agreement with and
reportedly is pursuing the first 14 of these recommendations.
All 19 recommendations advanced in the N.A.S. Committee report
can be found in appendix I. '

-Overall the Ac“lng Director of the Natienal -Institute -
felt that many of rthe issues raised by the N.A.S. Committee
study provided some valuable insights and some appropriate
suggestions for remedial action. However, he stated that
the N.A.S. Committee's description of the most "appropriate®”

i/1bid., p. 150 -0 ot T e TR T
2/1bid. S

3/1bid. '

4/1Ibid, preface, p. 2. .

S/1bid., Chapter v, pp. 1-50.
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role for the Natiomal Institute as purely research, is not
feasible in view of its legislated responsibilities for
evaluation, demonstration, dissemination, and other functiqns.

The principal point of disagreement concerns the advis-
ability of "insulating®™ the National Institute from “"political
pressures® and day-to-day demands/requests for assistance
and support from other LEAA organizational units. The -
Acting Director of the National Institute dismissed the
criticism and recommendation concerning this issue also
as being in conflict.with the legislative objectives set-
ting forth the responsibilities, functions, and services
to be provided by the National Institute.

. As for the criticism that much of the research sponsored..
by the National Institute has been mediocre, the Acting Di=-
rector disagrees pointing out that some of the same people
who have criticized the quality of sponsored research have _
also been recipients of research grants. 1In his view, the .
basis of comparison in the N.A.S. Committee study of research
as "good or bad™ was not well identified for comparative
purposes. '

Reorganization of the
National Institute

On September 14, 1977, the Acting Administrator of LEAA
approved a reorganization of the National Institute into four
offices~--Office of Research Programs, Office of Research and
‘Evaluation Methods, Office of Program Evaluation, and Office
of Development, Testing and Dissemination. An organizatiomal
chart reflecting the new structure of the National Institute
is presented on the following page.. :

This change also provided for the creation of a new unit—
Analysis, Planning, and Management--under the administrative
direction -of the Deputy Director of the National Institute.

The Office of Evaluatiorn was split into two new units--Office
of Research and BEvaluation Methods and Office of Program Ewval- -
vation. Alsc, within the Office of Research Programe a new
center for the Study of Crime Correlates and Criminal Behavior
was established, with the previous ®"Special Programs Division®™ .
of the Office of Research Programs folded into this new T
center. The National Institute's Advanced Technology Divi-
sion was abolished but its functions are ncw incorporated
within the Office of Research Programs under the direction

of a new Associate Director for Science anrd Technology. The
previous ®Courts Division® of the Office of Research Programs
was zenamed the "Adjudication Division® t¢ moce properly o
reflect its concern with prosecation, defense, and, alter-
natives to formal processing as well as courts-related
research and program initiatives. ’
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The former Office of Technology Transfer was renamed
the Office of Development, Testing, and Dissemination to
reflect its expanded role in program development processes
described on pages 30 to 33. ’

According to the Acting Director of the National Insti-
tute, thir reorganization is designed to accomplish three
main purposes.

--Focus manpower and resources on the task of basic or
fundamental research on the correlates and determinaats
of crime and criminal behavior.

--Focus manpower and resources on the task of program
- - development, with special emphasis on defining and -

- articulating appropriate Institute involvement in the
new agency-wide progrem development process; particu-
larly the problem identification, selection of re~
sponse strategies, program design, and testing stages.

--Focus heavily on the evaluation of tests and demon-
stration program efforts initiated under the new pto-
.-graa development prccess. .

In addition, the new Analysis, Planning, and Management
staff unit is anticipated te provide the Director of the Na-
tional Institute with examinations and analyses of the results
of various programs and projects in terms of their relevant
research and policy implications.

At the present time there are 91 staff positions author-

ized for the Institute. Seventy-six of these positlons are
staffed on a petmanent or acting basis and 15 dré vﬁcdﬁt

Recent developments

: It should be emphasized that the :eo:ganxzatxon of th2
National Institute has occurred almost 1-1/2 years after

the National Academy Of Sciences ccmpleted its field re-
search.  In some 2reas which were subjected to critical
evaluaticn by the Bational Academy of Sciences' Committee,
the Acting Director of the National Institute believes prog-
ress is being made. For example, a “research utilization = 7
committee” has been formed to review rasearch reports to
determiné the potential audiences and types of publication

and formats most expeditxous to the utilization of research -
information. Another area--formalization of research priori-
ties based upon broad research program areas--has begun to

. be addrgssed by the Hational Institute. In September of 1977,
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the Acting Directcr of the National Institute circulated a
"tentative agenda" consisting of 10 broad primary research
categories to over 500 persons (including mayors, city man-
agers, county executives, criminal justice planners and
practitiouers, as well as :members of the research community),
asking them to rate the importance of each priority area
with respect {0 their (1) propriety as priorities for a
.long-range research agenda, and (2) inclusiveness or lack

of finite scope. Respordents were encouraged to add, clarify,
or discuss alternative priority issues and emphases as they
saw fit. These 10 tentative research program areas are:

1. Correlates and determinants of criminal behavior.
2. Deterrence.
3. Community crime prevention.’

4. Performance standards and measures for criminal
: justxce.

5. Career criminal. _
6. ﬁfiliéatidn andvdééidernt‘of police resources.

7. Pre-trial process: consistency and delay reduction.

8. Senténcing.~
9. Rehabilitation.
10. :Violeﬁt érime and the violent offender.

When finalized, the Acting Dizectoz of the National Institute
p.cposes to utilize these 10 or some modified form as the
research agenda for the next 3 to 5 years. Sixty percent of
current National Institute funds are presently allocated to
carry out research within these 10 broad priority areas.

Rgaponses to a zepozt of the . Department of Justice Study
Group on LEAA tend to reflect a ganeral concern, alsc ident-
ified in the tepo:t of the N.A.S. Committee, that users of
research and evaluation results and information should have
greater ‘access and input in establishing the research agenda
and that there be a formal mechaniam to accomplish this.
The preceding survey appears to "be a well intentioned step in
this directién. BHowever, most recent efforts to identify
users' needs have been "paper-based” reviews by contractors
of sections of State plans and planning grant documents which
are to addéress research and svaluation neede.
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The N.A.S. Committee recommendation that the National
Institute establish formal peer review panels is incorsistent
with the Administration's curtailment of the formation of
more advisory panels, according to the Acting Director of
the National Institute. He stated that the Nazional Irsti-
tute has established a new advisory system. which has thzee
distinct elements.

-1.‘Review of all concept papers and proposals by sepa-
rate contractors.

2. The Advisory Committee of the National Institute is
now more directly involved in the development of
research program priorities.

3. A new maxling process has been adopted to thadén the -
peer review of research products. -

Although these three efforts do represent a change, they are
not wholly consistent with the recommendations of tho N.A. S.
Committee concerning: peer review. ’

.~ The Acting Director of the Natioral Institute is basi-"
cally in agreement with the N.A.S. Committee finding of a lack
of cumulative research. ‘In hig view, this has been pactly
due to the belief of earlier National Institute Directors
that one cannot order the way knowledge will be accumulated. -

LEAA EVALUATION PROGRAMS

Evaluation respousibilities, functions, program actxvx-
ties, and procedures have been assumed by, and in certain in-
stances specifically assigned to, a number of different organ-
- izational units thhin LEAA. s ..

Both the 1968 act and the 1970 amendment authorzzed but
did not require LEAA and the National Institute to evaluate
the effectiveness of the programs funded. Likewise, the States
were not required to evaluate; they were required merely to
provide for research and development in their annual plans.

However, congressional disillusionment with LEAA's fail-
ure to aggressively use the evaluation authority it was
granted led to a mandate in the 1973 Crime Control Act re-
quiring LEAA--through the National Institute--to evaluate the
impact of its programz on the quality of law enforcement and
criminal justice. Section 402 of the 1973 zct mandated tchat:’
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*The Institute shall undertake, where possible, to"
evaluate the various programs and projects carried
out under this title to determine their impact upon
the quality of law enforcement and criminal justice
and the extent to which they have met or failed to
neet the purposes and policies of this title; and
shall disseminate such information to-State plan-
ning agencies and upon request, to units of gen-
eral local government. In addition, the Institute
shall provide annually to the President, the Cong-
ress, and the States the results of these evalua-
tions." -

Ia addition, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974 made provision for the thorough and
prompt evaluation of all federally assisted juvenile delin-
quency programs; requiring the Admiristrator of LEAA to. (1)
conduct and support evaluations and studies of the perfor-
mance and results achieved by Pederal juvenile delinquency
programs and activities, and (2) determine what performance
and results might be achieved by alternative programs and
activities Supplementary to or in lieu of those currently
being administeted. . _

Pur thermore, the 1974 act established a separate Na-
tional Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-

vention, which is empowered to provide for the evaluation of .

all juvenile ‘delinquency programs assisted under the act to
determine the results and the effectiveness of programs and
disseminate the results of such evaluations to persons act-
ively working in the field of Juvenxle delinquency.

" The 1976 Crime Control Act defined the term “evaluation®
as "* * * the administration and conduct of stidies and ana-

lyses to determine the impact and value of a project or pro- -

gram in accomplishing the statutory objectives of this
title.” 1/ The Congress in enacting this legislation placed
renewed emphasis upon four principal elements in setting the
legislative mandate for evaluation activities in the LEAA
“program. - —_

(1) The National Institute must receive, review, and
disseminate evaluations carried out under State and

~ local auspices; as well as conduct evaluations of '
ptoqtams and pro;ects to determine their impa:t and

1/Crime Control Act of 1976, as amended, P.L. 94-430, p. 36.
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extent to which they meet: the legisiative purposes
of the act--to reduce, prevent, and control crime

and juvenile delinquency, and improve and stteﬂgthen o

law enforcement and criminal Justice. -

' (2) LEAA is explicitly required to p:ovxde'both techni-
. cal and financial assistance for State and local
evaluation efforts.

(3) The LEAA administration must determine whether the

: compr 2hensiveness and impact of programs funded are
likely to contribute to the reduction and prevention
of crime and juvenile delinguency, improving law

. enforcement and criminal justice, and whether such

programs once implemented have achieved their goais.
To accomplish this, in part, the act mandates the
establishment of necessary rules and regulations
to assure proper audxt*ng, monitoring, and evalua-
tion. .

. (4) The LEAA administraticn must report ennually to the
President and to the Committees on the Judiciary cof
the Senate and House of Representatives on its

~activities and their results, some of which include L

but are not limited to:

. --a description of the procedures followed in orde:
to evaluate, monito:, and audit ptog:ams and proj-
eCtB ’ . . -

~=a description and enumeration of program and prej-
ect areas which have achieved the purposes for
which they were intended and those that fazled
to do so; and

-a summa:y ‘of the measures taken by the LEAA ad-
ministrator to determine the impact and value of
the programs funded under the act.

___Evaluation responsibilities o

of the. States

Both the 1973 act and the 1976 act assigned spécxfxc.

evaluation responsibilities to the States. The Congress pro- .
vided for evaluation activities to be performed by the States =

under both part B (Planning) and part C and E (Action) grant .
funds, and gave tecognition of its intention that grants '

funded under part C and E be evaluated by including the term - ¢

evaluation in sections 301(b), 302(a) and (b), and in section
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303{a) of the 1976 act, which set out general elements of
necessary activity. o

Section 301(b)(1l) of the act provides:

"(b) The Administrator is authorized to make grants to-
o States having comprehensive State plans approved
by it under this part,. for: S

{1) Public protection including the- development,
demonstration, evaluation, implementation,
and purchase of methods, devices, facilities,
and equipment designed to improve and streng-
then law enforcement and reduce crime in pub-
lic and private places."” (Underscoring added
for emphasis.) »

. Section 303(a)(12). of the 1976 act requires States to

*provide for such funding, audit, monitoring, and eval-
uation procedures as may be necessary to keep such
records as the administratior shall prescribe to assures
fiscal control, proper management, and disbursement of
funds received under this title.” (Underscoring added
for é&uphasgis.) e e

. However, it is in section 303(a)(17) of the 1976 act that
the full impact of the intent of the Congress regarding the
provision for cogent evaluation is spelled out requiring the
States to o .

*+ * % provide for the development and, to the maximum
extent feasible, implementation of procedures for the

- evaluation of programs and projects in terms of their
success in achieving the ends. for which they were
intended, their conformity with the purposes and goals
of the State plan, and their effectiveness in reduc-
ing crime and strengthening law enforcement and criminal
justice * * &% : - R

National Institute of Law Enforcement S

an minal Justice. - - - -

In response to the 1976 mandate, the National Institute
expanded its evaluation efforts. - All four offices within -
the National Institute are substantively involved in evalu~
ation efforts; the Office of Program Evaluation, Office of
Research and Evaluation Methods, the Office of Research



Programs and the Office of Development, Testing, and Dissemi-
‘nation. In addition, an Evaluation Clearinghouse has been
designated within the National Criminal Justice Reference
Service of ti,ie National Institute.

National Evaluation Program

The National Evaluation Program (NEP) is the cornerstone of
LEAA's "knowledge program" and is designed to utilize the
intergovernmantal action grant program as a basis fcr meeting
the congressional mandate to determine what has been learned
about reducing crime through the LEAA program. The purpose
of the NEP is to produce and dissepinate information about
the level of effectiveness, cost, and problems of various

law enforcement and criminal justice programs.

Initiated in fiscal year 1975, NEP was designed to con-
sist of a series of "two-phased®” evaluation studies of var-
ious criminal justice programs and projects, including those
which are supported through the block grant program. Each
evaluation study is to concentrate on a specific "topic
area” consisting of similar on-going projects. In a “phase
1" study, existing information and results of prior studies
related to the topic area are collected and assessed and a
design' is'developed for further indeptk evaluation neces-—
sary to fill significant gaps in present knowledge. Each
phase I assessment, expected to last between 6 to 8 months,
is to result in the following: "

-=A sfate-of«the-art review.

--Descriptive material documenting the typical
internal operations of projects in that topic area.

--an analysisvof,available_information drawing con-
clusions about the efficiency and effectiveness
of projects in the topic area.

--A design for an indepth ("Phase II") evaluation
of the topic area to fill gaps in existing knowledge.

--An evaluation design for typical projects in the
" 'topic area.” ° . - -

Where appropriate, the design for an indepth evaluvation will
be implemented as an intensive Phase II evaluation.



 As of October 1977, 27 grants for Phase I studies had
been awarded, 26 Phase I assessments had been completed, with -
the results of 19 available through the LEAA National Criminal
‘Jfustice Reference Service's Document Loan Program as of
April 27, 1976. No Phase II evaluation studies have been
completed; however, two Phase II efforts are now on-going,
with a third planned as part of a national test/demonstration
effort.

Model Evaluation Program

The National Institute has had the responsibility for
assisting the States in jimproving their evaluation efforts
through the model evaluation program. “Phis $2 million com-
petitive program was designed to stimulate the development
of model evaluation systems in State Planning Agencies and
sub-State Regional Planning Units (RPUs) to demonstrate
different approaches to evaluation and share the experience
with other groups of States and RPUs. Eleven of 12 proposals
were selected and grants were awarded by LEAA under this
program to six SPAs and five RPUs. In addition, a $336,000
grant was. awarded to a private contractor, a portion -of
which has been allocated to provide assistance to LEAA in .
the implementation of this program effert and to evaluate
its success. The evaluation of this effort is to be com-
pleted by the Urban Institute and reported out in December
1977. This program has been discontinued effective fiscal
year 1978.

Program Evaluations

The National Institute has also been responsible for pro-
- viding for the evaluation of major LEAA programs. Two such
evaluation efforts completed are the evaluation of the Pilot

- Cities Demonstration Program and the National Level Evalu-
ation of the High Impact Anti-Crime Program, described in. - -

a previous section.

Bxemplary Projects Program

_ . LEAA's _Exemplary Projects Program is designed to iden-
tify "outstanding® criminal justice programs, verify their
achievenents;.and<pub11cize<them,widely with the goal of -
encouraging their adoption by States and localities.

Screening prbcedures have been established to sort out . -

programs which warrant adoption on a broad scale. To be
eligiblevtpt-considetation;asw?exemplary,' projects must
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-~-be operational for at least a year,

;fhave significantly reduced crime or measurably
improved the operations and quality of the criminal
justice system,. ~ :

--be cost effective, and

--be adaptable to other jurisdictions.

To further test their applicability for nationwide
usage, LEAA has funded replications of selected exemplary
projects to evaluate their results in conjunction with the
"Demonstration Project Program.”

Planning for Evaluation
in Juvenile Justice

Evaluation in the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention involves several efforts, including the
establishment of an evaluation planning group comprised of
staff from the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (Juvenile Justice Institute) and -

a "group of ocutside experts"™ under contractual arrangements, . .

which is represented in the planning of program initiatives
under the Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention Act’
of 1974. '

d&JDP'S'"St&tus Offender Program® has been the focus of

the first of these efforts, with a grantee selected to per-
form similar evaluation planning tasks for the ®"Diversion
Program."” '

‘A major part of the Juvenile Justice Institute's basic
research program is intended to provide support for the de-

velopment of the major LEAA/OJJDP program initiatives, which

include the National Evaluation Program studies and other
knowledge assessments. ’

Evaluation research

- —_—

_Tb-promote the d&velopment of new techniqués,’neaaures,
and methods for use in evaluating criminal justice programs,
the National Institute Office of Research and Evaluation ~

Methods planned five evaluation methodclogy initiatives, for

implementation -in 1977, -

--Development and testing of'Operational and Impact
Indicators for Criminal Justice System Evaluations.
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--Deterrence program to develop effective methodologies
for detecting and measuring deterrent and incapaci-~
tation effects associated with crime control efforts.

--Methodology studies to develop and validate new and
improved methods of drawing inferences from criminal
justice program experiences.

--Survey of state-of-the-art and evaluation needs
through the National Academy of Sciences Panel on
"Rehabilitation.

--Assessment of cost and utility of emploving an LEAA
standardized project data reporting sys:cem.

Training and technical
assistance in evaluation

Technical assistance in evaluation was offered by LzZAA
in two ways: (1) planner-evaluators in each LEAA regional
office (which are mow closed) were to provide assistznce
on request to State planning agencies, to sub-State regional
~ planning units, and to local governments in evaluation de-
sign and techniques and (2) through a contractor, the Urban
Institute, several days of technical assistance were to be =
provided to State planning agencies.

wo kinds of evaluation training are now under devel-
opment. The National Institute is dev=loping a program to
train evaluators whose purpose will be to measure the
effectiveness of corrections programs. The Training Division
of the Office of Operations Support is developirg, in coop-
eration with other offices in LEAA, a l-week course designed
to teach monitoring and evaluation skills to 345 trainees
from States and localities :n fiscal year 1977.

Other evaluation activities

In addition to these evaluation initiatives, LEAA called
for the evaluation of discretionary grant projects as part
of its new agency-wide Action Program Development policy,
previously desgribed. . _

LEAA'3s Office of Planning and Management is responsible
for evaluation oversight and policy development and issues
the evaluation guidelinee for discretionary and State plan-
ning agency grants.
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Evaluation policy

A formal statement of LEAA evaluation policy was issued
in the form of an instruction to all LEAA professional per-
sonnel on May 20, 1976. The recommendations of the Evaluation
Policy Working Group, which were subsequently approved by
the Administrator in this ing cuction, collectively represent
a five point strategy: , )

~~Issuing of a policy statement in the form of a direc-
tive to clarify LEAA office roles and responsibilities
regarding evaluation and to hold offices accountable
for performance.

--Monitoring of LEAA's implementation of evaluation pol-
icy directives by the LEAA Office of Planning and Man-
agement. '

--Developing capability to manage evaluation responsi-
bilities, analyze evaluation results, and work with
evaluators in program and evaluation design activities
within each major office having program responsibili-
vies. - oo . PPRNE

--Systematically evaluating the discreticonary pregram
through involvement of Fational Institute staff in
 the design of selected programs to insure their
evaluability. ' ' -

~--Improving SPA and RPU evaluation caabilities through
evaluation training and technical assistance to be
offered by or thrcugh LEAA. ’

Results of LEAA and State
evaiuation program activities

GAO, in testifying before the House Committee on the
Judiciary's Subcommittee on Crime in Pebruary of 1976, pro-
vided the preliminary results of its management audit of '
evaluation programs, activities, and results in LEAA and
selected States. - » S

Although conclusions should be considered tentative at
- this time, the irdications were that LEAA ané State evalu-
ation activities and information are not meeting planning,
decisionmaking, and policymaking needs of many users at
different levels of the intergovernmental block grant Crime
Control Act Program. - : .
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The éﬁount and types of evaluation work
have not been adeguate

Three of the four States GAO visited did not have a
fully established evaluation program and, in GAO's view,
were not meeting LEAA guideline requirements for maintaining
an adequate evaluation capability.

The quality of evaluation work was questionable

GAO's analysis of a sample of evaluation reports indi-
cated evaluation findings, conclusions, and recommendations
are frequently imprecise; and evaluation work performed has
significant deficiencies. ‘

Evaluation information needs of users
were not being met

Pew State decisionmakers are consulted in advance by
LEAA and State Planning Agencies to identify and define their
evaluation information needs. None of the four States vis-. .
ited had established systematic procedures for the dissemi-
nation and timely feedback of evaluation.results for deci-
sionmaking, State comprehensive planning, and policy formula-
tion: and much information which had been generated. had
iimited utility. Consequently, policies made at the State and
local levels regarding continued Federal funding or assump-
. tion of costs by States or localities are frequently unaf-
fécted by the results of evaluations which have been conducted.

Resources allccated for evaluation were: inadeguate -

» ‘In fiscal year 1975 the States collectively allocated
iess than 1 percent of the LEAA funds available to them for
evaluation activities. For fiscal year 1976, LEAA allocated
less than .60 percent of the evaluation funding recommended
by its 1974 Evaluation Policy Task Force. .-. .. L t

Organization of evaluation functions lacks direction
ang eftfective management conttoi

, State Planning Agencies'-management and planning proc-
esses do not systematically incorporate evaluation activities.
and results; and decisions to do and use evaluations are not
based upon State comprehensive planning needs. There is
little or no integyration of evaluation activities into the
SPAs' overall management structure and ‘the organizational
placement of the evaluation function is too far removed fronm
top management in LEAA and the States to be effective.
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‘Better coordination ¢f evaluation program
efforts is needed

There were also indications of significant problems in
- the-coordination of evaluation activities at the national,
State, and local levels. Limited State and local partici-
pation in LEAA evaluation program decisions and inadequate
assessment of State and local users®' n=eds restrict the
efficacy of LEAA evaluation initiatives.

At the time of our teview} it was not clear that LEAA
and the States were any further along in

~-knowing which specific programs and project strategies
have been successful, and importantly, which have not;
or

--determining what cumulative impact Federal funding
may have had upon the effectiveness and efficiency of .
Federal, State, and local government programs and
services, in reducing crime and improving. criminal
justice system performance.

Answers to these questions are essential and must be
made available to all persons who are responsible for plan-
ning, decisionmaking, and policymaking invoiving the alloca-"
tion of resources designed to reduce, control, and prevent
crime and juvenile delinquency. LEAA must place greater
emphasis upon building evaluation into programs and projects
in advance of their implementation, at the Federal, State,
and local levels. LEAA must exercise greater leadership by
providing assistance and coordination of evaluation func-
tions and activities both within its organization and -
between it and the States, regional planning units, and
units of local government to insure that the needs of
evaluation information users are being met.

74



" wappropriate funding vehicle.®"

ALTERNATIVES IN DEFINING

THE FEDERAL ROLE IN CRIME CONTROL AND

CRIMINAL JUSTICE IMPROVEMENT

At this time, it would be premature on our part to
attempt to isolate any "best* programmatic approach and/or
funding strategy for achieving the broad purposes set
forth in the Crime Control Act Program. The short time
frames necessitated in carrying out this staff study
precluded in-depth policy analysis and forecasting of all
the possible effects and likely impacts which could be
experienced with different program and funding strategies.
Purthermore, it is our view that before any appropriate
" decision can be made as to which funding implementation
strategies and mechanisms would have the greatest appli-
 cability, a reexamination of legislative goals and a

reassessment of the needed/desired Pederal role is first =
in order. . R -

In essence what we are suggesting is that the l2:gis-’
lative goals and consideration of an appropriate Federal
role must be advanced first, in a substantive manner,
before an appropriate decision can be made as to which
- funding implezentation strategies and mechanisms would be
most apprzgcriate and may have the greatest potential for
achieving legislative objectives. The intent here is an
-attempt to subordinate the consideration of alternative
funding mechanisms to broader conceptual and policy issues
which we believe must precede the identification of an

The two key policy issues here appear to be:

--Should the Federal Government continue to
pursue-the mandated goals of the 1976 ——- -
Crime Control Act, as stated (i.e.,
crime control, prevention, and reduction
and criminal justice systems improvement)?

--3hould the Federal Government restrict
its role to providing the States and
localities with general fiscal relief
for criminal justice purposes and/or
crime problem-solving?
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-Of course there are a large number and variety of
collateral programmatic and fiscal policy issces involved
in either or both of the above, which cannot be fully
addressed in the scope and time frames of this staff study.
However, we hope that the following discussion of reported
advantages and disadvantages of different approaches and
strategies will prove of value in structuring the proper
conceptual framework for the higher-level policy analyses
required. '

RETAINING THE BLOCK GRANT APPROACH

If Congress decides to continue the Crime Control
Act program beyond 1979 and reaffirms the use of a block
grant mechanism as the most approprxate means for distri-
butzng funds to the States, then consideration should-be
given to addressing some of the more significant block
grant issues previously discussed. Since we have dwelt
on these at some leagth earlier, the following reported
policy-relevant opt.ions ace directed at achieving improve-
ments by working within the block grant concept.

Pundxng Threshold

If the bIock grant is expected to produce short-tetm
changes in inte rgovernmental or functional relationships
and show progress in tackling problems it was designed
to address, then the funding threshold might have to be
increased substantxally. relative to State-local direct
outlays, to geaerate a "critical mass® for change; or
the basic objectives will have to be prxoritxzed to avoid
further dilution of available resources. Since block grant
-funds account for only about -5 percent of State-local - -
criminal justice’ expendxtures. it may be difficult to
produce demonstrable xmpact with LEAA funds unless some
minimum level of funding is achieved.

Aggressive Federal Leadership

‘Although it affords recipients flexibility in deter-"
mining thé use of Pederal furnds, the block grant instrument
does not excuse the Federal administering agency from
developing and- enforcxng performance standards, conducting.
substantive reviews and evaluations of recipients' plans
and activities, and exercising other oversight responsibi-
lities<-even if this leads to a uithholdxng cof funds. -
‘Also, LEAA needs to take an aggressive leadership role in’
showing the States what works. Even if the States plam for
their own priorities, LEAA can do more to influence the
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successful outcome of such planning through research,
testing, and comprehensive evaluation of demonstration
programs developed on the basis of the results of sound
research efforts. (See pp. 108 to 113 for an expanded
discussion of tnis issue.)

Authority and Responsibility
or ."Total System Building”

" If the planning process is considered instrumental-
to achieving the "total 'system-building” objective of a
block grant, then the State and local agencies responsible
“for comprehensive planning must have sufficient authority
and time to plan for all activities encompassed within the
functional scope of the block grant. These functions
would also include those supported directly by State appro-
priations, as well as those which are addressed in other

program areas by States and localities which have implicit
significance and relevance for crime problem-solving.

~Decategorization o

If States and localities require maximum flexibility
to. plan f£or their respective needs and priorities, then
‘eliminating some of the categorical funding constraints
should be considered. Decategorization refers to elimina-
" ting some or -all of the functional program emphases and -
requirements of the Act. Examples of these program
categories include part E corrections funding and emphasis
on organized crime programs as well as the 19.15 percent
maintenance-of-effort requirement for juvenile justice
projects. Although a lifting of these constraints might
result in the traditional categories receiving more or less
emphasis, the extent to which these funding shifts- would
take place is not predictable.

Potential Effects of Decreased Appropriaticn
Levels on States and Localities :

On July 14, 1976, the President signed the Fiscal Year
1977 Appropriations Bill, H.R. 14232, allocating $753
million for spending under the Crime Control Act of 1976
and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 in that fiscal year. The appropriations bill levied
a $57 million, 7-percent cut on the crime control and
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention programs and
their administering agency, the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration -below the Piscal Year 1976 level. S
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As allotted by LEAA among the various program and
budget categories of the LEAA program, more than $29
million, 51 percent of that overall $57 million, was borne
in reductions to two of the three program categories,
*parts”, under which States and Territories receive block
- grant funds to support ¢riminal justice improvement
programming.

- LEAA's appropriation for part C block allocations to
States and Territories in Fiscal Year 1977 was $306,039,000,
a $99,373,000 or 24.5 percent reduction from Fiscal Year
1976. The part E block allocation, a special category of
funds for correctional programming, was cut from $47,739,000
in Piscal Year 1976 to $36,005,000 in Fiscal Year 1977, a
total reduction of $11,734,000 or 24.6 percent. The
aggregate cuts in the Fiscal Year 1977 parts C and E block
allocation were passed along to the individual States and
Territories as follows: '
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PABLE 6

LERA Distribution of Pact C and E Block Punds

N part C
. State _
Alahama 86,7353 § 5,100
hlaska a/ - 628 487
krigona 3,948 3,081
Arkansas . .3,076 2,550
California - 39,332 29,779
Coloctado - " 4,700 3,588
Connecticut ~ . '5,866 4,402
Delawvace a/ 1,091 823
Plocida 14,751 11,553
Georgia 9,176 6,957
Bawail ;/ 1,602 1,218
idaho a/ ‘:11418 1,136
1liinols 21,285 15,919
Indiana 10,102 7,379
Iowa ) 5,453 ‘0016
Kansas 4,312 3,232
Kentucky 6,338 4,784
Louisiana 7.134 $,366
Haine 1,979 1,496
Maryland 7,759 8,833
Masgsachusetts 11,044 8,272
Michigan 17,357 13,005
Minnasots 7,409 8,570
Sississippi 4,413 3,329
. Miosourd 9,001 6,807
Hontana a/ 1,390 1,081
Hebraska 2,920 2,198

for Piscal years 1976-19177
omitted)

$ 7198
74
468
456
4,632
553
- 691
128
1,737
1,081
. 189
174
2,506
1,185
< 642
508
+ 746
- 840
233
914
1,301
2,032
872
520
1,069
164
344

{000

pace &

§ 600
$7

363

- 347

3,503

“Te22
518
97

1,359
819
143
134

1,873
892
479
380
563
631
176
686
973

1,530
655
392
801
124
259

_ Btate

Hevada a/

"Naw Bampshire a/

New Jersey
Nov Mexico

MNew York
North Carolina
North Dakota a/

‘Ohio .
Oklahoma

dgegon

pennsylvania
Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota a/

Tennessee
Texas
Utah

‘Vermont a7

virginia
vashington

West Virginia

Wiscousin .

onntng a/
District of

Columbia a/ ¥
American Samoa a/

Guam a/
Puerto Rico

virgin Islands a/
Trust Territory

a/part C tigqxgu axclude small State supplement.

pPart C part E
$ 1,049 8 ,619 § 124 3
1,512 1,153 178 136
13,951 10,445 1,643 1,229
2,093 0596 246 188 .
34,689 25,821 4,088 3,038
10,098 7,667 1,189 902
1,209 . 907 142 107
20,460 15,327 2,409 1,603
5,083 3,824 599 450
4,226 3,217 498 378
22,591 16,891 2,660 1,987
1,642 . 1,338 217 157
5,168 3,959 - 611 466
1,299 972 153 114
7,799 5,918 918 690
22,527 17,142 2,653 2,017
2,100 1,682 258 198"
gas 668 108 79
9,226 7,004 1,086 824
6,534 4,984 769 586
3,405 2,545 401 299
8,645 6,513 1,018 766
672 516 79 61
1,396 1,029 165 121
57 40 7 5
177 143 21 17
5,368 4,210 634 . 495
139 118 16 14

bote: Part C funds are for general law onfo:hdmehtfand.crlmlnal justice
granto. Part B funds are for:grants related to correccions,

!
i

1
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The following table provides a breakdown of the @istri-
bution of LEAA funds to the States under parts C and E for
fiscal year 1978, for the purposes of comparison. .

TABLE 7

LEAA Distribucion of fart’C'ana E Block Furds for Piscal

New Hampshire

Note:

inal justice gzrants.

Year 1978

(000 omitted)

State

Part C Part E

State
Alabama $ 4,240
Alaska 428
Arizona 2,594
Arkansas 2,475
California 24,964
Colcrado 2,980
Connecticut 3,636
Delaware 679
Plorida - . 9,708
Georgia. = 5,784
Sawaii 1,018
Idako ~ . . . 954
Illinois 13,133
Indiana ’ 6,232
Iowa 3,356
Kansas 2,874
Kentucky 3,973
Louisiana 4,464
Maine 1,241
Maryland . . 4,835
Massachusetts 6,819
Michigan 10,686
Minnesota 4,599
Mississippi 2,746
Missouri 5.591
Montana 875
Nebraska - . 1,811
Nevada T 692

952

$ 499 New Jersey

50 New Mexico
305 . Hew York
291 NRorth Carolina

2,925 NRorth Dakota

351 oOhio
428 Oklahoma - -
80 Cregon

- 1,142  Pennsylvania

68C . Rhode Island
120 Southk Carolina
112 South Dakota

"1.545 Tennessee

733  Texas

395 Utah

315  Vermont

467 virginia

525 - Washington
146 West Virginia
569 Wisconsin
802 wWyoming

1,257 District of

451 Columbia

323 American Samoca
658 Guam

103 —Puerto Rico
213 virgin Islands
81 Trust

112 Territory

lated to corrections.

Soukce:

315

12

Law Eanforcement Assistance Administration.

Part C funds are for gemeral law enforcement and crim—
Part E funds are for grants re-

Part C Part E
$ 8,601 s1,012
1,342 ' 158
21,202 2,492
6,382 751
747 88
- 12,591 1,481
3,184 37
2,679
13,911 1,637
1,092 129
3,303 . 389
799 94
4,895 576
14,353 1,689
1,411 166
554 65
5.842 687
4,174 491
2,110 248
5,383 ..633
441 52
835 98
33 4
117 14
3,461 407
97
139 16
$253,717 $29,849



Unless the block grant provides substantial amounts of
Federal funds on some stable basis, const:uctively decen-
tralizes authority to make resource allocation decisions,
or offers expanded opportunities to address crime, delin-
quency, and criminal justice problem-solving, thereby .
filling a major program void, generalists will be reluctant
to make the tim. and intellectual commitments necessary for .. .
effective involvement. Otherwise, Zunctional specialists
and professional staff will dominate policymaking.

A January 10, 1977, report of the National Conference
of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators outlined
what State ofrficials believe to be the programmatic impacts
of further cuts in funding received by the States under
the block grant instrument, upon State and local jurisdic-
tions. 1/ Survey respondents were asked a variety of
questions ranging from their role within State government
to the identity of individual criminal justice projects
on which reductions i part C and E funds have had the
_greatest impact and the extent of that impact. 1In the 42
responses received to the survey, 39 States and Territiories
indicated that the 7 percent cut in LEAA funds from FY 1976
' to PY 1977 limited the expansion and continuation of some
programs and resulted in a reduction in criminal justice
activities in specific instances. 2/ Forty-one of 42 respond- -
ing jurisdictions reported a notable and negative impact of’
reduction in funding allocations. 3/ A variety of strategies
have been employed by the States to cope with the reduction
in available Federal funds, such as: ‘

-=Across the board percentaqge cut3s in the.

..aggregate to certain funding categories
in which action programs are supported,.
or cuts were passed along to State

 agencies, RPUs and local jurisdictions.

<-Prioritization or reprioritization within
specific program categories. ’

1/National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning
Administrators, Programmatic Impact of Cuts in Parts C
and B Allocations, Washington, D.C., January . .

2/Ibid., p. 2.

3/1bid.
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-~-In nine States no new programs were initiated -
with LEAA funding, with allocations devoted
entirely to continuation or minimal expansion
of existing programs (i.e., a negative impact
on innovations). _ .

--Modification of State _and local policies
governing the duration and amount of contin-
uation funding support and assumption of costs
from other revenue sources. . :

--Eighteen States responding to the survey said
that State agencies and local units of govern-
ment were not prepared to assume the costs of
projects which the SPAs were forced to curtail
or discontinue prior to the previously agreed
upon period of continuation funding.

--Fourteen States indicated varying degrees of
inpact on employment within their jurisdictions
as a result of project cuts necessitated by -
decreased allocations. 1/ '

-In addition, there is some indication that further
decreases will not only reinforce the negative imparts as
exemplified above, but further reduce the capabilities of
States'and localities to insure pregram accountability.
Eleven States responding to the survey reported that the
reduction in part C funds negatively affects their efforts
to evaluate programs funded with LEAA monies. 2/ As
pointed out by the National. Conference of State Criminal
Justice Planning Administratvors, this situation could
present additional problems and difficulties among the
States in carrying out their evaluation responsibilities
under the Act. 3/ - o

The States estimated that 74 percent of part C and
69 percent of part E 1978 block grant allocations will
be devoted to continuing existing efforts previously
implemented with LEAA funds. 4/ Pew jurisdictions will

1/1bid., p. 2-7.
2/1bid.
3/1bid.
4/1bid.
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expand "successful®” prototype projects and many will
undertake no new programs in any area of the criminal
justice system. 1/ These reductions in funding can be
interpreted as creating a situation of stagnation in the
program. -In their report, the National Conference of
State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators state:

*while the LEAA program is premised on the:
sionificance of State and local initiative
in nationwide efforts to reduce crime and
improve the criminal justice system, by far
the greatest impact in the overall cut to
LEAA Fiscal Year 1977 budget was borne in
disproportionate raductions in the resources
under which the states and territories can
implement these initiatives and test the
validity of that premise.

Appropriations to the LEXA programs have
never in the history of that program been
approved at the full level authorized by
Congress in the enabling legislation and

now the total appropriation to that program
-is decreasing. ‘Purther reductions in that R
appropriation must be carefully considered
against what has occurred in the wake of

the Piscal Year 19277 budget cut particularly
where it seems likely the brunt of such cuts
will continue to be borne in the planaing
and programming allocations to states and
territories.” 2/ 3/

‘In their view, Congress- should give the States and locali-
ties a firm and stable program for a minimum of five years
with estimated yearly appropriations figures that can be ‘
‘relied upon for long-term planning. Without this long-term
commitment by Congress, the States will continue to find
many local jurisdictions and State criminal justice agen- .
cies unwilling to undertake multi-year expe.imental and
innovative programs, and unwilling to make the commitments
—to—assume-the costs of programs over time.—Without a

1/1bid.
2/1bia.
3/See table 7 on p. 85.
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commitment by the Federal Government to long~-term ana stable
funding, State and local governments are unlikely to give a
similar commitment. .

Of course, while it is not possible for us to identify
all the possible social, economic, and political side-effects
of further cuts in Pederal crime control spending upon State
“and local jurisdictions, there appears to be a fuading.
threshold below which many former grant recipients may not
be willing to participate further in the program, regardless
of the specific form in which such funding is provided under
the block grant program. : :
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TABLE 7 . » .

. hoxie ¥ ) . X . :
(in thousands of dollars) . for sEA, Fisce) Years 1968-1970
. . . \ .
1gcal ¥ ‘ = ' b ) <
Fiscal Year ] w . : Budget Request ~ ‘Appropristio i
1968 E ¢ 100,111 R e e § -
1969 5 ‘ » ' | n ‘
S 100,111 S 98,600 ) 63,000
1970 g ' ' : - '
n, o 300,000 S ‘ : 296,570 . . 268,119
1971 v : }650.000 . . $32,200 : - 529,000
1972 | 150,00 ' 'v ' R
. . 1,150,000 _ 698,400 . 698,9i9
1973~ - . ,175,00 - ‘ : ‘ ‘
S 1,175,000 ) B 855,000 -~ 855,597
197 “ 5 I ' :
P . 15000.000 L " 891,124 . 870,675 '
1975 ‘ 5 1,00 o ‘ ' ; |
S ,000,000 i _ £86,400 895,000 -
197 "
976 o 1,250,000 : 769,784 ; 809,638
1 s f '
9 6950008 ; 07,94 754,442
1978 815,00 704,500 - 647,250

o (nlo o lo

j=n

=]

"The faitial fiscsel year 1971 budget ruquest and sppropristion was §480 milll

Authorizations for fiscal years 1968-1970 arc found in P.L. $0-351, Sec. 3520 (82 Stot. 208); for fiscal years 1671-19.3

in P.L. 91-644, Sec. 7(8) (84 Stat. 1888)3 for fiscel years 19741976 41 P.L. 9383, Sec. 2, amending Sec. 502
(87 Stat. 214); and for fiscal jears 1977-1978 1n P.L. 94-503, Sec. 126(s) amending Sec. 520 (90 Stat, 2423).

The 1969 budget vequest was made by the Johnson Administration; no budget request was csde for fiscal year 1968 because the
enabling lsgislstion was prt enacted until June 19, 1968. "Subsequent budget requests have been mzde by the Nixon (1970~
197¢), Pord (1976-1977), snd Certer (1978) Adninistrations. : B

Includes any supplemental appropristions added for the fiscal ysar.

on. After passage of the 1971 LEAA amendmenta,

an additional §52.2 million wes requested, 2nd $49 million was sppropriated in & supplemental appropriations act.

The initial fiscal year|1973 sppropriation vas $830,597,000. Subsequently, the Administration requested and received a
supplemental appropristion ot §3 million. ‘

The initial fiscel yesr 1975 appropristion was $860,000,000; an additional $13 million was appropriated in a supplemental
appropriotion act "...t0 carry out title 11 of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, to remain

available until August 31, 1975." (P.L. 94-32) . ,
dministered by the (ﬂuee‘ of Conmunity Anti-Crime Progrsms within LEAA,

" Includes $15 million authoriged for grants to be a

in addition to LEAA's title 1 authorization,



SHARING FEDERAL REVENUES WITH
STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

A central issue t-~at becomes evident in any discussion
of Federal assistance o State and local governments is the
question of appropriate balance between national priorities
and sperding priorities of these subnational governments.
With respect to crime control, if "* * * crime is essen-
tially a local problem that must be dealt with by State
and local governments if it is to be controlled effectively
* % ®,% to what degree and in what manner should the Federal
Government assist in these efforts? '

To date the metuhod chosen to provide the financial
assistance has been the block grant--lump sum grants
to States awarded on the basis of relative population and
the submission and apptoval of a State plan; moneys from the
grant are then suballocated on the btasis of an approved
Statewide comprehensive plan. The “"categorization® of the
block grant over the years, and various studies questioning
the adequacy of LEAA performance have resulted in a serious
debate on the appropriate FPederal financial role in State

- and local criime control and criminal justice system improwve-

ment efforts. Some of these questions include

--what are the intended/desired/appropriate
goals‘of the program?’

--who should receive Federal funds?
=-how much and under what conditions?

--what should be required of recipients of..
Federal funds (e.g., accountapility,
acceptance of national leadership, some
measurable level of achievement)? = -

Admittedly, these few questions fail tc exhaust many
of the issues relative to defining the appropriate Pederal
role. Collateral issues include (1) basic questioning of
the need for Federal involvement in State and local plan-
ning, research, and training; (2) focusing Federal dollars
upon broad-baseéd national objectives; znd (3) the availa-
bility of undertaking short and long-range responsibilities
for providing fiscal relief and tax stabilizat.on. _
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At this point suffice it to state that there are nd
easy answers. Merely selecting one funding mechanism over
another --for examp e General Revenue Sharing, Special
Revenue Sharing, the block grant or something else--does
not really focus upon the broader issues and questions
which were alluded to above. However, it is clear that
with each mechanism there are some general advantages and
disadvantages to be considered. 1In one sense there are
a series of tradeoffs with one financing scheme meetiig

. _some objectives or needs and deemphasizing or failirj to

address others. In the last analysis, any funding mechanism
is mzrely a delivery system selected to minimize the cost of
transferring Federal revenues to subnational governments,
consistent with the attainment of legislative goals.

The extent to which the mechanism will be successful

" is largely contingent upon the care exercised in its
selection as the best or most appropriate method by which

to achieve specific congressionally mandated objectives.. .
The real chore lies in the development and articulation of
realistic medium and long-term program goals and priorities
and then, and only then, in determining how best to minimize
counterproductive Federal incursion into State and local - - -
prerogatives.

In a paper presented at the 1976 National Conference of
the American Society of Public Administratior, Carl Stenberg
and David Walxer suggest that each of the various types of
federal funding mechanisms possess a number of character-’
istics diffetentiating one from the otrer l/. Rank#ng these --
various funding schemes according to the flexibility given
recipients in fiscal, administrative, program, and account-
ability matters would result in the following prongression:

Flexibility/Discretion

- [ R .

Least . Most T
Special General
Categorial - Ré¥enue Revenue

grants ———> Block grants ——pSharing — p»Shariny

g e =~ v e v 8 . R . e - e rgu——

1/Advisory Commission on Intergovécrnmental Relations, The -~ =

~ Block Grant: Principals, Practice, Prcynosis, Washinqgton,
" D.C., April 20, 1976. r— = o

o ——
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At the far end of the spectrum, guving State and local
governments the most. flexibility and discretion over the use
of Federal revenue with a minimum of ‘direct Federel intru-
sion is general revenue sharing. General revenue sharing
was established by Title I of the State and Local Fiscal
Assistance Act of 1972. This Act appropriated $30,2 billion
for distribution to State ‘and local governments,’ according
to specified formulas, for a 5-year program period beginning
Januvary 1, 1972. 1In.considering the Act, the Congrcss
concluded -that both State and local governments faced severe
Einancial problems which reguired solution if -the Federal
system of government was to operate successfully.

General revenue’ sharing represe&ted ;‘new approach Lo
Fedearal assistance because State and locali governments were
given wide discretion -in decldiﬁg how -to use the funds,

The Act and implenenting regulations placéd only minimal
restrictions -and tequlrements on the use Sf the funds,
Prior to this, other Federal ald to Stata and local /govern-
ments, although substantial, had been allocated prﬂmarily
for more narrowly defined purposes. The Congress cﬁncludeu
that funds made avaiiable under the State and Local \liscal
Assistance Act should provide recipient governments with
broader flexibility to use the funds for whatever they
consider to be their imost vital nceds.

The Office 'of Revenue .sharing, Department of the
Treasury, is responsible for administering the Act.. The
Act also directs the Comptroller General to review the
work of the Department of the Treasury, State governmants,
and local governments to enable the Congress to evaluave
compliaisce and assess operations.

Allocation of funds to States and

localitied by formula

A State's revenue sharing entitlement i{s determined
by applying two formulas and then using the formula that
yields the higher ‘amount. :On~~third of what a given
State receives is allocated Lo the State government, and
the remaining two-thirds is allocated to local governments.
The one-third/two-thirds division was adopted hecause local
governments generally appeated to need money more critically
than State governments and:accounted for about two-thirds of
total State and local apendlng. '
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Intrastate ‘aliocation |

-The -local share is distributed to local governments
in.a complex sequance of computatlnnal steps and substeps,
using a.three-factor formula as its basis. The formula
recognizes population, relative inrome, and tax effore¢ -and
is deqlgned to help.mast communities. with the greatest need.
The relative income factor is designed to result in higher
allocations to lower income areas which generally. have
difficulties..in 'providing gecrvices, The tax effort factor
is designed t) result .in larger allocations for those
places which impose relatively high taxes,

... 'The Congress conc¢luded that, because of the great
diversity. -of local governments, no single allocaticn metheod
could be used without occasionaily producing extieme results.
To insvre that one local government did not receive an in-
ordinately large anount of funds while another government
received almost no/funds, minimum-and maxlmum limits were
placed on the ‘allocations. As a cesult, no iocal government,
except county governments, -can receive . éss .than 20 percent
not more than 145 percent of the per capita ,amount available
for distribution. to.all local . governments- w1th1n tie State.
In addition, no local government, including county ‘'govern-
ments, can receive more than 50 percent of the sum of its
adjusted taxes and intergovernmental transfecs,

Restrictions ané"regulreﬁénts
appllcaEle t.0 use of funds

— ,
Although a major provmslon of general revenue sharlnu
is to provide recipient governments substantial freedom in
determining how t< use .the funds, recipients must observe
some restrictions and 'administrative '‘procedures. To receive
ite full allocation, a State ‘government generally must
provide its local governments with fiscal assistance that
eguals -or exceeds such ase;stance prior to revenue sharing.

The funda may not be uaed in ways which discriminate
on the basis of race, color, sex, or national .origin. A
further restriction prohibits a government, under certain
circumstances, from:wsing the funds either directly or
indirectly to match vYederal funds under programs which make
Federal aid contingent on the government's contribution. 1/
The acz also requ1ced that employees paid with revenue

1/This provision was deleted by the 1976 amendments to the
Act.
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sharing funds must be paid at least at the same wage rates
as the other government émployees in similar occupations.
Further, laborers and mechanics employed by contraccors or
subcontractors to work on a construction project for which
25 percent or more of the project costs are paid with
revenue sharing funds must be paid not less than prevailing
rates determined by the Secretary of Labor under the
Davis~Bacon Act. : :

Tc help insure that revenue sharing funds are spent in
accordance with the act and regulations, each government
must create a trust fund in which it must deposit all such
funds reczived and any interest earned. Funds must be spen:
in accordance with the laws and procedures applicable to the
expenditure of the recipient government's own revenues.

Each government must follow the fiscal, accounting, ard
auditing guidelines established Yy the Office of Revenue
Sharing. -

Finaily, each government must periodicallv report to
the GCffice of Revenue Sharing on how it used its revenue
sharing funds and how it plans to use future funds. The
feports must be pubiished in the press and made available to
other news media. B .

Direct uses of funds

Under the original legislation local governments could
directly use revenue sharing funds only for priority expen-
diturec which the act defined as (1) ordinary and necessary
capital expenditures authorized by law and (2) operations
and maintenance expenses for public safety, environmental
.protection, public transportation, health, .recreation,
libraries, social services for the poor or aged, aad
financial administration 1/.

In establishing these categories, the Congress empha-
sized those areas which it felt had priority in terms of
National objectives. Local governments may not use the
funds for direct welfare payments or for operations and
maintenance _related to_educaticn. Although these two areas

often have high priority, the Congress concluded that there

i/These priority expenditure categories were deleted by
the 1976 Amendments to the Act. Effective January 1,
1977, revenue sharing funds may be spent in any .area
where recinients®' own funds are authorized.
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were better ways to deal with them. ~ Also, local governments
could not spend the funds directly for general administra-
tion (as distinguished from financial administration), for’
interest on debt, or for retirement of debt unless the debt
was incurred on or after January 1, 1972, for expenditures
in the priority categories specified in the act.

. However, the priority categories cover most local func-
tions. Moreover, within each priority area the funds could
be spent for various activities to insure local governments'
discretion in deciding how to use the funds. For examdle,
. "public safety"” includes police; prosecution; courts and
defense; corrections; crime and delinguency prevention; fire
protection; civil defense; ond inspection of buildings, plumb-
ing, electricei facilities, gaslines, boilers., and elevators.

Summing up briefly then, the mechanics of transferrinag
general revenue sharing funds to State and local governments
contrast markedly with those of the LEAA block grant.

~--Block grant legislaction requires 85 peccent of

- apprepriated funds to be distributed a3 "action
grants® in specific criminal justice system

. program areas; the remaining 15 percent to be.
used as discretionary grants by LEAA to support
and encourage the development of specific State
and local law enforcement projects. Once
awarded, general revenue sharing may be used in
a general unconstrained marner for a hos%t of var-
ious projects in different functional areas (i.e., .
health, public safety, transportation, recreation,
etc.). ' S

-~LE2A block grants are directly awarded only
to State governments, not to localities.
These awards are based totally on population,
are dependent upon Federal approval of a
comprehensive State plan and subject to a 10
percent hard-cash matching requirement (in
the case of local projects one half of this
matching reguirement must be met by States)
except for capital uses which are subject to
a 50 vercent match. General revenue sharing
funds are awarded to about 39,000 State and
local gevernments based on a complex formula
considering the governments' tax collections,
population, and per capita income. Submission
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of comprehensive plans and matching monies are
not required in general revenue sharing.

--The block grant mechanism requires that States
allocate to local governments that portion of
the totcal grant equal to the aggregate local .
outlay of State-local law enforcement expendi-
tures in the preceding year. However, the
specific amount going to a specific local unit
is generally not based on a guaranteed distri-
butional formula but is generally contingent
upon approval of subgrant applications which
a-e consistent with an approved State compre-
hensive plan determined by a supervisory board
whese composition must include representatives -
of units of local government 1/. - In 197§,
$73 local governmeni: officials were members of
such decision and policymaking bodies. On the
other hand, two-thirds of a State's general
revenue sharing funds are allocated to local
agovernments, with each local government '
guaranteed a specific amount according to the
legislated formula; the State is allowed no
discretion in this matter.

Impact of general revenue sharing .unds

Having briefly considered the various characteristics
of goneral revenue sharing legislation and some of the
. distinctions between it and the block gqrant mechanisms the
logical next step might be to address the primary question:
what have been the major fiscal impacts of general revenue
sharing funds in the criminal justice system?

In 1976, the Brookings Inscitution performed an
asgsessment of general revenue sharing funds and their nse

1/There are variations in the me:nod of distributing block

~ grant funds in certain States, such as Ohio, which has
adopted a "mini-block"” grant approach to distributing
block grant furds received by the State directly .to units . .
of general local government and combinations of such units.
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for law enforcement purposes during 1973 and 1974. 1/ This
analysis reportedly resulted from research associates' field
observations, national statistics on State and local finances'
and employment, and reports from the Office of Revenue
Sharing, GAO, and other research groups. The studv points
out that for 1972-74, 23 percent of general revenue sharing
funds have been officially reported in Treasury's Actual-Use
reports to have been expended in public safety functions--
primarily law enforcement and fire protection. Brookings
employed a methodolody which compared these "reported” uses
of 65 selected non-random jurisdictions (stratified sample)
‘with subjective assessments of on-site observers on the

"net effects™ or new spending uses of the same funds.
Judgementally, these actual use assessments fall into nine
"net fiscal effects®™ categories:

I. New Spending

1. New capital expenditures--spending for
capital (facility construction and land
purchases) or major equipment purchases,
either of which would not have occurred
at all, or which would have occurred at
least a yea: later.

2. New or expanded operations--operating
expenditures began or expanded with
. shared revenues (new or expanded exist-
ing. pregrams), excludlng pay and benefit
increases.

3. .Incieased pay and benefits—-pay and
benefit increases that would not have
be~n possible at all or at the approved
levels.

1/Richard P. Nathan et al., Where have :1l1 the dollars gone?
Washington, D.C., Brookings Instxtutxon, December 1976.
‘Here law enforcement was defined in the general ‘sense,
including the activities of police, prosecution, court
administration, defense, detention and correctlonal
agencies.
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II. Substiﬁution Effects

1. Program maintenance--Funds directed to
ongolng programs, which without revenue
sharing would have been reduced in scope
or totally eliminated.

2. Tax cut——f1nanc1ng ongoing programs and
freeing the jurisdictions' own resources
to permit tax reducticns.

3. Tax stabilization--funds us~d to finance.
ongoing programs while avoiding a tax
increase that would otherwise have been
approved.

4. Avoidance of borrowing--using the funds
to substitute for borrowing that otherwise
would have been required.

5. Increased fund balances--simply uqing the
shared revenue while husbanding the Jurls—
, dlctlons' own tevenues.

6. "Restoration” of federal aid--using. the
- funds to offset anticlpated or actua:i
’reductions-of other federal aid.

As such, the Brook;ngs' study provides a general

analysis of State and local major revenue sharing decisions
vs. an accounting of dollars.

"It's done with smoke and wires"

In analyzing revenue sha:ing dollars devoted to public

" safety for 1973 ard 1974 Brookings associates were asked to

distinguish between police, fire and "other”™ public safet
fianctions (Note: Generally, "other" is defined as law
enforcement--including prosecution, defense, courts, and
corrections). This data was then compared with officially
reported information.  for the same . categor1es, and resulted
in the following: .

94



Proportion of .-
Proportion of general rev- GRS devoted to
enue sharing (GRS) devoted to Law Enfcrcement
Law Enforcement according to according to
Brookings fieid research es- Treasury Actual-
timates of New Spending al- Use Reports for
locations for sample juris- sample jurisdic-

dictions (unweighted mean tions (unweighted

percentage)* mean percentage)=
1973 1974 1973 1974
Law enfotcement 3.4 6.3 20.8 24.°
Pelice 2.3 4.7 17.2 20.0

ing this and other data for further analyszs Brookings
congludes that - . -

®" * * * officially repcrted expenditures of
shared revenue on law enforcewcn* compiled by the
Treasury Departrent's Office of Revenue Sharing
were six times greater than raw (emphasis added)
"‘allocations for this purpose identified in the
Brookings field research in 1973; the ratio fcrc
1974 was '4:1, Differencés are greater for larger 7
units, those under greatest fiscal pressure, those
located in the Northeasc, arnd for #Municipai govern-
ments generally. The principal reason for this
pattern of variation is that classes of units just
described tended to have especially high substitu-
tion uses of shared revenue * * * @

In hls analysis of tle Brooukings study and other ‘
research on this subject Mark Alger 1/ also points out that
the very little actual program increase in the criminal
justice gystem resulting from general revenue shzring has
been for capita' purposes and traditional operations.

He also points out that as financial pressures increase,
general revenuae siharing funds for criminal justice tend
to be uszd for police program maintenance. This is the
same area of criminal justice funding that the LcAA e

*Applies to all cases with net-effects aliocatidns and .
reported expenditures; ‘46 localities in 1973; 52 in 1974.

 1/0p. =it., "LEAA Assessment-Integration,” p. iv.
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program has been criticized for "over funding" in the past
relative to the other components of the criminal justice
system.. .

. In many respects, this outcome pivots on the question
of "fungibility." 1In their book Revenue Sharing: The
Second Round, Richard Nathan and Charles Adams, Jr., vpoint
out that "*# * * 311 forms of Federal aid to states and
localities are fungible,"” and that no matter how restrictive
the requlrements placed on the use of grant funds, recipients
in Eact exercise a good deal of discretion in their ultimate
use. 1/ How the funds are used is therefore determined to
varying degrees by the preference recipients have for the
goods and services for which the grants are theore*lcally
aimed. 2/

The Brookings study heavily focuses on this aspect of
the problem and points ocut that general "revenue sharing
funds are not radioactive; they can be difficult to
trace.” 3/ Echoing these same sentiments Mark Alger states
that when State and local officials substitute or displace
their own revenues with general revenue shacring funds the
resulting effect "dissipates much of the 1mnortance of
revenue sharing for law enfo.cement." 4/

In our April 25, 1974, repcrt on revenue sharing and:
its use and impact on local governments, GAO noted that
revenue sharing funds, Federal categorical aid, and States'
and local governments' own revenues can often be vsed cr
mixed to provide the same services. Local governments
tend to consider their total available resources when
budgeting funds to meet perceived needs. . When a government -
spends revenue sharing monies for activities previously
financed (or that would have been financed) £from local or

1/Richard P. Nathan and Charles F. Adams, Jr., Revenue
Sharing: The Second Round, Brookings Institution,
Washingtoa, D.C. 1977, p. 79.

2/1bid. L -
3/0p. cit., "Where Have All The Dollars Gone?", p. 1ll.
4/Mark. W. Alger, LEAA Assessment - Integration, Executive

~ Management Serv1ce, Inc., Washington, D.C., April 26,
- 1976, p. 81. i o
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other revenues, great latitude exists for "freeing” local
funds by spending zevenue sharing funds. To a generally
high degree, these resulting "substitution" effects that
occur are analogous to those same categories used for the
Brookings field research analysis mentioned earlier. (See
p. 93.)

In view of changing budget priorities and fluctuations
in the amount of revenues available to a locality, it would
be impossible to identify those funds displaced as a result
of revenue sharing and for what purposes such resources were
used. We believe the original general revenue sharing act's
requirements for priority category expenditure are illusory.
Our past reports, testimony, and numerous meetings with
congressional staff on this issue contributed tc the elimi-
nation of the .ineffectual restriction of priority categories
for general revenue sharing expenditures in the 1976 amend-
ments to the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act.

Iméact of adding LEAA funds to
general revenue sharing . -

So far, we have identified the primary characteristics
of general rfevenue sharing, how these contrast, generally
speaking, with block grants, and some indications on how
- recipients view and make general revenue sharing exvendi-
ture decisions for law enforcement. Logically then, the’
next guestion might be raised: what are the implications
of transferring the amount of funds appropriated for the"
LEAA block grant program to a general revenue sharing
‘program. A definitive answer to this would require compa-
rable data on the fungibility or substitution effects of
LEAA block funds used to replace State and local funds
which otherwise may have been devoted to criminal justice
functions. While such data is not readily available there
are certain indications--albeit theoretical--that can be
deduced from-the foregoing -analysis. :

Distribution of funds

General revenue sharing funds are distributed quarterly
to about 39,000 State and local governments based on a
formula which considers a government's tax colléctions and
population and the per capita income of its residents. '
Generally, governments with high tax efforts and low resi-
dent per capita_income receive larger portions of the
revenue sharing’ funds. This methodology distributes funds
automatically without a direct demonstration of nreed. The
amount of "LEAA funds™ received by any cne government could

97

. w8



be expected to vary considerably (i.e., higher or lower)
when deiivered through GRS from the amount it currently
receives under the block grant. -

~Use of funds

A common characteiistic of both the revenue sharing
and LEAA programs is the decentralization of the decision-
making responsibility for the use of funds from the Federal
Government to State and local governments. This is achieved
in varying degrees because general revenue sharing funds can
be used by recipient governments for essentially any expen-
diture that is permissible under State or local law, but
LEAA mon’ss must be used only for expendituies relating to
crime and !elinquency prevention, control and reduction and
improving and strengthening the criminal justice function.
Because general revenue sharing funds can be used for a
larger variety of functions, the amount of Federal funds
used for new or innovative criminal justice and crime and
delirguency problem-solvirj purposes would probably be
reduced if restrictions on the use of LEAA funds were
broadened to permit their expenditure for those purposes
authorizced for use of general revznue sharing monies.
Attempts to determine the amount of this reduction would
be conjectural, highly speculative, and would depend on
the extent to which State and local recipients determined
other uses to be of higher priority.

Citizen participation

The general revenue sharing and . \A programs have
requirements for citizen participation in decisions regard-
ing the uses of the available funds. Before preparing its
proposed budget for a fiscal period, a revenue sharing
recipient-is required to have a public hearing to permit
citizens to provide written and oral comments on possible
uses of revenue sharing funds. After the proposed budget
has been prepared, the body responsible for enacting the
budget is required to have a hearing on the proposed use
of revenue sharing funds in relation to the enti-» budget.
The funds could be used in essentially any functional
category in the budget.

A panel- composed of elected local and State officials, -
criminal justice agency representatives and interested
citizens reviews projects proposed for frnding with LEAA
funds. Program funds are then generally allocated to
governments that have projects considered to be the mos:
deservirng of need and support based upon an approved State
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comprehensive plan. TIf the LEAA uses were determined in
accordance with the citizen participation requirements
applicable to revenue sharing, criminal justice projects
would have to compete with projects in other functional
areas such as health, social services, and education based
on perceptions of their merits by localities. Again, the
amounts of money that would ultimately be directed to new
or innovative projects might be expected to differ from
those LEAA funds currently expended for these purposes.

Planning and jurisdictional fragmentation

Revenue sharing funds are paid automatically and
directly to State and local government recipients, but LEAA
block grant funds are awarded initially to the State and the
funds are then transferred to certain governments and other
grant recipients within the State that are determined to
meet the provisions of the annual comprehensive plan.

The block grant planning process brings together
officials of the various functional (police, courts,
cocrections) and ijurisdictional (States, cities, counties,
etc.) elements of the criminal justice system to focus and
-prioritize their resources to meet -their most -important-
needs. To the extent that this planning and coordination
results .in .the mos% appropriate.expenditure of Federal
funds, eliminates du=lication and reduces interjurisdic-
tional conflict, the collapsing of LEAA funds into general
revenue sharing may eliminate these benefits. On the other
hand, the jurisdictional elements may view the planning and
coordination functions to have such importance or value to
continue funding these activities with their general revenue
sharing funds. We suspect, however, that with so many inde-
pendent actors under general revenue sharing and the loss
of "enforced" planning, the criminal justice system might
operate in a more fragmented fashion.

Pursuit of“nationél'gOals

Under the block grant, recipients are required to
spend the funds for crime and delinquency prevention and
control, and to effect improvements in criminal justice
system activities--with specific allocations and batance —
given to certain components or activities (i.e. courts,
juvenile justice). Congressionally mandated emphasis on
national goals must be demonstrated to receive funds.
Under general revenue sharing recipients have almost
unlimited latitude in the ultimate use of funds--across’
the whole spectrum-of governmental functions. Where State
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ang local objectives and priorities coincide or converge
with those of %he Federal government, it can be expected
that national goals will be pursued. However, where ané
when recipient government budget priorities and progrzm
interest fluctuate it can be expected that these local
decisions will be rursued to the possible exclusion of
national goals. '

"Special" Reverue sharing

3y early 1971 the Nixon administration was seriously
concerned with the financial difficulties of State and
local jovernments. Equally worrisome was the increasing
proliferation of Federal categorical grants--petceived as
an unacrceptable intrusion into the prerogatives of State
and local governments--with their reported attendant
confusion, delay, and attached bureaucratic strings.

Reacting to these concerns, President Nixon set forth
six "Special Revenue Sharing" proposals on March 2, 1971.
These propcsals reportedly 1/ were designed to fold approx-
imately 13C existing categorical grant programs into six
broad financing schemes--providing $11 billion with few
restrictions anéd no State and local matching requirements
in education, lcw enforcement, manpower training, rural
community development, transportation, and urban communicy  _
development. While all six possess common characteristics,
each had some unique features. For the purposes of this
discussion we will focus on that proposal which would have:.
amended the LEAA block grant program into "special revenue
sharing for law enforcement."

Reportedly, 2/ this change would have been accomplished
by removing matching, buy-in, maintenance of effort provi-
sions, and Federal plan approval requirements for part C
(action) block grants. Payments were to be made to States
on the basis of population and the submission of a compre-

" nensive plan to LEAA for review, comment, and recommenda-
ticn--not approval. However, the proposed bill did not
change the part C pass—-through formula, the percent set

_[L/Advisory Commission.on Intergovernmental Relations, — -
. Special Revenue Sharing: .Analysis of the Administration's
Grant Consolldatxon Proposals, Washington, D.C., December

1971, p. 1.

?/Adv;sory Commxssxon on Intergovecnmental Relatxons,
.Safe Stieets Reconsidered: The Block Grant Experience
1968-1975, washington, D.C., January 1977, p. 21.
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aside for LEAA discretionary uses, the part E nroaran
(corrections emphasis), nor did it eliminate grants for
research, statistizs and tecnnical assistance.

It would be a mistake a2t this juncture to view this
proposal as a "no strings attached" instrument. Scecial
revenue sharing would not have eliminated the 10 pe:cent
match requirements for. law erforcement and criminal |
justice planning grants {analocous to part B of the C-.m
Contcol Act), no:r eliminated the State/local matchina
requirement when using funds earmarked for correctionai
facilities {(part E). (Note: Special Revenue Sharing f.nd-
could have been used co cover the non-Federal share of
these match reguirements at the local level.) Addicio:c:
"strings" or Federal influence on the uL2 of these £ cue
included: I '

--mandatory pass-thru of 40 percent of plannias
funds from States to iocalities;

--"flexible pass-thru" of action grants from
States toc localities based on a formula usin-
the aggregate State-local law enforcement and
criminal justice expeaditures of the preced.n:
year; o )

--statutory requiremencs that State comprehensive
plans allocate an adequate share of funds to
areas of ‘high crime incidence and law enfo ce
ment actxvxty,

--orovisions ‘that uigh priority be given to
organized crime and riot and civil disorcder
pregrams, and that SPAs provide their major
counties and cities sufficient funds for
preparing comprehensive plans and coordirnat. g
anti-crime efforts; and

--piohibiting the use of more than one-third of
any action grant for personnel compensation.

Whether this new Federal-State partnership would have
withstood the close scrutiny of the legislative progess is
at best speculative.. The .Congress held .no.hearings on the
proposal and took no action during 1971 and 1972.

With *he knowledge - that the author121nq lealslatlon

for the LEAA program would expire at the end -of FY 1973,
the Administration again tried to convert the program to
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special revenue sharing. In-March 1973 the President sent
a special message to the Congress, accompanied by the
second law enforcement revenue sharing proposal (H.R. 5613
and S. 1234). 1In addition to irsuriny a 70 percent pass-
thcu of the appropriated funds from State to local govern-
ments, a number of other changes were onffered. As the

.Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations'

analysis points out:

"The Administation's 1973 law enforcement
revenue sharing proposal also: (1) removed
matching requirements and replaced them with
maintenance of effort provisions; (2) elim®-
nated the funding limitations for police
salaries; (3) dropped the "troika" arrange-
-ment in favor of a single administrator; (4)
~deleted the requirement that states establish
»lanning agencies to. draw up comprehensive
plans and administer Safe Streets funds and
subst.ituted a gz2neral requirement for a
" *multi-jurisdictional planning and policy
development organization” to perform these
tasks; (5) mandated that 50 percent cf the
supervisory board of any criminal justice
planning body be composed of elected city
and county officials; (6) authorized LERA
to comment on state plans and make such
comments public; (7) removed the require-
ments that a specific portion of block
grant allocations be earmarked for cor-
rections; (8) required strict program
evaluation and auditing; and (9) added
two new categories of allowable spending
(diagnostic services for juveniles and
court administration, including law referee
programs within civil courts). Generally
the President's proposal substantially
reduced LEAA's anthority over the states
and allowed the SPAs more discretion in
_the administration and use of Safe Streets
funds." 1/

‘Aftér  a good deal of debate and opposition from both-
the House and Senate, the Congress rejected the Administra-.
tion's plan' for special revenue sharing and retained an -
"amended" LEAA block grant program.

1/1bid., p. 22
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"A rose by any other name . . ."

There is a belief held by some that special revenue
sharing was a completely new program, distingquished from
general revenue sharing by its high law enforcement f~cus,
and from the block grant by its broadened latitude for
State/local decisionmaking and relaxed fiscal, program,
and reporting requirements. Illustrating the primary
contrast with block grants it-is-noted that under special
revenue shering B

—-matchlng on thne part of grantees was aot
reqguired; -

--once funds were allocated in accordance
with the statutory formula they would
essentially be paid automatically with
no need for detailed application; and-

—--Federal intrusiveness over the use of
funds was to have been minimal, wich no

LEAA 'plan approval requited to receive
axd

We belleve, however, that each of these major elements
may to varying degrees be deceptive or illusory. :

Matchirg requirements

While it is true that the 1971 Special Revenue Sharing
proposal would kave eliminated the LEAA block grant matching
requirement, at least two of the [ciir other crrrent Federal
block grant programs (Comprehensive Erployme..t and Training
Act and the Communrity and Economic Development Bicck Grant)
do not have matching provisions.. As such, the zbsence or
presence of a "matching"funds" provision does not neces-
sarily make special revenue sharing uniqu2. It is also
noteworthy that the proposed deletion of the matching
tequirement would have eliminated only 10 percent of the

~otal money being made available. Further, the 1973
TTeveaue sharing bill proposed State/local "maintenance of
effort"™ as a requirenient for receipt of funds. 1In part,
this may have been . an attempt by the Federal Government
to legislace a show of goo? faith on the part of recipient
govornment and to diminish the potentially large impact of

suistitution effects--again the fungibility phenomenon.

Nonetheless, the lack of natching funds requirements

in the 1971 proposal does tend to make it appear to lean -
in the direction of genaral revenue sharing.
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application and fund disbursement .

While it is also true that under the special revenue
sharing proposals 85 percent of LEAA funds would have been
. distributed to the States in proportion to their population,
the actual amount eventually received by any specific local
recipient {(city or county) was no:t acsured nor clearly
delineated in the legislation. A similar lack of legisla-
tive clarity exists with the LEAA block grant program.

As previously described, under the block grant program
the initial award of funds is to the States. However, the
legislation dves not indicate the specific amount or
proportion of a State's block award a given geovolitical
jurisdiction will receive. While the Safe Streets Act
requires an emphasis be placed upon "high crime" areas
(implying fund flow to major metropolitan areas within
each State), tnere is no legislatively established level
of direct entitlement due a specific unit of local govern-
ment. Rather the law specifies that the localities, in
the aggregate, are entitled to part, C block funds in an
amount equal to the proportion of State/local general
revenues they expended for all the law enforcement and crim-
inal justice .activity:.during the preceding year. ' In practice;
this provision has had nearly the same effect as the pre-
1973 pass-through requirement that 75 percent of the funds
be made avaxlable to units of local govecnment.

The critical det°rm1nants on local receipt of LEAA
block grant funds are the supetvxsory board of the State
planning agency and supervxsory bodies of sub-State
regional plannxng units (RPUs). As pointed out ear11e;,
the SPA supervisory membershlp includes :eptesenratzves
of lecal government, and is the only body which is able
.to authorize the expenditure of block grant funds. Thus, .
to a large degree the representatives of localities and
the State together are ultimately responsible for deciding
"who gets what and how much." 1In practice, the role of
the RPUs enters into the process in many States. By law
the RPU supervisory bodies are composed of a majority of
locally—-elected officials. This body often exercices
the decision on which specific jurisdictions are going to
receive some specified amount of the money consistent with
RPU plans and programming as part of the overall Statewide
plan. Generally, the SPA supetrvisory board will accept
the RPU supervisory body's views unless there are major
a2partures from State law or established policy.
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To the extent that special revenue sharing would have-
operated in a similar fashion, there may really have been
no appreciable difference between it and the process of
sub-awvarding of block grant funds to units of local govern-
ment under the LEAA program.

Since the Special Reveanue Sharing proposal did not
become law, we do not know what, if any, LEAA guidelines
and implementing regulations would have been promulgated.
Bowever, to the extent. that receipt ¢f funds by units of
local government would have been conditioned on a sizeable
planning effort and State approval process, it could hardiy
be said that fund disbursement would have been automatic.
Although nct assigned specific veto power over local
efforts, 3tate governments appear to exercise some policy
ditection over LEAA-funded local efforts by virtue of their
responsibilities for approving local and areawide glan
submissions and developing a Statewide plan. Iadeed, the
requirement for State submission of a detailed, comprehen-
sive plan as a condition for any financial assistance
certainly calls into guestion the ease w1th which States
could have obtained funding.

Elimi~ation of Federal plan_-approval . e

Section 204(b) of the 1973 special revenue sharing
proposal limited LEAA's role in State/local planning teo
reviewing, commenting, and offering recommendations. How-
ever, in practice public comments and recommendations by
Federal agencies disbursing large amounts of aid often
have the force of mandates. "As noted earlier, urder
special revenue sharing, State comprehensive plans would
still have been required to demonstrate compliance with
several fund restrictions or uses, including (1) State/
local pass-thru formula,. (2) share of funds to areas of
high ‘#¢¥ime incidence and law enforcement asctivity, (3)
priccity to organized crime, riot and civil disorder
control, and (4) city and county planrning functions for
anti~-crime efforts.

~ - - Failing—complete compliance with these or other— —
‘requirements, it remains a matter of speculation whether
LEAA's comments and recommendations would have had the
same force as the "special conditions” which must
cucrtrently be addressed by grant recipients under the
block grant. Perhaps the major difference between the
block grant and special revenue sharing on this issue
may be perceived as putting States and localities in a
better bargaining position with LEAA. Theoretically, at
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least, the burden of proof would have shifted to LEAA to
demonstrace lack of substantial compliance on the part of
the States.

"Neither fish nor fowi"”

Admittedly this discussion on the differences between
.-special revenue srarxng and the LEAA block grant appears to
muddy the water and raise more questions than it answers.
The problem results from attempting an analysis of legis-
lation that never came tc fruition; conseguently LEAA
never developed any implementing regulatiors which would
have transformed legislative theory into action.

Nonetheless, special revenue sharing--as proposed--
appears to be not so special. Rather it may have heen-
something very similar to the block grant. Supporting’
this proposition, Richard Nathan of the Brookings Insti-
tution suggests "* * * we would all be better off if we
. forgot the term special revenue sharing and used the term
block grants * * *" ynderlining the point "* * * a block
grant means different things to different people.” 1/ |
David Walker of the Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations takes the opposite position pointing out .
that the different kinds and guality of Federal intervention
provide the principal distinction between the two types of
grants. He believes that no Federal bleock grant in any way
tesembles special revenue sharing because the latter
reflects minimel Fedegal . intrusion. 2/ Taking the middle
g-ound, William Mirengoff of the National Academy of
Sciences suggests that perhaps it is not possible to

"classify things so precisely” and that we may be "* * #
dealing with a continuum that extends all the way from.
revenue sharing to categorial programs. If you [sic] were
to identify four or five criteria, they may appear on
"different points on a continuum. Where a program comes
to rest on the continuum depends on several factors
including Congressional intent, Administration poli<cy,
and bureaucratic style."™ 3/

l/AdviSdry Commission on IﬁtéLdovernmentél Relations, Block
Grants: A Roundtable Discussion, Washxngton,-D C., October
1976, op. 13-11 {emphasis added). .

2/1bid.

3/1b:4.
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Summing tp then, the swecial revenue sharing prooosals
(1271 and 1973) embodied a number of elements that are
markedly similar to those of the block grant instrument.

In addition, those characteristics that have been pointed
~out as teing dramatically different--or nmcre similar to
general revenue sharing--tend to wilt or blur under close
scrutiny. ©f course, these differences may have ccme into
sharp relief witn the development of implementing guidelines
and regulations had the legislation been passed. Since that
did not occur, the gquestions on whether this program would
have significantly reduced Federal intrusiveness and "red
tape” or resulted in ccime and delinquency reduction or
measurable improvements in the criminal! justice system
remain open.

SOME OTHER PRCSRAM ALTERNATIVES

Of course here are any number of possible options by
which the actual transfer of payments could be accomplished.
However, the primnary question again is whether a given fund-
ing mechanism is the most effective and efficient methed to
achieve specified national goals. The current mandate of
the 1976 Crime (ontrol and Safe Streets Act emphasizes a
- plurality of program goals. This raises three related
“‘questions whicl should be considered. ' .

1) Are the goals of {he Act and various

- objectives of the program compatible with
ore another? That is, does the pursuit of
‘one or more objectives of the program have
a neutralizing effect or in some way limit
the accomplishment of all and/or restrict
the opportunities for reaching natxonal
goals?

2) -Are the "reach" and. focus of the current
" program sufficient in scope and depth to
address all relevant programs, services,
and problems which have a bearing upon
crime and delinquency prevention and the
administration of justice?

3) How best can the Federal government
approach and resolve the problems >f
crime and delinquency, and insure effi-.
cient, just, and humane handli.g of the
accused by the agencxes of the criminal
*ustlce syetem 1n a cost effectxve manner?
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In testimony before the Subcommittee on Crime of the
House Committee on the Judiciary in February 1976, GAC
presented its views of the progress and problems of the
LEAA program. GAO stated that a change is needed in the
program's emphasis.

"There has not been sufficient systematic
planning, testing, and evaluation of efforts

to adequately advance the Nation's knowledge

of how to effectively fight crime. Much more
_systematic research and evaluation are needed
into what works. The Feders' Gcvernment should-
play a more active role in .- - arching how to
reduce crime. Mcre Feder.. -’ ‘'.ars should be
spent by government--Federa State, and local--
to test theories and approaches and evaluat->
their results, rather than on State or local
projects which are not part of controlled
research efforts to advance the state of the
art.”

In general, GAO anticipaced by more than a year
and vne-inalf the recommendations of the Department of-:
Justice Study Group on LEAA which called for a shift in
emphasis.of the: program along the general lines advanced
above. by GAO.

RESEARCH, QEVELOEQENT, DEHONSTRATION,
TEST, AND EVALUATION

We previously pointed out that LEAA funds constitute
a very small proportion (less than 5 percent) o: crime and
delinquency prevention, control and criminal justice expen-
ditures annually. Without substantially increasing the
amount of the current Federal investment, one possible
approach to corsider is.‘placing the emphasis of the
prugram upon an expanded research, develooment, demonstra-
t.icn, test, and evaluation role by LEAA, which provides
for the continued and sxgnzflcant involvement of States'
and localities.

A national strategy to reduce, prevent, and countrol
crime undcr this avproach would build upon the relative
strengths of current, planned, and to be developed programs
which can be empirically demonstrated to produce signifi-

- cant ¢rime- and delinquency reduction outcomes based upon’
rigorously controlled research. However, in GAO's view
it was considecred vital that States and localities parti-
cipate fully in the planring, implementation, and

108



management of projects which are consistent with prdgram
strategies which are factually proven to have meLLt. .
Although a different ratio of block and categorical funds
may be necessary at first, this approach would enzourage

and svpport systematic-planned-variatian in testing ,
different intervention strategies which "build-in" the
evaluation research requirements before implementing indivi-
dual project act1v1t1c:.

After a number of actxon/research program efforts
have been empiricaliy demonstrated to have crime and
delinquency reduction payoff, they can be repllcated and
funded in a larger number of settings with ongoing
evaluation of their relative effectiveness. Thic should
enable States and localities. as well as the Federal
government, to know under what conditions and for whom
different action intervention strategies are the most
cost effective.

“Successful®™ programs could then be assumed (institu-
tionalized) on a relatively permanent basis by States and
localities with increased confldence of their value and
impact upon the crime problem. .

.. The specific form and structure such an approach-
would require would of course be dependent upon a variety
of factors, not the least of which includes those questlons
raised eatller ‘on page 107.

Hlstorlcally the Federal role in crime, delinquency,
and criminal justice research has come abcit as part of a
much larger action program effort. However, it is impor-
tant to be clear about the nature of the relationship
betwcen the two. Congress established a centralized
structure for the purpose of performing some functions
. that were not considered feasible at the State level,

principally a national crime statistics center and a

research ard development (R&D) effort within LEAA. Since
it was assumed from the beginning that the national interest
in crime was to serve State and local needs, a Federal
resear~h, development, and demonstration effort was not
designed with the view in—mind of solving crime oroblems
at the national level. ' Rather it was to help State and
local Jurlsdxctlons deal with their crime problems. A
basic premise of the Crime Control and Safe Streets Act,
therefore, was that the Federal ‘effort was to service '
State and local planning and action programming,
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Consequently there has not been much impetus for-
direct Federal initiatives in the crime and delinquency
field utilizing the research, development, demonstration,
test, anéd evaluation program methodology (hereafter
RDDT&E) until very recently. Presuming that there is
some merit to exploring this approach, the question
becomes one of identi “ying which ¢f several broad program
and funding implementation strategies would be most
suitable. There are several possibilities in addressing
this question. _

One is to assune chat serving State and local planning
and action program development means providing information
to the administrators of block-grant funds (the State
planning agenciez) about which programs being considered
for funding are likely to be effective. The "what works
and what doesn't work?" question has been posed incessantly
to the National Institute by SPAs from the earliest days of
the LEAA program and indicates at least that they perceive
the National Institute's role in terms of providing some
leade:zship and information that can be utilized in their
planning efforts..- -

A second possibility would be to place the National
Institute and LEAA in the role of assisting the States and
localit.es in developing alternative program intervention
strategies using carefully designed and controlled action
research, but without the pressure to develop immediate-
"quick-fix" solutions. Such a strategy could keep LEAA
and its National Institute in its direct service relation-.
ship with the block~grant structure and thereby focus its
efforts on the programmatic concerns of States and local-
ities which have the primary responsibility for dealing with
the problems of crime and delinquency. . However, because
of the nature of block-grant funding this strategy would
_require some overall policy direction to insure thet the
National Institute's efforts would not be predominantly
oriented toward traditional practitioner needs to the
exclusion of others.

A third variation in this theme could put the National
Institute in the primary business of planning and imple-
menting large demonstration projects. Such a strategy
would have the mixed purpose of synthesizing research.
results (from any source), testing appropriate implemen-
tations, and disseminating model programs to practitioners.
However’, unless due care were exercised, it could tie the
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National Institute's efforts to th: exigencies and poli-
tical pressures of SPA programmlng, more so than would the
first two strategies.:

A fourth RDDT&E approach could make the program more
directly responsive to on-going congressional and Federal
executive branch input and oversight to emphasize those
aspects of the "Safe Streets” legislation that encourages
innovative anti-c¢rime programming and, therefore, focus
program activities on develoglng and testlng alternative
approaches to solvina crime problems. Such a program could
de-emphasize operationaI’questions, except insofar as
they were directly related to crime control (e.g., patrol
strategies), and concentrate on examining new as well as
traditional approaches to dealing with crime and criminal
behavior in an effort to develop a new understanding of
crime. It could attempt to bring to bear thinking and
research from a variety of disciplines not now focusing
on crime and encourage multidisciplinaty research erivrts
and concentrate on testing hypotheses under experimental
and quas1-exper1mental conditions to obtain results that
are reliable for use in developing sound ac~ion programs.
This strategy may also have the advantage of tying the
National Institute more closely to the research community
and permit resources to be allocated on grounds that are
largely indepeéenderit of political demands or system pressures.
If encouraged to develop properly, this strategy could
eventually serve State and local crime control needs far
better than the more agency- or practitioner-dominated
alternatlves that have characterized past LEAA efforts.

Relationship between research
and action programming

‘Attempting to compare and contrast alternative RDDT&E
strategies reveals some important features of the relation-
ship betwéen research and action programming in LEAA. ' The
role of SPAs is to plan, allocate, and administer the
block-grant funds, which amount to approximately 5 percent
of the total criminal justice expenditures in any State,
Consequently, if the LEAA program is to have any impact
under .the current block grant ingtrument, the SPA must use
.action funds in strategic and innovative ways. .To do so
requires careful analysis of local crime problems, exist-
ing community and criminal justice system response patterns,
and a variety of competing resource allocation questions.
while few SPAs have yet developed this kind of analytical

capacity, those that have find it both necessary and natural

to conduct their own "immediate solution” research. The
critical connection is between programming .and research.

AN
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Research, in this context, becomes totally a tool for -
planners with specific problems to solve. The case is
similar for evaluation. The SPAs need to be able to evaluate
particular programs with an eye bouth to refunding d=zcisions
and introducing changes to make existing programs more
effective.

"While thiis kind of research and evaluation has not yet
developed extensively in the SPAs, it is clearly an appro-
priate and productive furction. However, in order for

a national research institute to be able to perform effec-
tively, the relationship between a particular program's

need for information and the deployment of resources to
obtain the required knowledge calls for mechanisms and poll-
cies to insure proper balance in intra-/inter-organizational
response. To place the responsibility for responding in

the hands of ‘a research institute alone is to ignore the
natural pressures on States and localities to "get to the
"bottom line.” A further complication is the fact that

the canons of valid scientific research often contlict

with the needs and style of program administratcrs. Since
the basis of the relationship has been and continues to he
upon service, the likelihood is that research canons will

be compromised more often than administrators inconven-
ienced unless some fundamental and formal change in prog-am
- emphasis and policy-is enacted- to-clarify expertatxons and
appropriate roles,

In the past, the relationship between SPAs and the
National Institute has ranged from indifference tc hosti-
lity. The SPAs have resisted programming that is not
‘developed to meet a sf ific and immediate need. They
also tend to resent the intrusion of the Federal presence
whenever the National Institute and LEAA furds a demcn-
stration or evaluation program in their State. By the"
same token, the National Institute has resented SPAs'
expectations that.it should be providing rzadily apnli-
cable knowledge for local programming. as well as the
pecrception that they lack understanding of the nature of
neeced research.

The National Academy of Sciences study suggested
another way to view the National .Institute’s role in
serving State and local needs. 1/ Rather than intruding

1/0p. cit., Understanding Crime: An Evaluation of the
National Institute of Law Enforcemen* and uerLnal
Juetlce.
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upon the relationship between research and programming,

which occurs most often at the SPA level where it is part

of the dynamics of planning, the Federal research effert

could concentrate »n developing and testing innovative

anproaches to crime problems. This strategy is quite
similar to the one that was outlined bv GAD earlier.

Because a major research commitment is often required

in order to thO;oungy develop and adequately test new

approaches to crime problems, the scale of such a commit-

ment--both in resources and timeframes--is frequentiy

beyond the capacities of SPAs. Second, the range and.

degree of scientific competence necessary to mount a

highly sophxstxcated research effort are not nermally

" available at the SPA level. Third, an undertaking that

has a long-range timeframe but no clearly specifiable
product, and is risky as well, is simply inappropriate

for an action oriented agency, such as an SPA, to take

on alone. This is not to say that all research, develop-
ment, demonstration, test, and evaluation work be-of
"long-term" nature. There is much valuable "immediate
solution” evaluation and research that zould and should

be done. In short, the nature of a Federal research role

~-in crime problem solving will depend not onlv on the needs to
ke served but aiso on the capacities that -are develcoped and
articulated within a cogent program and funding strategy which

" will serve all levels of -the -intergovernmental -crime- control

system.

EXPANDED FEDERAL PROGRAM SCOPE

To the extent that specific program intervention strate-
gies transcend the traditional boundaries of criminal justice
system agency functions (i.e., enforcement, prosecution, ad-
judication, defense, cehabilitation, and general and speC1a1
deterrence), other Federal, State, and local human service
programs and agencies which are determined to have influence
..upon crime and delinquency problems should be more dlrectly
involved. To date the majority of LEAA supported programs
have tended to restrict their operational sphere of influence
to specific criminal justice system-based remedies. At pre-
sent we just do not know what are the reasonable expectations
of the enforcement of criminal law in achieving some desired
and demonstrated level of crime and juvenitedelinquency te-
" duction. Some of the literature developed over the past 10
to 15 years suggests that in making the criminal justice pro-
cess address too wide and complex a range of socially unac-
cepted behaviors can have the opposite effect of that which -
was originally intended. Also, it is only in
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the past few years that there has been serious renewed
.study of the deterrent and incapacitative effects of the
sanctioning strategies employed.by the criminal justice
system to control "illegal" behavior. '

In laymen's terms, it is fairly well acknowledged
that there are a broad range of social, economic, psycho-
logical, and environmental forces which collectively operate
in the genesis of criminal and delinquent %“ehavior. Poverty,
Janemployment, inadeguate educational ‘opportunities, popula-
tion density, high rates of geographic mobility and a high
proportion of youthful "crime prone®” individuals in the age
structure of American society have all been raised, along
with a variety of other forms of social pathology, as
"causes” of crime and juvenile delinquency.

At present it is not clear just how much money the
Federal Government allocates to programs and services,
“aside from LEAA and Federal criminal justice agencies,

that have or could have a bearing upon crime and delin-
quency problems. However, if the amount of money in-
volved is as great as some believe, thern thcie is a
strong possibility that no significant additional new
~resources -would be required in-expanding Federal trogram
scope to address <riminogenic (crime causing) izfluences

..which. residz2. outside the .traditional boundaries of the ——. ... ...

criminal justice system. Again there are a numbetr of
different pcssible ways one could approach expanding
Federal program scope.

Interdepartmental policy and
progcam planning

Establishment of executive branch procedures and a
policy-vlanning-steering capability at -a hierarchical
level above executive branch department levels might be
.one avenue. tc affect interdepartmental planning, joint
program development, implementation, and evaluation.
Further, there is no reason why an "expanded Federal
scope" approach could not also utilize a research,
development, demonstration, test, and evaluation strateqy

to help better target and utilize existing Federal, State,

-and local resources-(non-LEAA) as well-as LEAA-funds-to -
aevelop some  "critical mass" with respect to ameliorating
some of the criminogenic influences mentioned above,
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Community-based approach

And of course it may be an area where appropriate new
legyislation might be warranted, which ma2ndates cooperative
joint ventures across Federal agencies. Such an initiative
~might also emphasize, for example, taking a community-basad
or focused approach in marshalling existing and limited new
resourcas to effect "true community" crime and delinguencwy
prevention intervention strategies wnich are designed to
"fit" a given locale's particular crime and delinguency
problem. Here again there is also an appropriate opportu-
nity to consider the advantages and limitations of a
research, development. demonstration, test, and evaluation
program methodology which places its emphasis upon
systeratic-pl~~~ed-variation of different types of action
progrza strategies under contecllcd research conditions.

Tt was pointed out earlier in this staff study thz:
LEAA has initiated a new action program development process
which has some general similarities t»> the RDDT&E notions
previously discussed. However, there is still a signif.cant
degree of inter-departmental inertia which LEAA quite
probably would not be able to overcome on its own initiative
1f. it were -to address an "expanded Federal program scope®
approach,'which would be dependent upon the support,

L ..coope raelon, .and._involvement of other. Federalk atate, and .

local human servxces agencles.

Regardless of- the number of different Feceral State,
and local agencies, programs, and services wh1ch would be
required to pursue an “"expanded Federal scope" aprroach,
it is important that crime and delinguency prevention and
reduction and criminal justice system improvement strategies
he considered together. If pursued with a community-based
focus, prevention efforts would or should address <hree
basic forms of prevention--(l) punitive, (2) mechanical/
“incapacitative, and (3) corrective. 1/ = _

Punitive prevention strategies rely upon deterrence
of crime generally, or specifically by inhibiting new or re-
peat offenses through the enlightened and effective use of
crxmlnal ]uStl < sanctxonxng strategies. Mechanical and/or

1l/Peter P. LeJLns,'“The Systematlc and Composxee Models
for Planning and Evaluation for -the Criminal Justice™
System,” Paper presenteéd at the Inter-American Congress
of C:xmlnolugy, Curacas, Venezuela, 19/2.~
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incapacitative pravention strategies and techniques gener-
ally attempt to restrict or deny the opportunity to commit
law violations. Some examples include target hardening
through block-watch and environmental design activities,
property marking, and a variety of mechanical and protective
devices as well as the 1ncapac1tat10n of serious hab1tual
offenders. . .

Corrective pneventlon is designed to get at and
amelxorate the criminogenic (crime causing) factors and
forces in the larger sociocultural system and "correction”
of the individual offender through effective programs of .
rehabilitation involving a variety of resocialization
techniques.

These three forms of preventlon. taken together. by
definition extend beyond the traditional boundaries and
authority of criminal justice agencies. A wide range of
human services programs and agencies would be involved.
However, it seems appropriate to consider the balance and
mix of these three basic forms of prevention in any true
"total system" approach to crime and delinguency problem

_solving. Under the present legislation, it would be un- ' _
realistic to expect LEAA. and the State plannLng agencies

as they currently operate under block and categorical

grant programs tc be able to systematically identify, plan,
and develop coordinated program strategies which would R
require broader based, involvement a2t Federal, State, and ‘
local levels.

Therefore, an "expanded Federal scope® approach would
necessitate much more intensive conceptual development and
policy planning than could be addressed within the scogpe
of thxs staff study..

The magnitude and complexity of crime and delingquency
problems may indeed require a total reassessment of the
fundamental premises and assumptions which undergird the
present Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. Even though
we are not in a position to articulate specifically and
precisely in what manner and which particular program.and
funding ‘strategy would best lend itself to the task, the
issues should not be dismissed simply because they are
complex -and difficult to grasp conceptually and organiza- -
tionally. ' Finding a balanced approach which offers some
measure of hope in dealing with the Nation's crime and
delinquency problem may not be simple and straight for-
ward, but tnen again neither is crime and juvenile
delinquency.
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" REMARKS AND OBSERVATIONS

The Spectrum of Change Alternatives

As noted earlier, to date the LEAA program has main-.
tained a semblance of its original planning, . block grant
financing instrument, and research and education structure.
But it has also taken on a variety of special planning,
categorizal funding mechanisms, and complex program proce-
dures and processes. In spite of a national trend over
the years toward Federal grant simplification ("revenue
sharing™ thinking) and emphasis on local decisionmaking,
the LEAA program hhas increased its controls, complexity,
program assignmencs, and special funding preferences. It
is from this perspective that the following reported views
on revamping LEhA are presented. ..

The National Conference of State Criminal
Justice Planning Administrators

'In 1976, the Nat.onal Conference of State Criminal
Justice Planning Administrators (e.g., SPA Directors)
issued 3@ feport on LEAA andits part in Federal crime
control assistance to the States and localities. This
study concluded that che "Safe Streets” block grant
approach was fundamentally sound and should be reauthorized
for 5 years. 1In support of this posxtlon, a number of
changes were suggested calling for a "refocus" on distinct
State and Fedexal responsxb111t1es-

(¢;ﬂ transition from yearly to mul iyear
comprehensive plans, with annual
updating for programmed changes 1n
strategxes and projects; T

(2) authorizing the SPAs to act as
executive branch agencies under the
governors' jurisdiction, with complete
authority to plan and budget for the
total integrated State criminal
justice system;

.{3) authorizing each State to develop and
implement 'its own goals, objectives,
and standards for crime redvction,
and administration of justice;

o
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(4) grantlng States complete discretion
in the character and makeup of
State Supervisory Eacards; o

-{5) . refocusing LEAA efforts primarily

o on the effective development of
efficient, rational r2search, test,
evaluation, and technical assistance’
information for State use.

This position might be viewed as a considered "keep the
hblock grant™ proposition--with a refocusing or fine-tuning
of Federal/State responsibilities.

Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR)

In 1976, ACIR completed a detailed, comprehensive
review of LEAA's seven year experience with the block
grant. From this study emerged a clearcut ptascertlon
for revamp1ng LEAA: Decategorzzatxon._

‘

Simply put, ACIR envisioned a return to the basic

block grant concept with elimination cf "red tape"™ through ~ -

five-year plan submissions (rather than annual pians)

with annual implementation statements; guality control
through clear plan standards; and better leadership through
close State legislature involvement and oversight; and
State planning agency (SPA) assumption of the entire state-
wide planning and budgeting functicn for all criminal
justice - agency components. . -

" As its primary theme, ACIR cautioned the Federal
government to stop establishing new planning and action
grant assistance categories and to eliminate those-that
already existed (e.g., corrections and juvenile delin-
quency). Also, ACIR recommended the allocation of all
formula funds through the comprehensive criminal justice
block grant mechanism. Finally, ACIR recommended (1)
removal of the statutory ceiling for personnel compensa-
tion; (2) LEAA development of standards and performance
criteria to evaluate State plans and to monitor and assess
State performance in implementing the plans; (3) greater
attention to the needs of the courts through increased
funding and greater participation on SPA supervisory
boards; and (4). clear LEAA definition of "local elected
officials®” for putposes of membership on the reglonal
plannxng unit superv'sory boards.
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This position may-be viewed as a ."return to the
fundamentals" or “"purification" of the block grant mechanism.

Twentieth Century Fund Task Force

In 1975-76, the Twentieth Century Fund 1/ performed
an analysis of the LEAA program and offered a number of
recommendations on the appropriate degree of Federal
involvement in local criminal justice activity. 1In con-
trast to those proposing reten*.on c¢f the block grant
mechanism, the Fund advocated block grant elimination in
favor of a "special revenue sharing" concept--essentially
unrestricted federal monies granted directly to State,
county, and municipal governments. At the onset, this
would entail a basic reclarification of the Federal man-
date, eliminating %ne "crime reduction” goal and establish-
ing LEAA's primary purpose as a stimulator of State and
local criminal justice agency effec“iveness in dealing
with crime.

The centerpiece of the Fund's prescription was the
‘recommeridation that LEAA's regional offices be abolished
- and. one half of the LEAA program funds. be disbursed through
- gpecial revenue sharing with no requirement -for- State and -- -
local matching funds. This money weculd flow directly to :
State, county, municipal governments based on a statutory -
formula. __ : Co

The proposal also argued for a transformation of LEAA
into a new entity having primary responsibility for research,
experimentation, and evaluation at the national level. This
"new” agency would be directly responsible to the Attorney
General and control the remaining 50 percent of LEAA funds.
These funds would be directed toward reseaich, evaluation,
and demonstration projects; the establishment of a quality.. ...
*in~house™ research capability, and the development of S
reliable, ccnsistent criminal justice statistics.

Further changes proposed by the study included: (1)
elimination of required State comprehensive pianning to
“bé Substituted by financial incentives forthose juris-
dictiens that wish to plan for the total State criminal
justice budgets. Those taking advantage of these planning
_incentives would prepare 5-year plans and associated annual

1/A private, non-profit organization which performs econemic, -
political, and social issue research. ' e
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_1mplementatlon statements; (2) allowing LEAA recipients of
higher education subsidies to select the college and
curriculum of their own choice; (3) aside from funding
"emphasis on organized crime and corcuption in government,
earmarking of funds should be eliminated; (4) selective
endorsement of certain proposed criminal justice standards
‘and financial rewards or 1ncent1ves for those jurxsdzctlons
“choosing to implement them., = =57 -

Thus, .the Twentieth Century Fund position was to allow
recipients greater latitude in using a guaranteed one half
of the program funds and sharply focus the Federal agency
role on research, evaluation, demonstration,. and. 1evetag1ng
States' adoptlon of standards and planning thraugh "carrot-
on~-the-stick” incentive schemes.

Center for National Security Studies

Perhaps one of the most critical reviews of LEAA's over-
all performance we reviewed is embodied in the 1976 report
Law and Disorder 1V, sponscred by the Center for National
Security Studies. This study called for abolishing the LEAA-
program as constituted, and proposed the creation of a

. natiopal-level research capability--insulated from. pol1t1ca1wﬁm~~«

pressures--to explore the causes and prevention of criminal
behavior and develop technigues of translating successful o
research findings into'opetational prograr.s. Such research
would also focus on the ways other non-law enforcement '
social service programs in education, lLiealth, community
development, etc., relatz o or can b redirected to more.
effectively prevent crime.

Along with the research function, special emphasis was
also urged on Federal creation and support of a statistical
_program_ccmponent to measure the volume and kinds.of crime
occuring as well as the characteristics of victims and
offenders. Again the key element was insulating this
activity from political pressures.

Lastly, while skeptical that broad fiscal relie® for
Stateflecal criminal justice activities is necessary, the
study suggested that if a genuine case could be made for. = -
such financial assistance, the funds should be distributed
through general revenue sharing, giving local officials
the authoritj to fund areas most in need of support and
mxnxmxzxng unwanted Federal meddling.

Thus, the proposed solutxon may be seen as abandoning
national criminal justice formula assistance and reverting
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- to a quality research, statistics, evaluation, and policy-
analysis role for the Federal government. .

While by no means exhaustive, the foregoing proposals
tend to range across the gamut of possibilities availabsle
to Congress in considering LEAA reorganization. .. Viewed
from one perspectxve, the proposals are not as radically
different or unique as might be believed. At some point,
pure "block grants" begin to merge with "special revenue
shzring." Incentives for planning can come very close to
hecoming mandates for plannlng if incentives are large
enough. :

In a countrv used to Federal assistance in meeting
hard pressed budgets, totally dropping large scale aid
initially qualifies as a "large®" change, Even here, hLaw-
ever, if the slack were taken up by a compensating incraase
in general revenue sharing tevenues, the net fiscal "pinch"
may be negligible.

Fedetal axd and Fedetal attempts to Lnfluence State

and local governmonts date back to our Nation's beginnings
Although.?ederal acsistance to subnational governments was
small in earlier cimes, it was as controversial then as it is
now, State and local governments have always wanted to be
as free from Fede.al control as possible and have fourd
this freedom incieasingly curtailed as Federal involvement
in domestic programs has increased. On the other hand, the
goal of keeping the Federal government at arms length must
be reconciled with the responsibility of Congress and the

.. Pregident to do all they can to assure that national goals. -
and objectives are satisfactorily achieved. Striking an

_ acceptable balance between the needs of State and local
governments and the goals and responsibilities of the
Federal government is the essential nub of the issue--and
one for which there are no easy answers.

There are, however, a number of sub-issues which may
—help define-the appropriate Federal role in crime -and-juvenile
delinquency problem solving and- in improving criminal justice:
and law enforcement and which underpin any eventual program
design and associated funding unechanism. These include:

~-What should the stated legislative mandate be?
What are the priorities? How specific. should
it be and how should success in achieving it be
measured? Over what period of time? By whom?
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--Do we know what causes crime and how to

" stop it? 1Is research necessary? Basic or
applied? Who should do it? What should
its objectives and priorities be? "Who
should receive its results? WwWren? How?

--Should State/local comprehensive planning
e reguired or should the Federal level
grant incentives for those chnosing to
plan? Annual or multiyear? "~

~=-Should the Federal government deal,dixectlx
with all grant recipients (counties or
cities) or should the States be the official
conduit for funds used by local units? What
are the tradeoffs?

--Should the Federal government requxte balance
-in programming and funding the separate
criminal justice components (police, courts,
and corrections) or allow States to decide
approptxate allocatxon’ “

In the last analysis, the answers to these questions

should reflect the extent to -which the Congress believes

subnational units of government have the capability and
determination to identify their mutual and sepalate
problams, find appropriate solutions, and rigorously
employ resulting strategies in the most equitable, humane,
and efficient manner while glv'ng pr10:1ty to national
objectxves and goals.
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APPENDIX I-

SYUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES FOR
IMPROVING THE NATIONAL IN .TITUTE
OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL '

‘ . JUSTICE )

Develop more research programs that are cumulatxve zn
nature.

Use a longer-range set of priorities to guide indivi-
dual pro;ect choices, which are not iependent solely
on promises of immediate payoff.

, Use devices for making funding choices which force

examination and review of related research that has
already been undertaken, tighten research designs,
and determine appropriate and competent grantees
and contractors., ' )

Require all grantees and contractors, upon’ completion
secondary analysis. repllcatlon, and verification.
Use announcements of areas of interest as the primary
means of generating concept papers and proposals,

rather than relying heavily on solicitations with'
precise specifications of research design.

_Place emphasis upon granting rather than contracting

as a method of obtaining research. Contracting should
be limited to a chosen set of priorities and specific
research intérests with projects having precise and
known deliverable products.

Use a variety of mechanisms to establish more positive
relacionships with a broadly defined resezrch commu-
nity, and to enrich the dialogue between staff and
quality researchers through v

--raising the visibility of the Natioconal
Institute in various potential grantee
communities;

_ -—makiﬁg use of extended leave and
exchange programs to give researchers
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10.

1l1.

12.

13.

experience in grant development and
administration and to give adminis-
trators who have been trained in
research the opportunity to engage
in research in academic settings;

--articulating clearly, its priority
settings and funding ptocedures to
the research community.

. The budget of the National Institute should not be

increased in the near future. There should first be
a change in emphasis to smaller proposals within
specified program areas or of a pilot nature; and the
National Institute should reassess its position with
respect to the knowledge it will have developed in 3
to 5 years.

Establish formal peer review procedures and an over-
all advisory panel for general program planning within
structure of a three-tiered advisory system

Te-a statuto;y Advisory Board on Criminal -
Justice Research: to set overall : :

e wnee PE iorities;. I _ . et e

--program planning panels for each of
the selected set of program areas;

-~individual project review panels.

Employ a less obtru51ve monitoring system to permit
grantees more flexszlxty.‘

Create a framework for program administration and

..budget allocation based on substantive program areas.

Functional divisions, whether they relate to criminal -
justice operations (police, courts, corrections) or
Institute mandates (dissemination, evaluation, and
technology) should serve only to provide particular
expertise to program and project development, not to

suggest- substantive dxvzsxons. —

Fundlng levels should not be txgldly fixed within
such substantxve areas.

Strxct ‘undxng cycles--two or three a year--should
be established and adhered to. :
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14. The structure of the National Institute research
program should have appropriate evaluation, dis-
semination, and technology development functions
integrated into the major researcn effort. -
Components should be represented on whatever
decisionmaking mechanisms are developed to set
the research agenda.

~ " The Acting Director of the National ‘Institute takes
issue with the next five recommendations pertaining to the
operating conditions and organizational placement made by
the National Academy of Sciences Committee. .

15. 1In order to enhance the integrity of the
National Institute and its program, and t-
increase its ability to contribute objectively
to LEAA from an appropriate distance, LEAA's
domination over the National Institute must be
eliminated. At the very least, the Director
must have full processing and sign-off authority
over all National Institute awards, control
over the National Institute's administrative
budget  and personnel, ‘and detailed program re-
view. . The Director-should be. at the level of

--Assistant Attorney General and should be ap- S
pointed by the Attorney General of the Jnxted
States.

"16. In order to assure the National Institute's
functional independence. from LEAA, protection
from the politicization of the Attorney General's
role, and gquidance in. its work by the prlncxples
of scientific excellence, overall program priori-
ties should be set by a statutorily authorized
criminal ]ustxce research adv1sory boatd

17. The Dltector of the Natlonal Instltute should
be chosen from candidates with significant
experience and recognition in both research and
research administration.

18. In order t¢ ensure c06—31nat10n among the
' various activities closely related to the
research mission of the National Institute
e¢nd to ensure the creation of an integrated
antellectual and administrative base, the
National Criminal Justice Information and
Statistics Service, the National Institute
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion, and Project Search should all be in
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19.

the National Institute :tructure. The National
Academy of Sciences Comnittee also endorses the
idea of a bureau of criminal justice statistics;

_the ideal arrangement would be to locate this
bureau within an independent’ National Institute.

Major functions and activities that are extra-
neous to the National Institute's substantive
research program, such as formalized technical
assistance to criminal justice planners and prac-
titioners in designing and performing project
evaluations, or the packaging and marketing
aspects of dissemination, should be located within
LEAA's Office of Regional Operations (now the
Office of Criminal Justice Programs), rather

than in the National Institute.
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