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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMIT'l'EE ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, 

Washington, D.O., June 1978. Hon. OLIN E. TEAGUE, 
Chairman, Oommittee on Science and Technology, House of Represent­

atives, lVashington, D. O. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am pleased to submit to you our Sub­

committee's Special Oversight Report "Comparative Oriminal Jus­
tice Research." 

This report was prepared by Mr. Robert B. McKay, Director of the 
Program on Justice, Society and the Individual of the Aspen Institute 
for Humanistic Studies. Mr. McKay, a noted legal scholar, formerly 
served as dean of the New York University School of Law. 

The report. summarizes a seminar on Comparative Oriminal Justice 
Research held 1n November, H)77, under the joint sponsorship of the 
Aspen Institute Berlin and the Aspen Program on Justice} Society and 
the Individual. Distinguished criminal justice and legal scholars were 
assembled from around the ,vorld to participate in the 5-day seminar. 
Mr. Jonah Shaclmai of the Committee on Science and Technology 
Staff was an invited particpant at the conference and reported on our 
oversight activities. 

The Domestic and International Scientific Planning, Analysis and 
Cooperation Subcommittee has a continuing interest in crime and jus­
tice research issues. To date, during the 95th Congress, 15 days. of 
public hearings have been held in this subject area. The excellent 
report prepared by Mr. McKay 1S highly compatible with our sub­
committee's oversight activities and constitutes a valuable addition to 
the con~resgionallherature on crime and justice research. 

I commend this report to your attention, to the attention of the 
members of the Committee on Science and Technology and to the 
Members of the House. 

Respectfully submitted. 
JAMES H. SCHEUER, 

Chairman, S1.I.bcommittee on Domestic and 
International Scientific Planning, 

Analysis and Ooopemtion. 
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INTROI),UCTION 

In February 1976 Aspen Institute Berlin and the Justice Program 
of the Aspen Institute cosponsored a seminar on Compara,tive Criminal 
Sanctions, a topic which had been suggested by Chief Justice Warren 
E. Burger of the Supreme Court of the United States. At that seminar 
it became apparent that there was a need in each country represented 
for a review of the organizational structure pursuant to which research 
on the criminal justice system was commissioned, the methodology of 
such research, and the uses to which it was put. In November 1977 
a follow-up seminar was convened, also at Aspen Institute Berlin, to 
examine the various ramifications of that problem; to determine what 
assistance could be provjded each country by a comparativc approach, 
and thus to stl'engtheri' the COmmon enterprise of crime control 'and 
fair stru:cturing of the criminal justice system iIi a strugglethab 
recognizes no national borders'. The tentative agenda, as set forth in 
the letter of invitation, reflected 'those concerns as follows: 

... 1. Theresearchcr and the policymaker. Roles, convergences 
. and conflicts. ,'" . 

: 2. Channels of communication bet\veen researchers and policy~ 
makers in the. cthninal justice system. National experiences 
(drawing upon Pi'ofessor Fl'anco Ferracuti'.s' report for the Oouncil 

, . of. Eutbpe, ,"The Ooordinatioii 'Of Research arid the 'Application 
"of Its Findings'in' the Field of C1'iniinal Policy,'" plus selected U.S:' materials).·' '. . . . .' .. 

3. Problems or choice 6tresearch topics, ' " .. 
, 4. The problen;t 'of evaluative.reseai'ch in the criminal jUl3~i~e 

systeIh~ , ,:' .. '.'. . . " . . • ~., :'. " 
: <5,' Criminal justicesystemtese'arch and research on . general 

social problems\vithin a singlemltiohal context a,nd in g~nel'al. . 
,', '"8, ,'Criminal policy within "gerieralsdciaI'policy. . ..' , ", 

. . .. 7. Conclusions and recommendations. " . . .' '. 
, '. Aftel"the fil'st ,da~ of:t;neetings the p'a.1:~ici:parrts agre'ed 'u,poh' 0: l'e-:­
vl~ed agenda, whIch IS annexed as Appenciu,:'A. '. . '.. "'.o'. 

.' The 27' seminar participant&' came fioin'the 'Council of Europe and 
the following nine nations: Canada, Finln.nd, France; Great Britain; 
ISl'aelj Italy, S"reden, . the United States, and West Germany.; The 
list of particiQl1n'ts isamlexed as Appendix B. " .. !. ., ',: 

.. Materials distributed to the participaht's in connection with the 
Reminar were the followlIlg:, " . ' ' J 

,.' Clarke, Penal Policy-lvfaldng and Research in the Honie Office 
... (unpublished rep()l't from Great Britain; 1977).' ... ' " 

• J 

. Ferracuti"The Coordination-of Research and the Application 
. '(if Its Findin~s it?- th~ Fieklof. <;'rim,inal ,Policy (to be published 

.by the Council Of Em·ope). , , '," ". ' 
( l) 
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Kaiser, The Relationship Between Scientific Research and 
Criminal Policy (chapter in Kttiser and Kursentberger, Crimi­
nological Research Trends in Western Germany, 1972). 

Rein and White, Can Policy Research Help Policy? 49 'rhe 
Public Interest 119 (fall 1977). 

Report, of the Subcommittee on ,Crime of nhe'Gomm,ittee on, the 
Judi,CIary, U.S. ,lIou.se of Representatives, 95th qongr~ss, First 
SessIOn, New DIrectIOns for Federal Involvement In CrIme Con-
trol (April 1977). " . ' 

Report of the Subcommittee on Domestic and International 
Scientific Planning, Analysis and Cooperation of the Committee 
on Science aDd Technology, U.S. House of Representatives, 95th 
Congress, First Session, The Federal Role in Crime and Justice 
Research (November 1977). 

Ull.derstanding Crime: An Evaluation of the National Institute 
of IJaw Enforcement and Criminal Just,ice (summary chapter of 
the 1977 report by a committee of the U.S. National Academy of 
Sciences-N ational Research Council). 

Wolfgang, The Conditions of Criminology and Policy Research 
(in the United States) (extracts from unpublished paper, May 
1976). 

In addition, a number of brief papers descriptive of particular 
aspects of differing national research policies and practices supple­
mented the oral presentations. A "library" of other relevant books and 
monographs was available for individual study. 

The topic, which had seemed important in early- 1976, appeared in 
la',te 1977 to be ur~ent. Without exception, partICipants from every 
nation represented Indicated the crucial nature of current discussions 
about how best to control crime, to structure the criminal justice 
system, and to design a research program relevant to those needs. 

'rhe disarray of criminal justice research in the United States is well 
known. DesJ.>ite nearly $6 billion spent by the Law Enforcement Assist­
ance AdminIstration (LEAA) in less than a decade and the vast sums 
spent by other Federal agencies, State and local governments, and 
private organizations, there is substantial doubt about the soundness 
of the research structure and the utility of the expenditures, The 
N ilLtional Academy of Sciences-National Research Council report con­
cluded that the National Institute of Law Enforcemp""'t and Oriminal 
Justice (NILECJ, the research arm of the LEAA) "hl.. :lot been the 
catalyst of a first-rate and significant research program commensurate 
with either its task or resources. [S]tructural and political restraints 
hnve all too often deflected the Institute from its true mission-to 
dHvelop v,alid knowledge about crime problems." The findings of the 
Subcommittee on Domestic and International Scientific Planning, 
Analysis and Cooperation of the Committee on Science and Technol­
ogy of the U.S. House of' Representatives, I'The Federal Role in Crime 
and. Justice Research," were similarly critical of the Federal research 
effort. 

Experience in other countries is not dissimilar, although nowhere 
else have such vast sums of money been poured into research about 
the criminal justice system. Participants from e'very country empha­
sized that new structure is being sought, new que~itions are being asked, 
and new methodology is being tried in order to provide more infor­
mation and' better ways of structurhig the crimInal justice system. 

------------- --------------------------

From Israel to Scandinavia the issues were surprisingly similar and 
the need for new answers equally vital. ' . , ! 

. It was part~cularly strikh~g ~o cli.sco~Ter that in: a:ll theJ nations Tep­
lesent~d t.he effo~·t to use- crlIIllJ?al JlistICe research In thf3 foiimulation 
of polIcy IS relatIvely new, typlCally within the last decade' but the 
r~sults have in general been disappointing. Where ·thfll'e ~ere once 
hIgh hop~s, ~ven expe~ta.tions that crime rates could be lowered' by 
the apph?atIOn of prInCIples developed t~rough criminological re­
se,arch, Cl'lme rat~s ~ave Increased unrelentIngly, and dissatisfaction 
wIth ~he system IS hIgh. Tha~ is a central message of Professor Fer­
racutI's study for the CouncIl of Europe, viewinO' criminal justice 
research fr?m ~ comparath:-e :persI?ect~ve. Profess~r Marvin Wolfgang 
concluded In Ius study of crnnInal JustICe research In the United States 
that m<?st of it has been of low quality and not very useful. Similarly 
the art~cle by Messrs. Rein and White describes the fumblinO' and 
1l1rgel:y Ineffect.ual efforts to use evaluation research in the formulation 
of pohcy. ObvIOu~ly, there are many lessons still to be learned about 
the problem-solvIng function of criminal justice research. Chal'les 
De G~une seems t.o have been discouragingly right. when he said, "l 
have hved a .long hfe ~~d I have never seen a single problem solved." 
. 0!le AmerICan partICIpant asserted tha~i there is too much criminal 
Jt~stlCe research, or at least too much res8arch of a cumulative nature 
chr~~t~d at targets where ans'wers ar~ already availaple. A ~!lropean 
paltiCIpant .noted, howeyer, that sOCIal and economiC condItIOns are 
cO,ns~antly . In flux, makIng necessary continuous re-examination of 
?r1D:~,InogeIl1c phenomena and changing structures of the criminal 
JustIce sy~tem. And ~nother participant wisely observed that both 
ll'!-ay be rIght: there IS too much wasted research but not enouO'h 
dIrected to th~ proper 9.uestions, Indetd, it is not altogether cle~r 
what a~e the rlO'ht questIOns. ' 

In·· VIeW of the unha~py conse~$,us that crimin~l justice research 
has '!l?t been as successful, as antICIpated even a few years ago, the 
partlClptmts asked why SIncere efforts had beeil so unrewarding 
Several reasons were given:' ",' 

I~ the first place, criminology itself is a re~atively n~w: discipline. 
Un~Il I:!-bo?t a decade ago there were few trained practitIOners. The 
l'il:PId rISe,In the ~uI?ber of re~earchers, larg~ly self-certified, developed 
wIth the Incr~aseCl mterest of gover!lments In research whose .purpose 
:was to prescrIbe how to prevent crIme or at least to control It. Iron­
~caVY, perhaps too much money was available too soon that is before 
tr~m.ed researchers were generally available. Qualified researchers are 
stIll ill short supply, apparently in all the count~ies represe~ted. . 

Whe1:l:t~e U.S. space program,was threa~ened by the lack~f qualified 
techn<?l~gIsts, there was 110 hesItance to Invest vast sums In support 
?f traInIng progra~~.· Surely the criminal justive system is no less 
~po!·tant; The ~railling· of research technicians must remain a hiO'h 
prIOrIty, along wIth the preparation of middle-management to und~r. 
~ta~d ,the ~esearch pre~entecl to them for' action. Almost equally 
Hllportant IS the ne'cesslty to train social science writers who can 
transla~e research findings f?r more efficient understanding by legis­
lators,' Judges, and other pohcymakers who use research data. 
.Se~ond, there ha.s even been confusion o,mong funding agencies and 

wlthIn the academlCcommunity about the definition of research. For 
27-819-78-2 



p;resent pqrl?oses, rese~rch is defined cOplprehensively, a,s su~gested 
by one partICipant (wIth appq,rent agreemont by others), to lllcllJde 
A-U of the following:. ..' 

1. Library reser;r~h.-That IS, stu<jy 9f co:q.sPItutlO,Ps,.statutes, reglJla-
tions and case law In the search for ratIOnalIzIng prInCIples or OPPOl'tlJ.-
p.ities for modification. . 

2. Literature surveys.-Although clos~ly related to library res~arch, 
. the difference is that th~ survey te.chmqlJ.e contemplates a reVIew. of 
the research of others to extract common findings and to determme 
what gaps remain for further research. . 

3. Empirwalreseal'ch.-. The traditional and D?-ost valuable technIque, 
provided the methodology is properly establIshed and the research 
Clesign is valu~ free. ., ., 

4. Eval'llatwn Research.-Review of eXIstmg programs to test 
achievement of original objectives and (sometimes) to mfl,~e recom-
!)lendations for modification. . \ 

5. Expe1'imentation.-The establis~ment. or specIfic. pr9grams 4e-
signed to test current hypotheses, mcludmg randomIzatIOn studIes 
where appropria,tc. , . 

6. p,esearch O'f/J research.-Constant reVIew IS necessary of reseurch 
Illethodology. 

Third there has been-and remains-uncertainty about the role of 
research~rs in rela,tion to policy makers. It p.as ofte,l not been clear 
who frames the questiQns, the extent to whICh partIcular results are 
demanded, and tlie use to be made of,research studies. Moreover, there 
is a. serious problem of communicatIOn. betwee~ !esearcher ,and user. 

In explapation. of this difficulty Qne ~f the partiCIpan,ts ou~lmed what 
he called a phenominological descr~ptIOn of the Jela:tIOnship betwee~ 
the IIresearch encoder" and the Ilchent decoder. I-lIs chart (annexed 
as Appendix 0) demonstrates problems in conveying a comprehensible 
message from the researcJ::e! to t~e policymaker; ~ finding the right 
channel to overcome admInIstratIve and other barrIers (and to arl'lve 
in time for policy form:lliation) ; and in overcomiD;g w:hat he called the 
noise of political, economic, and mass COmmUnICatIOns obstacles to 
understap.ding. Finally, he said, recepti~ipy to the research mes~age 
will be affected by the nature of the polItICal structure, whether It IS 
authoritarian, permissive, or ritualistic. 

'rhe model prompted a lively discu~sion. The~e :WftS genera} agre~; 
went that it was ,?lr useful representatIOn of tp.e Ino c?mm~nIcatIQn 
model which is all too common at present. It IS acc~rdll~gly Important 
to recognize th~se potential obstacles to cOlDroUnI~at~on and to ,do 
whatever is possible to eliminate, bypass, or reduce mterference '~'lth 
j3ffective communication. As one participan.t observed, such a dIag­
nostic model is useful if it leads to prescription for irr;tpr~vements. Alld 
another pointed out that there ar~ also comtp.ulllcatIOns probl~ms 
when the policymaker seeks to explalll to the researcher the questIOns 
to be answered. 
.. Here indeed was the central issue of the seminar: Coherence must be 
brought to efforts to determine who decide,s on research needs j h~;nY 
to assure quality research; how to communIcate the resulps to polIcy 
makers and other potential users; and how to make cerpam hat only 
appropriate uses ar·" made of the results. 
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: OB.rl!lCTIVES O~. THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

A useful starting point in defining the purposes of the 'criminal jus­
tice system is the statement attributed to Marc Ancel that criminal 
policy is the IIcoherent and rational organization of society's reaction 
to crime." But that definition, graceful though it is, does not carry 
·us very far toward solution of. pressing problems. In addition, the 
participants noted the importance of setting research in the proper 
frame of reference, including .the following: . 

1. It is not appropriate to think of the criminal justice system in a 
vacuum. It relates-and thus criminal policy relates--to other aspects 
of society, including (at least) poverty, education, employment, lioua·· 
i~g, pl'e~kdown of fami~y relations, and ur,ban pro~lems in general. 
'1 he baSIC values of SOCIety must be kept In mmd In order to keep 
research in the propel' context. It is in this context that the effort 
must be made to prevent or contain crime and to treat criminals. It 
is vital that criminal justice research not be isolu.ted from the entire 
social context out of which criminal problems arise; and only there 
can solutions be found. 

2. 11oreover1 criminal justice should not be isolated from civil jus­
tice. The interaction between the two is strong and sip-'nificant. Thel'e 
are many points of intersection, including policy choic~s us to whether 
the civil or criminal route is preferable in dealing with anti-social 
behavior, 

Once upon a more optimistic time it was widely believed that crime 
prevention was the name of the game, and research goals were often 
cast I1S promises to find ways to win lithe war against crime." Now, 
taking a much more subdued view of what is possible, we talk about 
understl1ndin~ crime, perfecting the process, and dealing fairly with 
victims of crIme and those accused of crime. It is also popular to 
speak of cost/benefit analyses of alternative proposals. But cost/ 
benefit analysis in the criminal justice context does not mean the 
sl1me thing as in the case of consumer resel1rch, for example, where the 
seller's objective is the relatively straightforward goal of maximizing 
pl:ofit. Profit and loss on the criminal justico balance sheet is not so 
readily measured. In criminological research it is more helpful to 
think in terms of risk/benefit than in termg of cost/benefit. The purpose 
must be to evaluate the social risks against the social costs, without 
losing sight of fiscal considerations-a difficult bl1lancing act. Since 
objectives of criminal policy, whether the system is viewed as a whole 
or only in relation to a particular topic, are necessarily multiple and 
often unclearly defined, criminological research is difficult to structure 
I1nd speculative in nature. 

The models ·£01' a criminal justice system have been suggested, the 
crime control model and the due process model. The participants 
agreed that it is no longer necessary to talk about choicea between 
those models. Rather the search should be for an appropriate mix, 
~ontroning crime to the extent p0ssible, but ,always in a system that 

.Is fair and seen 1\0 be fail' by all those involved in the process. Noting 
that ('nothing is so practical as 11 good theory," one participant 
!eminded that researchers in criminal justice should be regarded as 
social en~ineers, intermediaries between the l)urely theoretical and 
the entirely._pragmatic. 
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CRlMINAL~ JUSTICE· RESEARCH :ANtf POr;ICY. OBJECTIVES 

.,' The participants devoted substant,ial and recUl;ring attention to 
two relat'ed questions': (a) How are research needs to be determined? 
and '(b) Who fixes the 'research agenda? Basically, the question is one 
<)f control versus independence; bu.t,. the issue is seldom framed in 
such st~rk terms .. N everth~less, the participants' e.xpre~sed rela,tively 
sharp differences m emphaSIS as to the amount of dIrectIon researchers 
sliould a~cept from policymakers. Some nsserted the importance of 
,~bsolute illdependence on the part of the researcher to choose topicc 
i{)r basic research and to proceed' without regard to the potential 
·usefulness or not of the results. Others, however, argued that policv­
makers should be able to identify the 8,reas in which they need reliable 
~nforp1a~ion' end al~ernative "solutions,," inch:ding .estimates of ~he 
ImphcatIOns o~ chOIce. For example,. ill deahng Wlth the drinkmg 
drIver, the pohcymaker should be entItled to ask the probable con­
sequence of fines (large or small) as compared with loss of license and 
as compared with prison sentences (long or short). 

illtimately, no one dissented from the proposition that policy­
. makers have the tight, indeed the obligation, to seek such information 
and advice; The central question remains, nev dl'theless: How it is 

'possible to combine these policy needs with the imperative of reseatch 
independence. 

Various types of research activity should be noted and contrasted, 
each raising somewhat separate problems. For example: 

1. Research may be commissioned and indeed supported by govern­
ment in the search for ways of approaching a general problem of the 
system, but without directions as to what the answers should be or 
. even what questions should be askecL An illustration would be the 
grant of a. block of fUI,lds to a si:ng1e university to support research 
over a p~rlOd of years mto _the stlllla:rgely uncharged world of white 
collar orime. If the researchers are told to seek inform a tion and to 
'~ook for answ~rs to .questions to: be developed by the resea,rchers, 
'Ind~'J1endence IS thus assured :v1111e at the same time responding to 
'somal needs defined by the polIcymakers. ' 

. 2. Resea,rch may at times be sought into more precisely defined 
questions, with answers requested within a short time' frame. 'rhe 
hazards to independence are· upparent if the researcher is required-or 
believes that he is required, which is the same thing-to come up with 
an' answer that will serve immediate political objectives, But it need 
,~ot 'be ~o. ~here necessity requ~es quic~ answe~s ~e.g., ~here altel'na­
'tive leglslat,lve propo~a]sare bemg conSIdered), It ~s not mappropriate 
to s~ek whatever aclv~ce re.s~arch expertsC!1U prOVIde. If the time con­
sttamts do not permlt otlgmal research, at least there is no reason 
they should not report whatever is available from a search of the 
r~levant literature, an~ mod.els can be suggested for evalua.tion of the 
:results of any change m polIcy. The test is whether the researcher is 
as free to provide information that does not advance the stated aoais 
oIthe policymaker as that which suppor~s the desired.policyobje;tive·: 
IntegrIty of ~~e research effort must m th~ long run be helpful to 
the honest pohcymaker as well as to the publIc and to the researcher. 
. 3. It is import~nt .that research opportunitie~ be kept open to 
persons and orgamzatIOns not part ·of the system in order ,to pro'vide 

, I 

',. 

... 
,. 

11 balance to research commissioned by g~vernment.:So .. called ~,gainst­
the~system r~search is Ii?,t likely t~ ,receVle govern~nt financmg; but 
it is likely to be useful m, dev.elopmg and preservillg the. due pr{)ce~s 
model of the criminal justice syst~m: I~: .the adver~ary .process IS 
useful in promoting opposing views l~ludlClal pr?Ceedillgs ill general, 
ways must be found for the presentatIon ofopposmg research.me~hods 
and results where there is no single "correct': answe~. .' ' 

4. Two types of less }lseful research remam for discussIOn·.9n the 
one hand are, those researchers who deny the need for emplrI~al or 
experimental research, contending that the va~ues they esp~)Use dIctate 
the answers to criminal just,ice system quest~ons. But senous doubts 
must be raised as to the viability of theories whose proponents are 
unwilling to have them tested for verification. On the other hand, 
some self-styled "experts" are available for a~y: project and ~o co~m 
any desired result. Researchers and others WIlhng to sel~ th~ll' serVlCes 
to the highest bidder are not likely to make use~ul contrIbutIOns to t~e 
enlargement of knowledge in an already imp'reClse fiel(~. The short of It 
is that some research is so value-laden that Its con?lus,\.~:>ns are susp,ect, 
either because the researcher comes to the task WIth a predetermmed 
set of values or because the researcher is willing, chameleon-like, to 
assume the values of another. .. 

The participants agreed upon several P!otect,IOns th{l"t coul~ be 
developed to assure the independence and mtegl'lty of research mto 
the criminal justice ~y.stem. , . 

1. Research actiVItIes must be pluralIstlC. Ev.eD; t~ough most re-
search support will come from government funds, It IS vltal to preserve 
and strengthen the ideal of multiple research efforts. If some (or much) 
research money comes directly from government grant or' contrgct, 
other government res~arch, support" equally valuable, sh?uld .. com~ 
indirectly through UnIVerSIty f~ndmg where the determma~IO?-, of 
\esearch direction is better shIelded. from government prl?rl~les. 
Obviously, in the case of di~ect fundlllg of .research, the prlllClpal 
danger is that the research mIght be result-orlented rather than free-
ranging. ; h' 

At the same time it is important that ~n m-house researc cfl:paClty 
be maintained at each government fundlllg agency, thus assurlllg re­
search capacity and understanding of meth.odo~ogy on the p~,rt of t~ose 
who evaluate and approve o~ r~lect apphcatIOn~ for publIc fun~g. 
Moreover, in-house :research IS ImmedIately avaIlable for use by t,!le 

policy maker. . . . . h .. 1 
. Private foundations must be encouraged to remam m t e crlmma. 

justice field. Even though their share of the total re.searc~ dol~ar may 
be small it is significant as a means. of p!eServlllg. dIverSIty and 
:providing initiatives and creativity of the kmd ·.1ess hkely to come 
from government. . . . . 

2. In the case of research comIDlsslOned by, a government ag~D;cy, 
particular care should be taken to insulate the research from pohtlCal 
lllfluence. This may be accomplished by one or more of the follow-
ing techniques. '. . 

a. Research guidelines and priorities for the .grantmg orgamza-
, 'tion should ordinarily be establishe~ .by an ll,l~ependent body, 

whether a board of directors, an adVIsory coun~d, or consultants 
:~ not affiliated with the agency.' 

, , 

I. 
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,1 :'.: b. The-charge to the principal,investigator of 'each research 
" undertaking should be as open, as possible., T~us, !equests, for 
'.;;' proposals ~hould· s~ek ~ppl,lCatIOns that 1?tomlse, Infor:ffiat~on, 
" understandmg, and ImplIcatIOns of alternatIve courses of actIOn. 
: , Specific action results should neithe~ be ~equested nor promised. 
. ' It may be useful to define the relatIOnshIp of the resen,rcher and 

the grantor by contract in order to assure arms-length research 
and to make sure that understanding is mutual. Statutes to pro­
tect the confidentiality of research' findings. should also be 
encouraged, ' 

c, Assurance should always be given that the results of the: 
research will be disseminated to the approp'riate c~mstituency, 

- whether the recommendations of the research study are accepted 
, or not (even though the grantor is not Obligated to accept the 
proffered conclusions or to implement any action recommenda­
tions). In particular, any research program with policy implica­
tions must provide for accessing the data, Competing analysis of 
any project evaluation or experiment is justified on scientific, 
political and economic grounds, So any contracts or grants should 
require that data once collected and analyzed by the original 
investigator m~st be made ,available as soon as possible ,for sec­
ondary n,nalysls, See HedrIck, Boruch and Ross, "Pohcy and 
Regulation for Ensuring the Availability of Evaluative Data for 
Secondary Analysis" (to be published in 1978 in "Policy 

, Sciences"). 
3, Unique problems arise in the context of government-commissioned 

research, which deserve more extended comment as follows: 
, a. The most serious potential hazard is the danger of political 

" influence, whether seeking to influence the result for political 
advantage or whether based on a Imow-nothing mistrust of re­
search in general. The commissioning authority and the research 
community must join together to resist either kind of attack on 
the ,integrity of the process; and of course the ,resea~che~' must 
prove worthy of such freedom by demonstratIOn of skIll and 

, objectivity. 
,. b. Scarcely less troublesome than political interference is 
, the danger of media distortion. Even the most responsible jour­
,nalist of the press or broadcast media is not altogether immune ' 
,from the temptation to sensationalize reports or to draw firm 
conclusions from fiprlings that should be read in much more 
tentative fashion~ T .... :s is a temptation not limited to represent­
ative of the media, It is not unknown for reseal'chers, over­
eager' to impress, to over-state conclusions, and to speculate 
,overgenerously on possible implications. Self-restraint is essen­
tial by all concerned, including research sponsors whose obliga­
tion for accurate statement is apparent.-
, 'c.: Research should be as value free as possible; but there may 

, 'b:e, : no, 'such thing- as absolutely value-free research. E-ven the ' 
choice of topic for investigation by all. independent researohel" 

, reflects the· personal preference of inclusion and exclusion, even 
': if.it should not be regarded as bias. Thus, again emphasizing 
" ·the'need:l1or pluralism in research; it is useful to' have the same 

topic investigated by various res~archers with· varied viewpoints., 

----- ----------------------

d 
;-.' 

,d.- Research cannot be hurtied or cdmpfessed into ail atbi..l 
trary time frame: but such testtaintsare" brteil hot uilderstaad 
:by those who COillI!Jlissioh res~~tch, desiring tesu~t~'st'.o~er .. 
rather than latei'. WhIle teseiirchers may not' always perform WIth 
the diligence that might produce more prompt and' t~us m6t~ 
usable results, they must be ,protected in their "qnhUITled w~ys 
8;O'ainst unreasonable pressure, Results' should neIther besought 
il~~pro~isedin a period that is unlikely to permit,the d~velop~~n.~ 
of meanm~ful ,dat~. ~he problem, can. be aV~Ided most. e~sll~ 
when the, mqUlrY IS dlrec~ed, as lsalw~y's preferable, t.o Io.n~­
range, inior:matlOn gatl?;ermg and emplrld~l or experImental 
to' test varIOUS alternatIves .. The problem IS most aoute when 
answers are sought· to immediately iIi1pe~a~ive ,issues. The im ... 
portant thing is tha~ those who COfilI~llss~on and. those. who' 
perfor!ll rese~rch undetstan~ f~om the begmnmg what IS probable~ 
what IS pOSSIble, and what IS hkely. ." 
. e. Evaluation research in review O'f Govetntrent pl;ograms IS 
particularly hazardous. Program O'bjectives, as d~fined by stat­
ute or regulation, may be multiple rather than smgle, may not 
be clear or may nO't even be stated at all. It is especially difficult 
to accO'~modate research design to uncertain objectives. More­
O'ver, the agency whose progr,am is to be evaluated may be ,re­
luctant to supply d~ta th~t mIght lead to unfav<?rable evaluatIOn 

: or to' recommendatIOns dIfferent than the perceIved gO'als O'f the 
policy makers, ,A fipal difficulty ,~ith res~~rph for governmen,t 
policy formulatIOn IS that the pohcy deCISIOn may nee:d to ,be 
made before the'research results are complete. In all these respects, 
the researcher is liable to the hazard of being caught up' ,in the 
political process with the unhappy risk of h,aying researcp. resu,Hs 
challenged on grounds that go more to POhtlCS than to mteg1'1ty 
of methodology., 

COORDINATION AND COMMUNICATION OF RESEARCH 

All governments, an4 g?vernm~nt at all levels, ~eed !esearchto aid 
in the formulation of cnmmal pohcy, Regrettably httle IS known about 
the system and what actions will trigger favorable r~sponses., Ac­
cordingly,. there is need f?r r~search at ev~ry level on VIrtually' ev:~ry 
topic. The central questIOn IS t<? determme how ,r~search Pl'lO~Itles 
should be set, by whom, and subJect to'what condItIOns. In consld~t­
ing the policy formulation aspects of a research program, so~e partIe.;, 
ipants worried that too much energy (and, funds) are dlrect~d to 
orgn,nizing the research endeavor ,and, too lIttle on research Its~lf. 
Others' observed that proper organIZatIOn of the effort to determu'le 
priorities is a CImcial part of the venture. If the, bureaucracy has, som~­
times to consume too large a share of the avaIlable resources; It may: 
be in patt that the effort has been ~isdirected. " ", " 

The quality O'f the research result IS unhkely .to !I~e above the qualIty,; 
of the administrative structure which sets prIorItIes and screep:s,pro­
posals. If,. as some believe, c:dminological res~arch: has beeD: exc~sstvely',~ 
policy O'~ient~d in the past, the fa::tlt may ,he w~th the dIrectIOn-.or, 
lack. O'f·chrectlOn-at th~ center. It IS accordmgly lmportant ~hat those 
respo~sibl~f()r planning' devefop an ,a?u~e sense of wh~t IS ',needed, .. 
wh~t IS bemg den~, and ,the ~I~e constram.tsl-ior all PI'oJ~c~s m o~d~~ 
b~tter to harmOnIze the entIre research endeavor. Manifestly,ltls 
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desiJ;able tha.t this coordinating impuls~ take place at every .research 
level within each .nation and across natIOnal borders 'as well..' , 
· Once th~ purposes and structures forresearc~ ·a~e establIshed, It 

h? important to work out the channels o,f COmml.i~llcatIOn. As Profes~or 
Ferracuti observed in his paper, HIt IS self-evIdent that the, ma)or 

roblem .in· the field is . that of existing·channels of commumcatIOn 
between' research. an'd. P?li?y making,lI On~ participant su~ges~ed, 
and . others agreed, that It ,IS: useful toexamme the commU~ll~atIOns 
proc~s~ ~in ter~s of the reCIpIents' of research results, recogmzD?-g: the 
possIbIlIty of dIfferent consequences and needs for each. He classIfied 
the client-recipients as follows: 

1. Legislators.-The need ~lere is often f?r what has so~eti,mes beep. 
called "quick and dirty" research. That IS, when ,a !egI~latlve act IF> 
under consideration for enactment or amendment, It IS VItal to secure 
now not later whatever relevant information can be made available, 
The'research 'effort involved is thus very different from that 1'0-

quiJ;ed for the long~range, policy plamler. Researc~ers should be 
fleXIble enough to aSSIst legISlators, so long as approprIate caveats are 
understood, " I' 1 

2, Judges,-Like legislators, judges need info~lD:atIOn m ,a re ,atlv~ y 
short interval. Unlike legislators, !lOwever, theI,r mterest l,S pl'lmarily 
retrospective; and thei~ concern mvolves the mterpretatl(~n ?f par­
ticular past events, LegIslators, on the other hand, seek ,adVIce for the 
formulation of policy with implications for .an uncertalI~ future, Ex­
perienced researchers should accommodate the r~eeds of Judges when­
ever possible, drawing upon the accumulated WIsdom of experts and 
r.eview of relevant prior research. 
· 3. Police.-Police officials operate in the short run, but plan (we 
h.ope) for the future. Acco~dingly, there is ;much research that can be 
directed to the police functIOn s<? l~ng as qUl?k results a~e not expected 
or promised and so long as predlCtIOns remam as tentatIve as the data 
suggest. , 

4, Oorrections officials.-Perha,ps nowhere IS o~lr knowledg:e so un­
certain as in the field of corrections, from sentencmg through mcarcer­
ation to ultimate release on parole or othe~'wis~. No quick soluti<?ns 
are likely to be forthcoming. Bnt the area IS Wide open for creatIve 
research. , . 

. 5. Oriminal dejendants,-A,lthough ~h,Is fifth category of chent­
recipients was not included m the ongmal formulatIOn, some par­
ticipants thought that persoIJ.s accused, of crimA deserve separate 
recognition as researchreci1?ients. Oertamly muc~, cu~rent research 
is directed to crime preventIOn, deterrence, rehabIhtatIOn and other 
matters directly related to ,the individual defendant., , 
· 6. The public.-The ultImate consumer of research IS the ,PublIc, 
collectively and as individuals. Researchers must never lose SIght of 
this fundamental truth, Legislators, judges and all ~h~ others ~re o~ly 
intermediaries who should likewise have the publIc mterest m mmd 
as they request research and implement its conclusions. 
. In this connection it was also observed that the research recom­

mendationsmost likely to be implemented in,practice are t~ose ?<?m­
missioned by or on behalf of the research reCIplent~ above Ident,:t.fie~. 
Research that is commissioned by or for such a chent commumty IS 
more likely to find a rece,pt~ve, audience; and. it is significantly more 
difficult for such a COmmISSIOmng body to reJect the research results 
it has f3ought. 

it ! 
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-,. . .' ;B;4.Sl;C· ·.A1fD APPLIED ·:tmSEAROH· . . " '. 

.donttover~y f),PQ~nd~ ~s to th~·:~elat,iv~. 'roleofb~'~i~~~d appJi~;d 
rese~~ch. Ther~" IS, ~mdeed, e:ven a prelImmary difficulty in deCIding 
where to ,dt;aw t~e liI~e. All participants agreed that both are necessary, 
Perhaps It IS, not so lmportapt to draw aline between the two as it is 
~o ma~e sure that the questions asked are basic questions-and that .. 
msulatlOn from governmental interference is assured. This is what is 
meant by soc~al engineering, ,Bi term frequently used by thepartici­
pants. If. government sometImes 'seems more interested in applied 
resell:rch ~ds~ort-~an~e results, it is necessary for the research com­
mumty to contmue ItsmslStence on the need for basic research as well 
even though the immediate usefulness may be less apparent.. ' ' 

4t this p'oin~ the 1?~rticipants were !eI!linded of th!3 ,need for ex­
p.eflmenta,tIOn m additlOn to theory bUIldmg and empIrIcal research, 
In some countries experimentation involving the use of control groups 
is limited or even forbidden by the principle of legality making even 
more important the dissemination to those countries 01. the results of 
experiments in other countries. 

RESEARCH ACCOUNTABILlT'Y 

Finally, in this connection the participants emphasized once more 
the importance of.accountability. 
, 1. Government must be held accountable for encouraging value-free 

researc~ and for regular and careful testing of government programs by 
evaluatIon research, . 

2. Researchers mus~ be, accol~ntable' to their funding source for 
~ompetent resear,ch deSIgn, mt~grIty of.me~hodolog:y, care in reporting 
Iesults and on-tIme performance. If, as IS sometImes asked IIWho 
watches the watchdog," we might equally ask, IIWho xesear~hes the 
researcher?" And, as some participants reminded, much remains to be 
~earned a~out research planning and the structuring of research fund-
mg agenCIes. . 

INTERNATIONAL COOPERA'l;ION IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE J,mSEARCH 

The topic 'Of the seminar was comparative criminal justice research 
and, niuch useful information was exchanged about the state of th~ 
art m t~e vari<;)Us countri.es :represented, including mutual condolences 
about dISappOlntment WIth the results to date, When the discussion 
turned to cooperative efforts across national boundaries there was 
little to report. Two primary problems were noted: (1) I~terdiscipli­
nary ~nd cross-cultur,al research is particularly troublesome because of 
the d~fficulty, of holdmg a c,uIture constant long enough to get com­
paratlve.findmgs. (2) Fundmg SOUI:c~S are extremely scarce for any 
transn~tlOnal researc~ efforts. PartIClpant~ ~oubted the availability 
of government fundmO'. (except to the lImIted extent that inter­
natio~al !tgenqie~ can help, a~ discussed below). The only pr:ivate' 
orgamzatl0ns Wl:llCh came to mmd were the FQrd.Foundation and the 
German -Marshall Fund. . . . . 

The. i~tei:Datl~nal agencies, inte~e~ted hi crhriinal justice.resea~ch 
are also, hmlte4 ill number and actIVIty •. . . '. l·. , 

Ii 
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1. The United N atiohs has not emphasized criminological research, 
partly as a result of the internal structure which includes crime pre­
vention and the treatment of offenders as part. of the social serVICes 
area. Perhaps criminal justice activities should he given septttate 
~ge!tcy stat11;s to ~ncotlrage greatet re~eatch. creativity'. ~orMv~r,. ~he 
Umted N atIo~s IS heavIly preoccupIed wIth. developmg countrIes, 
whereas the crlIIia problems' are collcentrated iil. ~he developed coun­
tries. By this measure, in the field of crime the United States is the 
most Ilunderdeveloped" country, and West Europe is a close second. 

We Were told that the United Nations research centers \x,rould be 
appropriate places for international cooperation on critninal j'ustiee 
research, but they have not yet lived up ~o that poteIl;tial. Part. of the 
problem, we were told, has been the failure to provIde .effective re-
search directors in the responsible posts., . 

2. 'The Council of Europe has done considerable workin promoting 
and coordinating criminological research (in particular by organizing 
conferences, granting !el~owships, publishing a Research Bulletin) ; but 
money and staff are hmited. , 

3. The few regional bodies are also possibilities, but most areas do 
not have such organizations, or they exist primarily on paper. The 
Scandinavian Research Council is a good example of the potential for 
effective comparative research and sharing of results. 

Subsequent to the conclusion of the semmar one of the participants, 
Dr. Denis Szabo, Director of the International Centre for Compara­
tive Criminology at the University of Montreal, submitted a more 
detailed statement of international comparative criminology. It is 
included there as Appendix D. 

CONCLUSION 

These comments may present a more gloomy picture of the status 
of, criminal justice research in the principal nations of the West than 
was the spirit of the seminar. It would be more accurate to report 
that the participants shared considerable dismay about the too-much, 
too-soon quality of past criminological research. Even that record is 
not wholly unfavorable. Several European participants noted that the 
very fact of ongoing research has an impact on the process, even apartl 
from the outcome. For example, research on police discretion and 
research on sentencing in West Germany both have had beneficial 
consequences on the systlJm entirely apart from ultimate recommenda­
tions. A participant from the United States was even more explicit. 
Criminal justice research in the United States has contributed to 
policy formulation in at least the following areas: (1) Sentencing: 
determina.te versus indeterminate; (2) sentencing guidelines; (3) elimi­
nation of status offenses; (4) curtailment of parole; and (5) modification 
of the treatment model., . . 

The present is a time of foment in criminal justice. research, in 
criminal policy formulation" and in the organization of research efforts. 
~he in;':balance conclusion of' the participants. was that th~ topic is 
tImely and should be pursued. The mood IS upb~at for a better future. 

An ttPpropriate peror~tion'might be this statement by one of the 
parti~ipants. "Do not," he said, "tefight the battles of th~ l!1st war. 
IdentIfy the problems of the future and get about the business of 
researching them." 

, " 
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APPENDIX A. 

COMPARATIVE CRIMINAL JUSTICE RESEAROH 

FIRST REVISED AGENDA 

l ~:: i~ Piliblic policy, and who are the policy makers? 
. IS e proper relationship between P l' k 

a. To what ~xt\ent should policy object? ICy bIlla ers and I'esearchers? 
b. How can mdependence of research be ves e sx;ed by researchers? 

d
c. HWohw should accountability be structur~d~serve 

. at balance. should be str 1 b t . 
research? uc ~ e ween m-house and external 

e. Is the researcher as' I . 
practitioner)? OCla engmeer (between theoretician and 

f. How should criminal justice resea h b . t . 

Wh t 
poverty, ~ocial welfare, edu~ati;~ th; f~r:;·ratetd l?nto research on 

3. a are t~e functIOns of research? ' 1 y, e c. 
a. BasIC v!lrsus, applied research. 
b. Coll~ctlim of data and statistics. 
~. ¥et~I~val aud dissemination of research 

. rammg and education of researchers . 
e. Imp(~~ 0l~:i~1:f~~~n public policy. ,iAddI'essees" of research. 

(2) Judges. 
(3) Police. 

. (4) <?ort:ectional authorities. 
4 Wh t CohmumcatIOn to public through the media 

ext.~rnall;? a~e t e best ways to develop alternative point~ of view internally and 
5. How IS It possible to develop b tt . 

or with international bodies? e er cooperatIOn across national boundaries 
6. What are the appropriate d' . . f 

at the. Federal, State and localle~~Ilslons 0 research ,actiyity, in a federal system 
(ConsIder, e.g~, the role of the LEAf) What structure WIll best serve those ends? 

(13) 

, I 



APPENDIX B 

WORKSHOP ON COMPARATIVE CRIMINAL ;JUSTICE RESE~RlJH.....,.NoVEMBER 7 TO 
11, 1977 

LIST OF PARTICIPANT$ 

Hans-Jorg Albrecht, Max-Planck-Institut fUr AusHindischcs und Internationules 
Strafrecht Gunterstalstr. 72, 7800 Freiburg/Breisgau. Tel. 0761-35605 

Inkeri Anttila, Director, Researoh Institute of Legal Policy, Pengerkatu 30 E 39, 
SF-00500 Helsinki 50. Tel. 712278. 

JUrgeli Baumann, Senator jur Justiz, Salzburger Str. 21-25, 1000 Berlin 62. 
Ulrich Biel, Lawyer, Chairman, Judiciary Committee Berlin Parliament, Falken-

ried21, 1000 Berlin 33.' . . 
Gunter Blau, Ostpreussenstr. 15, 6000 Frankfurt/Main 60. Tel. 06194-33419. 
Robert Boruch, Northwestern University, Psychology Department, Evanston, 

Ill. 60201. Tel. (312) 475-6639. 
Franco Ferracuti, Professor of Forensic Psychiatry, Ulliversita degli Studi di 

Roma, Facolta di Medicina, Citta Universitaria, Istituto di Psicologin, 00100 
Roma. Tel. 06-4991/268. 

Robert W. Gardner, Staff Coordinator, Justice System Improvement Study, 
President's Reorganization Project, New Executive Office Building, Washing­
ton, D.C. 20503. Tel. (202) 395-5180. 

G. Di Gennaro, Director of Study and Research Unit, Ministry of Justice, Via 
Luigi Gallo 16 Roma. Tel.. (6) 657442. 

Hartmuth Horstkotte, Oldenburgallee 58, 1000 Berlin 19. '1'el. 305-6494. 
Wayne A. Kerstetter, Associate Direotor, Center for Studies in Criminal Justice, 

University of Chicago Law School, 1225 E. 60th Street, Chicago, Ill. 60637. 
Robe.!'t Martinson, Center for Knowledge in Criminal Justice Planning, 38 East 

85th Stref.lt New York, N. Y. 10028. 
Robert B. McKay, Program on Justice, Society, and the Individual, Aspen 

Institute for Humanistic Studies, 36 W. 44th Street, New York, N. Y. 10036. 
Tel. (212) 730 01 68. 

Herbert Miller, Co-Director, Institute of Criminal Law Oenter, Georgetown 
University, 605 G Street, N. W., Washington, D.C. 20001. 'reI. (202) 624-8220. 

Paul Nejelski, Office for Improvemente in the Administration of Justice, U.S. 
Department of Justice, Washington, D.C. 20530. Tel. (202) 739-4606. 

AlvaI' Nelson, University of Uppsala, Department of Crimina~ Law Box 512, 
S-75120 Uppsala. Tel. 155400. 
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APPENDIX C 

ReSl')arch Communications Mogel 

llesearch Channel 
Encoder 

\ 
~ 

1. Obscure 
2: Semantic barrier 
3, Level of abstraction 
4. Applied vs. basic 
5. Quality of the lTIes sage 

1. Closed 
2. Blocked 
3. Administrative barrier 
4. Timl') lag 
5. Lack of intl')rn10diarY' 
6. Value of barrier 
7. Role discrepancy 

1. Political 
2. Economic 
3. Mass communication 

1. Authoritarian 
2. Permissive 
3.. Rltualistic 
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APPEND1X D 

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN COMPARA'l'IVE CRIMINAL JUSTICE RESEARCH, 
DENIS SZABO, NOVEMlJER 17, .1977 

At t4e meeting of the Aspen Institute Berlin on Comparative Criminal Justice 
Research, the question arose concerning the role of international organizations, 
governmental as well as non-governmental, in the fostering of comparative re­
search, in international cooper.ation and the exchange of information. Moreover, 
the question was also brought up concerning the possible role of international 
cooperation within the framework of the ongoing reorganization of tpe National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice of the LEAA. In this sport 
note, I would like to address both these questions. 

~. COOP~RATION CONCERNING INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 

At the United NationS' level, the Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice Section 
of t4e Social and Economic Affairs Department is the supreme body within this 
world organization devoted to criminal policy. Its main activities concern the 
preparation of the congresses which take place every five years and which are 
prepared through a great number of regional meetings devoted to the several 
topics discussed at the Congress. At the same time the Section monitors the several 
international agreements concerning the criminal justice system, such as the 
standard minimum rules in the prison system, the deontology of police conduct, 
etc. 

The United Nations Social Defence Research Institute, UNSDRI, estab­
lished in Rome as a research branch, adopts the strategy of action of the Section 
whose headq.uarters arc situated n.t present in New York. Threld regional insti­
tutes, one in Japan, oue in Cairo and one in Costa Rica are entr\1sted with carry­
ing out the United Nations criminal justice programme in their particular areas. 

The criminal division of the Legal Affairs Department of the Council of Europe 
coordinates and stimulates researoh aotivities oonoerned with: the objeotives of 
criminal policy and assists the European Council of Ministers of Justice. 

The Spandinavian Researoh Council for Criminology pel'ft!>rms similar activ­
ities under th~ authority qf the Nordic Counoil, whioh inoludes Iceland and Fin­
land. The Panarab Organization of Sooial Defense of the Arab League provided 
leadership in determZning the oriminal policy of its own member sta,tes .. -

In the Socialist (lountries of Central and Easterp, Europe, regular meetings 
take plaoe between the researoh institutes affiliated with the Genera1 Prosecutors 
Office. Information is exchanged and some coordination of research activities 
attempted. These meetings do not inolude representatives of research instltutes 
affiliated with the universities or the Academy of Soienoe. 

With regard to the role of the non-govcrnmental organizations, there are four 
major scholarly organizatiops: 

International Allsooiation ·of Penal Law 
International Society of Criminology 
Internl1tional Society for Social Defense 
Internationa,l Penal and Penitentiary Foundation 

Their activities, like those of the United Nations, are devoted to the preparation 
of their world congresses which take place every five years. A ooordination com,. 
mittee,· comppsed of theseoretary generals of these organizations and those. of 
the United Nations, meets regularly in ord~r to nvoid duplications or the over,. 
la}>ping of dates by their respeotive organizations. 

The International Assooiation of Penal Law is sponsoring the Internation~ 
Institute of Higher Studies' in Criminal Soiences in the oity of Syracuse, with the 
support of the Italian Government and the municipal counoil of this oity. This 
Institute organizes yearly meetings. The International' Society of Criminology 
sponsors a yearly course devoted to the study of oriminology. In addition this 
~oc~~ty established, in conjunotion with the University of Montreal, the ¥pter~ 
llationi11 Centre for Comparative Criminology,' and with the University of Genop" 
.\ . (17) ., " .. 
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the International Centre for Clinical Criminology. It also organizes research 
seminars all over the world to stimulate empiric!li research in the various countries' 
own spheres of activity. 

In North America, an annual meeting of the Directors of Criminal Justice 
ReRearch Centers promotes ongoing contact between responsible persons in 
universities as well as governments. 

II. pnOPosAL FOR AN INTERNATIONAL CO.MPONIDNT IN THE REORGANIZATION OF 
'l'HE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE ' .. 

The following recommendation is based on our experience at the International 
Centre for Comparative Criminology with regard to international cooperation. 
It is mainly inspired by our experience in cross-clllturalresearch and the training 
of researchers for comparative studies, part of which was sponsored by the Ford 
FoundaMon and by the N ationnl Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice of LEAA since 1966. 
The problem 

In spite of the great incrcase of internal activity within different countries and 
the growth of international communication, there is a great deal of redundancy 
and lack of complementary and mutual reinforcement in these efforts. 

One commonly encounters two quite opposing but self-defeating attitudes in 
this area. One reflects a tendency to accept models of criminal justice, crime 
prevention and control measures from other countries that are quite inappropriate 
to the nature of the crime problem and the social and cultural conditions of the 
country that imports the model. .: 

The second attitude reflects an advanced state of di&illusionment and cynicism. 
arising from pust failures to learn better methods of crime prevention and control 
from the research and practical experience of other countries, . 

The first attitude accepts too much without recognizing the need for ad,apting 
to local circumstances. The second rejects too much, on the assumption that the 
different countries have nothing in common with respect to the np.ture of the crime 
problem or the relat.ive effectiveness of different control measures. 

International cooperation in this area has suffered in the past from an inade­
quate recognition of certain key obstacles that have reduced the effectiveness of 
cO?lparative criminological research and the transfer of criminal justice technol­
ogIes,' 

These key obstacles may be briefly identified as follows: , 
(a) Historical tradition, social and cultural, reflecting a tolerance for different 

types of criminal activities or permissible methods for preventive controlj 
(b) Important differences in the structure of the legal system, penal code and 

methods ofoperationj 
(0) Striking differences in the relative salience of different crime problems in 

different countries, related to the degree of industrialization, popUlation concen­
tration, mobility, heterogeneity of ethnic, social and religious groups in the popu­
lation anel their level of social and economic development i ' 

(d) In many countries reduced priority of the crime problem in relation to other 
social problems which command the bulk of available resources, a conditioll 
especially charactel-istic of the so-called IIdeveloping nations;/I 

(e) Variations in importance of the crime problem, in public attention and allo­
cated resources in accordance with its relevance and. urgency iIi the political con­
text of different societies; 

(f) All the above also reflect Significant differences in the degree of development 
of research capabilities, theoretioal interpretation of the crime problems and the 
effectiveness of the social and legal response ot it. There are also important differ­
ences in the readiness to promote collaboration between the research community 
and practitioners in the field of crimine.l justice. This is partly a function of the 
relative degree of state control of both the evaluation of research and practice, 

We need therefore to obtain a sharper definition of those issues and priorities in 
research and action which countries share in common despite the difficulties 
enumerated above. By setting such as international agenda, especially among the 
most advanced countries, we can greatly stimulate and enhance the production of 
international cooperation. 
The proposal 

(A) The establishment of an international component within the framework of 
the proposed Criminal Justice Research Institute, This proposal concerns the 
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?rganization of yearly research c " 
lesetrch programme of the Instit~~!er!ffce~ron the maJor priol-ity topics of the 
meThs and research res!llts in these sa'me ~l:e~~~ an :tv!lluatio.n of existing experj. 

• t::se research semInal'S small" III cer a:In foreIgn count"ies, 
fallrtlCtlpan~s, should foster: at the I~a~~m~er antdh WIth a: restrictd number of 
e ec ual hnks between the b llpe, e creatIOn of meanin f I ' 
:!~e~r~~eall justice admini~~:to;~~ ~~~eo~~~er~h~iofalt.CtOmt muhnity of :ohol!~; 
E y as an observer at the I '. ns I u e s ould be repre C urotpe and the annual meeting of afh~u~.me~tIng of Directors of thc CounCil of 

eThers of North America. Irec ors of Criminal Justice Research 
" e. actual legislation limits . to t· 

L~'ACXlo~ and international highja~ki~glo~a~ tooper;1ttion to the field of drug 
limitatio:: ~~~IJi~!t~~1 to those ~articula~ to;i~~r1~e~: t~r~~a~me with 
aCiivities .o.f the Institute~rged to Include all interests seminal to the ::s:!~~ 
. n addItIon to these seminars r 'd' 
Innovation, I also propose: p OVI Ing means of exchange of technology and 

,(b) The enlargement and th . t't. . 
F~Wo~~hra!llCe. This p!ogram~~S ~hl~~~~;a~i~~al{e~h~hIn~,ernational Fellow-

:~edSththlst the F~E~~h~s~~~fa~!h~~~e~ti~~~n.al ttushtice"i ,y~oufg1~rfiJ~t ~~~~ 
~r e ~cond World War, In e umallltics and social sciences 

y creatIng 10 to 20 scholarshi d", 
~~o)eatn scholars, the majority of ~~O~~~;~lda~o~og American, Canadian and 

. ~ a e not only a better und t d' e years old or less we would 
crImInal justice systems but we ~~uin Ing of the functioning of their' respective 
transfer of technologies'is possible b ~ be able to e~aluate the extent to which the 
d~~adcultural histories and different l:g~e~~ pC~lir.trIles Wlt'th widely differing social 

es we would build up in th A' .Ica sys ems, Moreover in a f 

:;~T::: ::~~fJnd~~~~~~~~i~si:au:~~~~I~~~~lc:~i~hr~~ed{~:~ee~~~Che~?~jd~i~l:!s~~~ 
o award these scholarshi s th esearc ,an admInIstratIVe areas 

for the adjudication of reseafch co~t~~fu.,techmque of selection should b~ wed as 
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