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TO THE PRESIDENT AND THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

We" have the honor to transmit herewith the Thitd Annual 
Report of the Justice System Improvement Act Agencies, that is, 
the Bureau of Justice Statistics; the National Institute of 

. Justice; the Office of Justice Assistance" Research, and 
Statis~ics; and the oH: ice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. This report describes their prog~ams and activities 
during fiscal year 1982. 

The Justice System Improvement Act (Public Law 96-157), 
which took effect on December 27, 1979, restructured the Law 

c 
Ehforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) and created four 
independent .Agencies wi th'in the Department of Justice under the 

"authority of the Attorney General to help State and local 
government~ improve the administration of their criminal justice 
systems, to conduct research in criminal justice, and to compile 
and disseminate" criminal justice statistics. LEAA was terminateg 
on Apr il" 15, 1982, after· not having recei.ved any appropr iations 
since fiscal year ·1~.80. ' 

On December 8, 1980, the Juvenile Justice Amendments ot 1980 
(public Law 96-509) took effect. The statute amende,d the 
Juvenile Justic~ and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 by taking 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevent~on out of 
LEAA, making it an independent Agency within the Department, and 
extending. its authority through fiscal year 19a4. The two 
si"l;atutes significantly improved the manner in which the Federal 
Government provides financial and technical aid to state , countyj" 
and municipal criminal justice systemS. 

Stewart 

Institute of JUstice 

l1 . 

'/ .· .. P. _//'In . ,.' 
-~'~i" Steven R. Schlesinger . . " 

Director 
Bureap of Justice 

Statistics 

~.~~c 
Alfred S~ Regnery " 
Admi,ni s tr a tor-Designa te 
Office of Juvenile 
Justice and 
I;)elinquency Prevention 

'," .. 
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Introduction 

The first substantial Federal aid to State and local criminal 
justice systems was made possible through the creation of the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) in 1968. 
LEA A had a research program and a criminal justice informa­
tion and statistics service. which are now operated by the National 
Institute of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Statistics. Begin­
ning in 1974. LEAA operated the Oftice of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention. which provided State and local grants 
and c.oordinateQ programs for juveniles throughout the Federal 
Government. 

The President and the Congress agreed to end the LEAA grant 
program to the States and localities beginning in ,fiscal year 
1981. On April 15. 1982, LEAA was terminated. 

The National Institute of Justice conducts research to increase 
knowledge about criminal behavior and criminal justice operations. 

and it evaluates the effectiveness of various kinds of criminal 
justice programs. , 

The Bureau of Justice Statistics develops statistics about crime 
victims. offenders. and criminal justice operations. 

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
administers a broad range of programs to assist State and local 
governments help young people. Its Na.tiomll Inst'itute for Juve­
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention conducts research to 
determine the most effective ways with which to prevent delin­
quency and to help youths lead more productive lives. 

The Office of Justice Assistance. Research. and Statistics coor­
dinates the activities of and provides staff support to the National 
Institute of Justice. the Bureau of Justics Statistics. and the Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

The Legislation 

The Justice System Improvement Act (Public Law 96-157) 
took effect on December 27. 1979. h reorganized and restructured 
the program as originally established underthe Law Enforcement 
Assistance Adm.inistration in Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (P. L. 90-351). The 1979 legisla-
tion c~ted thh:e new agencies. the Bureau of Justice Statistics. 
the National Institute ofJustice. and the Oftice of Justice 
Assistance. Research. and Sta~istics (OJARS). The latter 
agency's purpose wac; to coordinate the activities Qf the other 
agencies and to provide staff sppport. In addition. OJARS 
administers the Public Safety Officers' Benetits Act of 1976 
(P.L. 94-503). This.legislation provides a $50.000 benefit to , 

". 

the survivors of public safety officers (including firefighters) 
killed as the result of personal injury sustained in the l.ine of " 
duty. " .. 

On December 8. 1980. the Juvenile Justice Amendnlents 
of 198,0 (P.L. 96-509) were enacted. They created the Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (which thereto­
fore had been a part of LEAA) as an autonomous agency 
within the U.S. Department of Justice and continued the pro­
gram created in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre­
vention Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-415). authorizing it through fiscal 
year 1984. 
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Budget 

The total budget for the Justice System Improvement Act Agencies for fiscal year 1982 was $128.6 million. The individual appropria­
tions for 1982 (in thousands of dollars) were as follows: 

Juvenile justice formula grants ........................................................................................................ , ....... . $43.095 
Criminal justice formula grailts (Part D) ........................................................ ',' , ....... '\ ....... ".'" .................. .. 
Treatment Altematives to Street Crime (Part E) .......................................................................................... . 3.800 
General criminal justice grants program (Part F) ........................................................................................... . 
Training: 

Educational development .............................. ., ..... , ............ ; ............................................................. . 
Prosecutor training ... '., .................................. ; ................................................... ; ........................... . 
General criminal justice training ....................................................................................................... . 

Subtotal. Training ................................................................................................................... . 
Crime prevention programs ....................................................... '" .............................................. __ ........ .. 
Juvenile justice programs: 

Special emphasis ........................................................................................ ,.................................. 14.365 
Juvenile justice institute.................................................................................................................. 7.436 
Technical assistance..................................................... ................................................................. 2.028 
Concentration of Federal efforts ......................................................................................................... __ ...::6;..:,7.;:.6 

Subtotal. Juvenile justice programs ...... , ............................................... ,. ...... .......... ... ....... ......... ... 24.505 
Public Safety Officers' Benefits program................................................................................................... 10.131 
Executive direction and control, OJJDP. ............. ....... ................... ............ ........................... ...................... 2,400 
Administrative services, OJARS/LEAA..................................................................................................... 9,623 
Executive direction and control. LEAA .................... : ................................................................................. ___ _ 

Subtotal, Law Enforcement Assistance Appropriation ...... .... ......... ........ ....... ........ ...... ................ .... .... 93,554 
Research, evaluation. and demonstration programs .......................................................................... ;...... ...... 16,767 
Justic~ statistical programs ............................................................................................. ,...................... 13.875 
Executive direction and control, NIJ ., .......................................... , .......... ............... ........... ....... .............. ... 2,908 
Executive direction and control, BJS ............................... ................... ........................................................ 1.450 

Subtotal, Research and Statistics Appropriation ....... \'\...................................................................... 35,000 
Total •••.••••••••••••••••••. , .•• , , ••.••..•..•••.••••••....••••.••.•..••.•... ';.;., ...•.•..••.•.••• ,""', •••••.•••.. ~' .................................. $128,554 
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Office of Justice Assistance, 
Research, and St~ltistics 

.,/ The Office of Justice Assistance. Research. and Statistics 
(OJARS) coordinates the activities of and provides staff support 
to all the agencies authorized under the Justice System Improve­
ment Act of 1979. 

During fiscal year 1982, OJARS implemented the phase-out 
plan for the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA). The plan brought to an end the State and local assist­
ance programs of LEAA and transferred to OJARS the Public 
Safety Officers' Benefits program and the Treatment Alternatives 
to Street Crime program. as well as several other criminal jus­
tice improvement efforts that continue. The termination of LEAA 
created the need for a reduction-in-force that produced the separa­
tion of 36 employees and the downgrading of 18 others. 

Throughout the year, OJARS continued its cooperative cam­
paign with the National Advertising Council to help prevent crime 
in America. Through a coalition of Federal and State agencies and 
national nonprofit organizations, citizens wer\! urged to initiate 
new crime prevention programs or enhance existing ones. emphasiz­
ing that crime can be prevented through citizen action. To assure 
the continuing success of the campaign-which has received some 
$100 million in donated public service advertising space and time­
OJARS entered into a cooperative agreement with the National 
Crime Prevention Council to manage the campaign through fis­
cal year 1984. 

OJARS developed a reauthorizati911 proposal for the Justice 
System Improvement Act, and it was presented to the Congress 
in June 1982. Tile proposed legislation would continue the pro-" 
grams of the National Institute of Justice and Bureau of Jus-
tice Statistics and would create a small Office of Justice Research 
and Statistics headed by an Assistant Attorney General and 
responsible for supporting and coordinating the activities of the' 
National Institute of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Statistics. 

V Significant 1982!accomplishl1lents at OJARS also included the 
resolution of all but J5 docketed civil rights compliance cases­
closing 55 complaints, the final close-oat of 215 block and 650 
categorical grants, aiid the review of some 350 final grant audits 
by the Audit Review Committee. . 

Office of General Counsel 
The Office of General Counsel provides legal advke to the 

Justice System Improvement Act Agencies and to the Office 
ofJuvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. the Office repre­
sents these ag~ncies in administrative hearings" including. dur­
ing the pasty~ar, grant denial hearings, M~rit System Protection 
Board hearings, civil rights compliance appeals, and grievance 
arbitrations. The Office also plays a substantial role in the defense. 
of lawsuits affecting the agenFies. During the past year, litigll- ' . 
tion included suits challenging the reduction-i!1-force (RIF)c9n~ 
dueted hi theagencjes, several appeals of benefit denials under 
the .public Safety Officers' Benefits Ac.t, and an equal employ-
ment opportunity case. . . ' .. 

Cases of particular note included Andrade v. Lauer. an action 
brought by 28 Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion employe:es contending that the RIF had a disruptive impact 
on their agency's operations. The U.S. District Court in 
Washington, D.C., dismissed the case for lack of subject matter 
jurisdiction. :It is currently on appeal to the United States Court 
of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit. In a related case, Martin v. Lauer. 
the Court of Appeals permitted the Agency to compel employ­
ees to disclose to the Agency written information and documents 

, that they had provided to their counsel that could be subject to 
the Privacy Act and the Freedom of Information Act. 

The U.S. Court of Claims upheld the Agency's position in 
several cases arising under th~ Public Safety Officers'! Benefits 
Act, including two controversial heart attack deaths (North v. 
U.S. and Russell v. US.). " 

In administrative actions, the Agency reached a settlement 
with the Massachusetts Department of Correction under Which 
that department agreed to improve living conditions for handi­
capped inmat,es confined in the State's penal institutions. " 

During the year, the Office published "Legal Interpretations 
of the Public Safety Officers' Benefits Act," an index to the legal 
opinions, claim determinations,and court decisions made under 
the Act since its inception in 1976. The Office also assisted in 
promUlgating the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention's "valid court order" regulations. which described the 
circumstances under which judges could incarcerate adjudicated 
juvenile status offenders for violations ofcou'rt orders. 

The Office also advises officials on legal questions arising 
from grants, contracts; and the statutes and regulations govern­
ing the expenditure of Federal funds. In addition, it is responsible 
for drafting Agency regulations and reviewing audit findings. It 
played an important role in the phaseout of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration and its programs over the past two 

(71 years. 0"1' 

\ ,. 

Office of Civil Rights Compliance 
The Office. of Civil Rights Compliance monitors compliance 

with the civil rights responsibilities of the recipients of criminal 
justice system financial assistance under the Justice System . 
Improvement Act of 1979 and the Juvenile Justice and Delin­
quency Prevention Act. This includes el)f9rcement of Title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Section 8 i5(c) of the Justice Sys­
tem Improvement Act. of 1979, Section 504 of the Rehabilita­
tion Act of 1973,as amended, the Age Discrimination Act of ,1975, 
as amended, and the Department of J,ustice regulations promul­
gated for the implementation of these statutes (28 CFR Part 42). 
Although no poSt-award compliance reviews were conduct~d 
during the year,twci resolut.ion agreements were negotiated and 
execu~f,d that 'Yere th~ result of previously conducted compli-
ance reviews. .' 

Three, n?tices of noncompliance were issu~d that warned 

3 



-,,-- ---­m: 
~~----- ~----- - - -

of possible fund suspensions if compliance was not secured. Fund 
suspension was imposed in two cases, but funding continued 
after resolutions of the noncompliance. 

During the year 55 complaint investigations were completed. 
A total of 3.75 workyears was contributed by professionals in this 
effort. As a result, the inventory of cases decreased from 58 
at the beginning of the year to 15 at the end of the year. Although 
157 allegations of civil rights noncompliance were received 
during the year, only 12 were docketed for investigation, primar­
ily because of the lack of LEAA or other JSIA funding to the 
cited respondents. 

Office of Public Information 
The Office of Public Infonnation is responsible for keeping 

the news media and the general public fully infonned about JSIA 
Agency activities. It responds to questions and prepares news 
announcements and feature stories about all programs of general 
and special interest. 

The Office arranges news conferences and briefings to explain 
the details of significant research findings, statistical reports, 
and important new program initiatives. It also prepares speeches, 
briefing papers, and policy statements for JSIA Agency adminis-· 
trators and directors. 

As the Freedom of Information Act Office, it encourages· 
the widest possible dissemination of infonnation consistent with 
the law. During fiscal year 1981, the Office responded to 428 
Freedom of Infonnation Act and Privacy Act requests. 

The Office publishes a newsletter, Justice Assistance News, 
which is distributed ten times a year. 

During the past year the Office issued 42 news features on 
matters of national interest and 49 news releases of regional 
interest. 

Office of Equal 
Employment Opportunity 

The Office of Equal Employment Opportunity evaluates 
the JSIA Agencies' personnel mam:.gement policies, practices, and 
programs for their impact on equal employment opportunity 
and the development and implementation of the Agencies' Annual 
Affinnative Action Plan. It processes infonnal and fonnal EEO 
complaints of discrimination and implements the required Spe­
cial Emphasis Programs. 

Fiscal year 1982 activities included: 
• The JSIA Agencies participated in four major national 

conferences on civil rights and equal opportunity for minorities 
and women. 

• The Office collected additional data concerning equal 
opportunity. In addition, quarterly statistical reports on female 
and minority employment in relation to the Agency's goals were 
analyzed. , 

• Heritage Week activities for blacks, Hispanics, women, 
and Asian/Pacific Americans included a wide range of activi­
ties during each special week, i.e., educational workshops, films, 
displays, and receptions with ethnic displays. 

4 

Office of Planning 
and Management 

The Office of Planning and Management provides general pol­
icy direction and support for OJARS' planning, management, 
and evaluation activities. It facilitates the coordination of these 
activities with NU, BJS, and OJJDP by developing and provid­
ing infonnation on management and program topics of mutual 
interest. The Office is the principal advisor to the Director of "" 
OJARS on issues that cut across the JSIA Agencies. The Office" 
was also responsible for coordinating the phase-out of the LEAA 
program, which was officially tenninated in April 1982, and manag­
ing a small number of criminal justice improvement programs 
that continue. 

Among its significant activities in fiscal year 1982, the Office 
of Planning and Management: 

• Prepared the LEAA Phase-out Plan, dated January 22, 1982, 
and chaired the Phase-out Task Force, which monitors the phase­
out of the LEAA program and conducts contingency planning for 
anticipated personnel and budget reductions. 

• Managed the National Citizens' Crime Prevention Cam­
paign in partnership with the Advertising Council and helped 
establish the National Crime Prevention Council. 

• Managed the OJARS Victim Assistance Program. 
• Revised OJARS' audit resolution policy and procedures, 

coordinated activities of the OJARS Audit Review Committee, 
and oversaw the development of an automated audit tracking 
system. 

• Managed grants to the National Criminal Justice Association, 
the National Governor's Association, and the National Associa­
tion of Criminal Justice Planners to encourage the institutionaliza­
tion of criminal justice system planning within the States and 
also.,to help assure the responsible tennination of the State block 
grant component of the former LEAA program. 

• Provided liaison "for the JSIA Agencies with the General 
Accounting Office. 

• Managed a number of ongoing programs, including the 
Regional Infonnation Sharing System program, the Law Enforce­
ment Accreditation program; the Treatment Alternatives to Street 
Crime (T ASC) program, and the Prison Industries Enhancement 
program. 

• Managed phase-out activities for the "Sting" Anti­
Fencing program and the Integrated Criminal Apprehension Pro­
gram (ICAP). 

• Participated in and provided support for the Intelligence 
Systems Policy Review Board. 

Office of the Comptroller 
The Office of the Comptroller is th~ principal advisor to the 

Director of OJARS on resource management, infonnation systems, 
and internal controls. It also is respomible for planning, 
developing, and improving financial management programs; for 
upgrading Federal and State financial and grants management 
systems; for providing policy guidance, controls, and support 
services for the JSIA Agencies in the areas of accounting, budget­
ing, grant management, procurement, claims collection and settle-

ment, internal and external administrative automated data pro­
cessing (including hardware and system development, financial 
management, budgeting, accounting, mandgement infonnation, 
and other administrative infonnation systems); for administering 
the Public Safety Officers' Benefits program; for tenninating 
the LEAA grant program; and for providing technical assistance 
and training to the other JSIA offices, to the Criminal Justice 
Councils, and to other grantees in the area of financial management. 
It also coordinates the JSIA Agencies' compliance with finan­
cial and grants management regulations and directives. The Office 
has six divisions: the Infonnation Systems Division, the Account­
ing Division, the Budget Division, the Financial and Grants Man­
agement Division, the Contracts Division, the Program Services 
Division, and the Public Safety Officers' Benefits Division. 

When the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration was 
tenninated in April, 1982, the responsibility for closing out the 
program was transferred to this Office. A separate division was 
created to monitor and bring to a close all remaining LEAA grants. 
In addition, a task force was set up within the Office to recon­
cile the accounting records (including the letters of credit) for the 
Criminal Justice Councils and all LEA A grantees. The Office 
is emphasizing improvements in management and efficiency to 
allow it to proceed with the orderly closeout of the LEAA pro­
gram while providing support services to the ongoing JSIA com­
ponents without interruption. 

Office of Operations Support 
The Office of Operations Support is responsible for direct­

ing and coordinating all activities concerning the internal and 
organizational support of OJARS and the other JSIA Agencies. 

The Personnel Division provides employee services to all com­
ponents of the Agencies. This includes the recruitment, selection, 
and placement of all employees. It also represents management 
in all labor-relations matters. A major activity during the year 
was the conducting of a major reduction-in-force as a result of 
the aboUshment of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­
tion. This resulted in the separation of 36 employees and the down­
grading of 18°other employees. An Outplacement Task Force 
consisting of JSIA staff and a representative of the Justice Man­
agement Division in the Department of Justice was fonned to 
assist separated employees in finding new employment. The per­
sonnel strength declined from 317 at the end of the fiscal year 
1981 to 281 positions at the end of fiscal year 1982. 

The Administrative Services Division is responsible for the 
management and provision of securit.y, furnishings, telephone 
systems, equipment, maintenance, office space, mail services, 
and safety and health programs. In addition, it assists" grantees in 
obtaining Federal excess personal property. During fiscal year 
1982, grantees obtained property originally cost,ng $360,523 at 
a cost of $96,295. 

,) The Management Support Division is responsible for the JSIA 
Agencies' uirectives systems, records management, correspond-

ence, files and fonns management, management analysis services, 
graphic support, and printing and publications support services. 

Office of Congressional Liaison 
The Office of Congr~ssional Liaison is responsible for main­

taining effective communications with the Congress, for develop­
ing legislative proposals to implement Administration goals, 
and for providing general guidance in intergovernmental affairs. 

The Office perfonns liaison activities with congreSSional 
leaders, committees, and with the individual members of the Con­
gress on legislative matters affecting the JSIA Agencies and 
the criminal justice community. It is responsible for the review 
of pending legislation affecting criminal justice, for the drafting 
of JSIA reallthorization legislation and for the preparation of 
statements and background material for officials of the Depart­
ment testifying at congressional hearings. 

It retains a close working relationship with significant national 
organizations interested in the criminal justice system, particu­
larly _concerning mutual legislative interests. 

Office of Public Safety Officers' 
Benefits 

The Public Safety Officers' Benefits Act of 1976 authorizes 
the Department of Justice to pay a benefit of $50,000 to the 
eligible survivors of State and local public safety officers who 
die as the result of a personal injury sustained in the line of 
duty. 

Public safety officer is defIned as "a person serving a pub­
lic agency at the State and local level in an official capacity, with 
or without compensation, as a law enforcement officer or as a 
firefighter. " Among those for whom coverage is intended are per­
sons involved in crime and juvenile delinquency control or 
reduction, or the enforcement of the criminal laws, including police, 
corrections, probation, parole, and judicial officers. Paid and 
volunteer firefighters are also covered. 

The Act applies to deaths occurring from injuries sustained 
on or after September 29, 1976. 

During fiscal year 1982, there were 302 claims filed under 
the Act. During the same time, 216 claims were detennined to 
be eligible and 81 ineligible. This resulted in benefit payments 
of $10.8 million. 

By the end of fiscal year 1982, 1,840 claims had been adju­
dicated under the Act. Line of duty death data is extracted from 
these claims and stored in an automated data base. This data 
base was created to assist research efforts into the cause and pre­
vention of line of duty deaths. Data is now available from local, 
State, and Federal public safety agencies upon request from 
universities, public safety associations, unions, and others inter­
ested in preventing line of duty deaths. 
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National Illstitute of Justice 

The National Institute of Justice (NIJ) sponsors research and 
development to learn more about crime, its causes, and how 
criminal justice agencies can better control it. 

Among the highlights ofInstitute research during 1982: 
• The results of career criminal research provided ~ improved 

means for identifying the relatively small number of offenders 
who commit an exceedingly large number of violent offenses. The 
studies provided a profile of the types and volume of crime 
committed by the most criminally active offenders and a range 
of offender characteristics that could-when refined- help deter­
mine which defendants should receive longer sentences. 

• Researchers probed the nature and patterns of specific 
violent crimes, such as robbery and homicide, the relationship of 
weapons and violent crime, and thdmpact of programs targeted 
on violent offenders. 

• Training for law enforcement officials presented 
approaches for realigning police operations while reserving resources 
for the most serious crimes. The workshops emphasized alter­
native approaches to the efficient delivery of police services that 
would also permit increased efforts to combat violent crimes. 

• Studies examining issues addressed by the Attorney 
General's Task Force on Violent Crime gathered reliable new 
information about victim services, the role of victims in the crimi­
nal justice system, victim compensation, and crime prevention 
in the schools. 

Organization 
The Institute is divided into four offices, reflecting the basic 

functions assigned to • by Congress in the Justice System 
Improvement Act of 1979. The Office of Research Programs sup­
ports a broad range of research activities to help strengthen 
criminal justice operations and formulate policies for crime pre­
vention and control and a better understanding of criminal pat­
tems and behavior. The Office of Research and Evaluation Methods 
supports research on prediction and classification techniques, 
analyses of crime control policies, and the development of per­
formance standards for criminal justice agencies. The Office of 
Program Evaluation sponsors assessments of criminal justice pro­
grams and procedures. And the Office of Development, Testing, 
and Dissemination translates the results of research and evalua­
tion into operating techniques, tests promising new criminal 
justice programs and transfers information through training and 
dissemination to State and local officials. Overall direction and 
policy guidance is presented by the Institute's Director who is 
appointed by the President. A presidentially-appointed Advisory 
Board assists the Director by recommending policies and priori­
ties and advising on peer review procedures. 

Career Criminals 
Research on the career criminal is an Institute priority. It 
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attempts to increase knowledge about repeat offenders and poli­
cies for controlling habitual criminals. 

In 1982 the National Institute announced the results of a 
six-year research project on career criminals conducted by the Rand 
Corporation. The most recent studies in this long-term effort 
confirmed earlier research showing that a relatively small per­
centage of felons commit a disproportionately large number of 
serious crimes. The typical violent offender who poses the greatest 
threat to society is an individual who commits a combination of 
serious offenses, including robbery, assault, and drug violations. 
This profile of crime types, which distinguishes the criminal acti­
vity of the "violent predator," was drawn from interviews with 
nearly 2,200 inmates in Texas, California, and Michigan and 
from analyses of criminal histories. 

The researchers found that the most active violent predators 
commit hundreds of serious crimes a year. For example, the 10 
percent of the sample with the highest robbery rates commit-
ted more than 135 robberies a year. And the same percentage of 
the sample with the highest burglary rates committed more than 
500 burglaries a year. Drug crim~s by the 10 percent of the sam­
ple with the highest drug-dealing rates averaged more than ~ pOO 
drug deals a yc~-::. l, 

The study also corroborated the link between drug use and 
serious crime. California inmates who were heroin addicts reported 
committing an average of 34 robberies, 68 burglaries, and 22 
thefts per year. By contrast, inmates reporting no drug use said 
they committed an average of two robberies, three burglaries, 
and eight thefts per year. Multiple drug use was a distinguishing 
characteristic of the serious offenders: typically heroin with 
barbiturates, barbiturates with alcohol, and amphetamines with 
alcohol, among other combinations. 

In addition to drug usage, levels of criminal activity, and types 
of crimes, other characteristics set serious offenders apart from 
their less violent counterparts. The ~areer offender usually begins 
committing crimes, particularly violent crimes, well before he 
is 16 years old and is more likely than other offenders to have 
spent a long time in juvenile facilities. The group was characterizro 
as being more socially unstable-without jobs or family ties-and 
more given to multiple drug use than were other offenders. 

A policy of selective incapacitation targeted on this group 
could reduce crime and, in some cases, conserve scarce resources 
as well. As the analyses demonstrated, the impact of such a 
policy would ultimately depend on both offender rates and cur­
rent )prison populations. In California, for example, a strategy 
of reducing terms for low and medium-rate robbers and increas­
ing terms for high-rate robbers could achieve a 15 percent reduc­
tion in the robbery rate and reduce prison populations by 5 percent, 
according to the researchers. Among burglars, the best selec­
tive strategy analyzed by Rand required a 7 percent increase in 
prison population to achieve a 15 percent crime reduction. 

The profile of career offenders stemming from Rand's analy­
ses suggested a scale that could-when refined-help judges deter­
mine whioh defendants should rec~ive longer prison terms. In its 
present form, the scale draws on factors such as previous length 
of incarceration, juvenile criminal history, history of drug use; 
and employment record. The study cautions that the scale, as 
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currently proposed, entails a high risk of error. When properly 
refined it could enable a more explicit and accurate method of 
classifying offenders than. the approaches currently used by the 
criminal justice system. 

The serious, repeat offender is also the subject of other Insti­
tute research. A panel of experts convened by Harvard Univer­
sity in 1982 focused on the problems involving the detection and 
prosecution of the dangerous defendant. More aggressive police 
investigations, improved access to juvenile records, and better 
record-keeping practices were among the recommendations of 
the panel for improvements at the front end of the criminal jus­
tir.;e system. With these improvements, defendants with serious 
c~minal histories would face a greater likelihood of identifica­
tioi~'-.durin!! their high-risk years. 

A~~.\". ~~search phase was launched on the career criminal 
during thi\year. It will focus on those serious offenders who 
do not mr{lure out of crime but continue to prey on sodety well 
into mid{ne age. , 

Violent Crime 
A variety of Institute research projects are examining crimi­

nal violence. Some of these efforts focus on the nature and pat­
terns of specific types of violent crimes. Others, including the 
research on career criminals, focus on violent offenders and their 
treatment by the criminal justice system. 

Long-term trends in both violent and property crime were exam­
ined in another study published in 1982. Virtually every major 
U.S. city has experienced increases in crime during the post-war 
years 1948~1978, the study reported. Based on data gathered 
from 386 cities, the study found that violent crimes jumped more 
than 250 percent from 1950 to 1970, and property crimes soared 
400 percent during the same period. While there was a four-fold 
increase in crime, there was only a two-fold increase in crime­
fighting resources. Police officers per capita rose from 1.7 per 
1,000 to 2.3 per 1,000 during the 30-year period, but the increase 
in law enforcement personnel did not keep abreast of crime rateS. 

A study of homicide last year documented the substantial 
increase in this crime during the lO-year period from 1968 through 
1978 and revealed the increasing proportion of homicides com­
mitted by strangers a~ compared to those murders in which vic­
tim and offender are family members or acquaintances. The 
study also found a high degree of city-to-city variation in hOI~i­
cide rates and patterns. 

A study on robbery detailed the patterns and trends in this 
most frequent violent crime. Reported robbery rates tripled 
betWeen 1965 and 1975. The rate leveled off from L976through 
1978 but returned to aboutthe 1975 level in 1979and soared 
to a new high in 1980. A crime that is concentrated in the big 
cities, ro~bery is predominantly stranger-to-stranger, and it gen­
erates a great deal of fear because of the potential for violence. 
Indeed, one-third of the victims are injured in robberies, the 
study reported, and current indicators suggest that violence in rob­
beriesmay be increasing. Answers to this and other questions 
will be sought in new proposed research. 

Recently completed research on weapons and violent crime 
reViewed existing literature and surveyed the amount and quality 
of data recorded by pOlice and courts. The estimated 100 to . 
140 million guns in private ownership in 1978 represented an 

increase of 40 million over the number in 1968, the study 
reported. Most of this increase could be accounted for by the growth 
in the number of U . S. households and the increased purchases 
by sport shooters, hunters, and police. No defmitive evidence was 
found to link a fear of crime generally or a fear of violence to 
the increase in gun ownership. Nor was there reliable evidence 
that private weapons are an important cause Of, or deterrent 
to; violent crime. The landmark report of this research has been 
used extensively by Federal, State, and local agencies. 

An Institute project that neared completion in 1982 responds 
to a recommendation of the Attorney General's Violent Crime 
Task Force. It explores the problem of school crime and pro­
vides practical suggestions for reducing it to school boards and 
administrators, municipal officials, and law enforcement and courts 
personnel. A policy brief will analyze the legal issues in school 
crime and outline key features and potential benefits of a local 
action agenda. A monograph will pull together information on 
the nature and extent of crime in American schools and various 
approaches to reduction or prevention. A brief guide for school 
principals will explain methods for collecting, recording, and ana­
lyzing school crime information and using the data to devise 
workable tactics for crime prevention and control. 

Related Institute efforts are examining criminal justice pro­
grams that fc ~11S on violent crimes and violent offenders to deter-
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mine effective 'approaches for implementation on a wider scale. 
For example, assessments of career criminal prosecution units con­
tinued during 1982 with the evaluation of "Operation Hardcore," 
a Los Angeles prosecution unit that concentrates on homicides 
committed by gangs. The evaluation revealed that the project 
achieved higher conviction rates and increased rates of convic­
tion to the most serious charge, compared to similar cases han­
dled by the regular prosecution units. Also nearing completion in 
1982 was an assessment of the New York State Violent Fel-
ony Warrant Squad'. This project was one of several local innova­
tions identified as promising programs that focus specifically 
on violent criminals. The New York program uses State police 
to track down felons wanted for violent crime and narcotics 
offenses who have fled local jurisdictions. The Institute's assess­
ment will analyze whether the apl~;'oach is suitable for adop-
tion in other States. \" !' . 

Drugs and Crime 
Research also is beginning to increase the understanding of 

the relationship between drugs and crime. Institute research 
on the career offender, for example, illustrates the clear associa­
tion between severe addiction and high levels of criminality 
and the corresponding decreases in crime associated with reduced 
drug usage. Analyses of a sample of Baltimore addicts showed 
similar results-daily heroin users committed violent crimes at a 
rate 21 times higher than when they were relatively drug free. 

Are addicts more likely to commit crimes while they are on a 
high or while they are in the grip of a withdrawal? Is drug usage 

, perceived liS part of a criminal lifestyle or is the need for a fix 
the compelling motive? These and similar questions are being 
addressed by an Institute project exploring ~asic issues concern­
ing the relationsh~p of crime to drugs and alcohol. 

Now in the early stages of its investigation, the Interdisciplin­
ary Research Center for 'the Study of the Relations of Drugs 
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and Alcohol to Crime is studying ~ sample of hardcore addicts 
and alcoholics in East Harlem, New York. The research is examin­
ing their criminal behavior and probing their motives and percep­
tions of how opiates contributed to their criminal activity. 
Ano~er study group for the project is a sample of youth in "Yule 
City, " a northeastern. metropolitan area representative of urban 
America. The interviews and<.data obtained on these youth, who 
are in the formative years for drug and deliqucncy involvement, 
are expected to afford a clearer picture of when these behavior 
patterns emerge and how they interact. 

Victim R~search 
The plight of crime victims was underscored by the Attor­

ney General's Violent Crime Task Force, which made several 
recommendations about victim rights. 

A new NIJ study of crime victim compensation responds to 
the Task Force's call for current information and analysis of 
the experience and cost of compensation programs throughout the 
!'fation. Institute researchers have surveyed all the programs now 
operating in 36 States and the District of Columbia. The result­
ing handbook details advantages and disadvantages of different 
types of programs, the cost of various approaches, and the sources 
of funding-particularly the experience to date in using fines 
and penalties as sources of revenue. 

Among other recent research on victims is a study examin­
ing the experiences of 274 New Yorkers who had been victim­
ized by robberies, assaults, or.burglaries. Interviews with the 
victims four months after thlincidents found the majority of them 
plagued by psychological problems--fear, anxiety, self-blame, 
difficulty sleeping-regardless of the nature of the crime. The study 
also reported that all but two of the victims turned to friends 
or relatives for assistance in coping with their problems rather 
than, to the services of formal victim agencies. Many ·of the 
New York victims were unaware that there were agencies that 
could assist thecin. 

To improve the outreach of such services, NIJ sponsored a 
study analyzing six victim assistance progrcuns. All have particu­
larly strong links to criminal justice and social service agencies, 
affording a direct line of contact between victims and the agen­
cies that serve their needs. 

Research also has addressed the difficult problem of domes­
tic violence and other non stranger violence cases, and a training 
workshop for 9riminal justice officials was held in 1982 on 
effective ways to cope with these cases. Re~earch now in prog­
ress is looking at the issue of how victims respond-from resist­
ance to subrnission-to violent assaults. It will help answer such 
questions as: Does resistance heighten the risk of injury or death? 

Another study is following up on an important issue raised 
by the Violent Crime Task Force. Researchers are surveying 
victims and criminal justice professionals to determine the extent 
to which the full inlpact of the crime on the victim is. considered 
in decisions made by the criminal ju~p~e system. The aim is to 
identify the most useful procedures fbi; ensuring that the degree 
of harm suffered by the victim receives full consideration. 

An Institute study on citizen crime prevention efforts pub­
lished in 1982 included a survey of the specific anticrime mea­
sures taken by a sample of Chicago citizens.· At teast a third 
of the citizens had strengthened the' security of their households 
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by such measures as installing alarms or w,indow bars, special 
locks, special outdoor lights, or the use of timers on lights or radios. 
About one~third also engraved their valuables with identifica­
tion marks, which is a measure more often taken by younger citi­
zens than by older ones, presumably because of its recent 
addition to the list of crime prevention tips. As for group anticrime 
efforts, less than one-tenth of the citizens had ever participated 
in community crime prevention efforts per se. However, a major­
ity reported membership in at least one formal voluntary orga­
nization in which crime prevention was a part qf the agenda. The 
study concluded that communityconcems asa 'whole, rather 
than specific crime problems, are the reason for' citizen volunteer 
activities. This and the social bonds formed by groupparticipa­
tion are the compelling motives for their involvement, a finding 
which the study called to the attention of Police and commu-
nity leaders recruiting members for crime prevention campaigns. 

Building Stronger Cases 
Studies indicate that a significant number of even the most 

serious cases--violent crimes--wash out before conviction. For 
example, research by NIJ and the Bureau of Justice Statistics indi­
cate that half of all felony arrests fail to result in conviction. 
To learn why this is so, recent Institute research has focused on 
the chain of events that follow an arrest. 

Several studies published in 1982 examined problems in the 
interconnected work of police and prosecutors in processing 
criminal cases. One study identified wo major weaknesses in cur­
rent practices: police often do not give prosecutors the informa­
tion necessary to follow through on arrest and complete successful 
prosecution; pros~utors often fail to communicate information 
needs to police and infoIll! them of dispositi9ns or reasons for 
dismissals. The study urged specific recommendations to 
strengthen communication and coordination between police and 
prosecUtors, including a revamping of the case transfer pl'Ot,;ess 
to facilitate a direct exchange between the prosecutor assigned to 
the case and the police officer with the most knowledge aJ:lout 
the case. . 

Another study of case processing focused on the quality of 
arrests--their convictability. Based on research in eight jurisdictions, 
the study reported that in typical police depaltments: only a few 
officers consistently produce quality arrests. Interviews with police 
officers in Washington, D.C., and Ne~ York,{:ity revealed 
that those with high convictiorirates paid more 'attention to locat­
ing and dealing with witn~sses, used a two-pronged interview­
ing approach--a factual line of inquiry and an indirect psychological 
style--to question witnesses, and persisted with.the details of 
processing evidence, locating witnesses, and the like in followup 
investigations. 

Assessing the impact of sentencing reforms has been the focus 
of several efforts. A panel of e~perts convened by the National 
Academy of Sciences reviewed the ~xisting information' on sen­
tencing guidelines, mandatory sentences, and similar reforms 
and commissioned papers on issues that warranted additional 
exanlination. The final rePort was expected by the end of 1982. 
Also nearing completion at the end of the. year was a field experi­
ment that tested the Ulie of, sentencing guidelines in selected 
jurisdictions in two St~tes: -. 

Managing Resources" 
Institute studies examining current law enforcement agency 

practices have suggested alternatives for police service delivery. 
For example, research on citizen crime reporting patterns and police 
response times have suggested improved systems for managing 
calls for service. By 1982 experimental programs involving these 
alternative approaches had been sufficiently tested and refined 
in several sites, enabling the Institute to implement a field test of 
a system for classifying and responding to citizen calls. Through 
screening procedures, the system uses less costly responses--tele­
phone reporting, qetayed response by an officer-to handle 
nonemergencies, thus freeing resources for critical calls and other 
police department priorities. 

Research Into Practice 
To encourage the use of new infonnation by criminal justice 

agencies,' the Institute translates research results into operational 
terms and presents them in a variety"oGorml,its for practitioners~ 
Manuals and repo~s offer practical guidance for agencies in 
adopting new approaches. For example, "Measuring the Costs 
of Police Services,': published in 1982, describes the most 
advanced cost analysis techniques for~estimating the indirect as 
well as the direct costs of police servic2s. The report explains 
how the techniques can serve as tools for realigning departmen­
tal policies. Other reports published in 1.982 included "The 
Use of Mediation and Arbitration in Small Claims Disputes," and 
"Police Citation in Lieu of Arrest." For particularly signifi­
cant research results, the ideas are shaped into a workable pro­
gram and tested in actual operational settings. A field test on 
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"Differential Police Response" was in progress last year. At the 
same time, evaluations were nearing completion on these field 
tests: Commercial Security, Structured Plea Negotiation, and 
Multijurisdictional Sentencing Guidelines. 

Results from research studies and field tests are communi­
cated qirectly to practitioners through the Research Utilization 
Workshops. In 1982 "'Improved Police Management" was pre­
sented to 472 senior police officials. A total of 182 municipal 
and criminal justice officials attended the workshop on "Cutback 
Management" presented in five localities. 

NIJ also maintains an international clearinghouse of informa­
tion on crime and justice at the National Criminal Justice Refer­
ence Service. The Reference Service meets the needs of 40,000 
criminal justice practitioners and researchers here and abroad, 
keeping them abreast of the latest knowledge about all parts of 
the criminal justice system. Reference specialists furnish resource 
materials on criminal justice topics or conduct customized searches 
of the Reference Service data base, which has 67,000 items. 
Dissemination of criminal justice publications, including the NCJRS 
bibliographies and other reference tools, amounted to 250,273 
documents in 1982, or an average of 20,000 documents monthly. 

Sound information on which to base purchasing decisions 
is a critical need for criminal justice agencies. NIJ sponsors the 
development and testing of performance standards for the tech­
nology and equipment needed for criminal justice operations. 
Among the better-known products of this program is the light­
weight body armor, the Kevlar protective vests,. developed and 
tested un~~r NIJ auspices. The bullet-resistant vests have been 
credited with saving more than 400 police lives. Tests of riot 
helmets, which were conducted in 1982, revealed that only six 
of 15 helmets available on the market could meet the perfor­
mance criteria for penetration, and only four of the 15 helmets 
met the impact requirements. Other items tested in 1982 ~ncluded 
handcuffs, crash helmets, transceivers, and drug test kits. 
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Bureau of Justice Statistics 

The Bureau of Justice Statistics is the national repository 
for statistical infonnation about crime and the operation of crimi~, 
nal justice systems at all levels of government. It also is a source 
of financial and technical support to State statistical and operating 
agencies in all of the States and territories. It develops national 
infonnation policy on such issues as the privacy, confidentiality, 
and security of data and the interstate exchange of criminal 
records. 

In the three years since its creation, the Bureau has devel­
oped a program that responds to the diverse requirements of 
the Justice System Improvement Act. The Act responded to 
more than half a century of recommendations calling for aD inde­
pendent and objective national center to provide basic infonna­
tion on crime to the President, the Congress, the judiciary, State 
and local governments, the general public, and the news media. 
The Bureau was established to ensure the collection of adequate 
statistics on crime and the response to crime from Federal, State, 
and local criminal justice agencies; to improve the accuracy, 
completeness, and usefulness of these agencies' statistics; to assist 
in the development of adequate State and local statistical systems; 
to direct attention to policy implications of criminal justice d~ta 
collection, utilization, and exchange; and to conduct surveys, 
censuses, and special studies in response to immediate policy issues 
confronting the Department of Justice and the Congress. 

Data Analysis and Dissemination. The Bureau of Justice Sta­
tistics has developed a responsive data analysis and dissemina­
tion capability. An ongoing intemal analytic capability is maintained 
to provide the Administration and the Congress with timely 
and accurate data regarding problems of crime and the administra­
tion of justice in the Nation. The Bureau's Government-wide 
leadership role in the preparation of the 1981 National Indicators 
System Briefing on Violent Crime is an example of this role. 
This briefing was presented to the President in September of that 
year and circulated in the Congress. Another major function of 
the Bureau's dissemination program is to provide regular ana­
lytic reporting to wonn the public about crime and justice issues. 
The Bureau prepared and disseminated almost 35 analytic reports 
during the year. The analysis program is conducted primarily 
by in-house staff, employing the Bureau's on-line computing and 
graphics capability. The initial analyses of the National Crime 
Survey and of several correctional surveys are perfonned by per­
sonnel at the U.S. Bureau of the Census funded through an 
interagency agreement. 

National Report on Crime and Justice. The primary focus 
of the Bureau's analysis program in fiscal year 1982 was the 
preparation of the "National Report on Crime and Justice." Desig­
nated as a priority program by the Attorney General, this report 
will serve as a comprehensive presentation of statistical infonna­
tion concerning crime and the administration of justice. In addi­
tion to the Bureau's own data sources, the repqrt draws on data. 
from other Federal, State, and local agencies ~:well as a vari- ' 
ety of other research and reference materials. . 

The National Report provides a hitherto unavailable treat­
ment of complicated issues associated with the criminal event, 
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offenders and victims, and the institutional response to crime 
in a style appropriate for a general audience. Now in the final 
stages of preparation, this report is expected to be published 
in 1983. 

The BuUetin Series. The Bureau's bulletins, initiated in 
1981, present data generated in the various statistical series. They 
are published on a regular basis in a nontechnical fonnat suit­
able for a broad audience. Each addresses a topic on crime or the 
administration of justice. During fiscal year 1982 twelve bulle­
tins were published. 

Technical Reports and the Sourcebook of Criminal Jus­
tice Statistics. The Bureau has initiated a technical report series 
that presents the findings of the Bureau's statistical series and 
technical research programs and addresses issues of statistical 
methodology. The technical reports are produced as appropri­
ate topics arise. The first was published in July 1982 and pre­
sented 1980 National Crime Survey data. 

During the year the Bureau published the ninth ,edition of the 
"SourcebOok of Criminal Justice Statistics," Which presents 
criminal justice statistical data from more than 1 00 sources in an 
easy-to-use single volume. 

The National Criminal Justice Data Archive. The Bureau 
sponsors the National Criminal Justice Data Archive at the 
Interuniversity Consortium of Political and Social Science at the 
University of Michigan. It provides assistance to data users 
whose needs are not satisfied by published statistics. All of the 
Bureau's data tapes as well as other high-quality data are stored 
.at the Archive and are disseminated via magnetic tapes compati­
ble with the user's computing facility. In addition, the Archive 
disseminates microfilmed National Crime Survey data for users 
who lack access to computing facilities. 

Methodological Evaluation. During the year the Bureau 
engaged in major projects to assess and evaluate the methodol­
ogy used in the Nation's two most J~mportant statistical series on 
crime, the National Crime Survey and the Unifonn Crime Report­
ing program. 

The potential modifications to the National Crime Survey that 
were studied include incorporating data on crimes that are not 
cwrently covered, techniques to improve victims' recall and report­
ing of crime incidents, collection of additional infonnation about 
crime incidents and about the activities and characteristics of crime 
victims and nonvictims, improvements in the sampling efficiency 
of the survey and changes in data collection procedures, and tech­
niques for investigating crime problems in small geographic 
areas. 

During the year the Bureau of Justice Statistics and the Fed­
eral Bureau of Investigation completed preparations for a major 
national assessment of the Unifonn Crime Reporting program 
that will be sponsored jointly by the two agencies. The project 
will convene a consortium of organizations to analyze the Uni­
fonn Crime Reporting program, to review the current and poten­
tial utilization of its data, and to make recommendations for 
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improving the program. 

Adjudication Statistics. The Adjudication Program is 
designed to provide the Bureau and other researchers with national 
statistics on felony prosecution, public defense, trial court 
processing, and appellate review. 

During the year the Bureau continued its support of the 
National Court Statistics Project conducted by the National Cen­
ter for State Courts. Three documents from the project were 
published: "State Court Model Statistical Dictionary," "State 
Court Model Annual Report," and "State Court Organization, 
1980." 

Another adjudication project supported by the Bureau col­
lects and analyzes case processing data from jurisdictions that 
employ the Prosecutor's Management Information System 
(PROMIS). Data tapes were collected from 26 jurisdictions, 
analysis of the data was begun, and a report was prepared in draft 
fonn. . . 

Anew effort begun during the year focuses on indigent def~nse 
systems. The Bureau supported a national survey of such sys­
tems to collect statewide data on existing defense systems, the 
costs associated with each, the methods of organization, the 
legal characteristics of each system, and associated demographic 
and economic variab~es. 

The Bureau also sponsored a project through the National Cen­
ter for State Courts that will document, analyze, and forecast 
appellate court caseload trends. The data from this project and 
its analysis will help judges and lawmakers respond to increas­
ing appeliate caseloads. 

National Crime Surveys. The Bureau's most important statisti­
cal series is the National Crime Survey. The survey collects 
data through national household interviews using methodology 
similar to that used to collect basic labor-force statistics. 

The data for developing survey statistics are provided to 
the Bureau of Justice Statistics by the U.S. Bureau of the Cen­
sus from interviews in 60,000 households in which persons 
12 years of age and older are asked if they were crime victims 
during the preceding six months. The survey measures the . 
amount of rape, robbery, assault, personal larceny, household bur­
glary and larceny, and motor vehicle theft experienced by the 
U.S. popUlation. It also provides detailed infonnation about the 
characteristics of the victims, the victim-offender relationships, 
and the criminal incident, including the extent of any loss or injury 
and whether or not the offense was reported to law enforcement 
officials. 

In September 1982 the Bureau released, for the second year, 
the findings of an indicator, developed from National Crime Sur­
vey data, on the prevalence of crime. It measures the propor­
tion of American households touched by crime and has revealed 
that crime victimization is one of the most common negative 
life events that a family can suffer. During 1981 almost 25 mil­
lion househol.ds, nearly a third of the households in the nation, 
were so victimized. A similar proportion of households have been 
vict~mized in each of the six years (1976 through 1981) for 
which the measure has been calculated. 

Infonnation from the National Crime Survey continues to 
influence criminal justice,legislatior} at the Federal, State, and local 
levels in such mat~ers as crime against tl)e elderly, rape, stranger­
to-stranger street crime, and programs to compensate victims. The 
survey is the only source of information about the detailed 
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characteristics of the victims of crime throughout the Nation. It 
gives legislators and the public knowledge of which groups in 
the population are disproportionately victimized and the impact 
of such criminal victimization on their lives. 

Federal Statistics. The Bureau has placed a major emphasis 
on developing its newly established program in Federal statistics. 
A study was undertaken to analyze the potential for linking Fed­
eral criminal justice data that is collected by the various compo­
nents of the Federal justice system. A bulletin describing the flow 
of Federal cases and defendants through the criminal justice 
system was published, and preparation of the first comprehen­
sive compendium of Federal justice data was initiated. 

The Bureau completed a major study of computer crime associ­
ated with electronic transfer of funds. Reports were issued on 
the legal and security aspects of computer crime. 

Privacy, Confidentiality, and Information Policy. In keep­
ing with its role as a source of criminal justice statistical data, 
the Bureau continued activities to ensure the confidentiality of 
statistical data and the privacy and security of criminal. history 
infdnnation. Fonnal interagency negotiations were conducted, 
and a study of the impact of confidentiality legislation on research 
activity was completed. 

Work was done to explore the infonnation policy implica­
tions of current criminal justice strategies, such as the violent 
offender and career criminal programs. A national conference on 
"The Impact of Criminal Justice Program Initiatives on Data 
Requirements and Infonnation Policy" was jointly sponsored with 
SEARCH Group, Inc., and attracted several nationally promi­
nent criminal justice scholars.· Documents were prepared address­
ing related issues. such as the use of juvenile justice data in the 
criminal justice system; 

The Bureau also issued the fourth in its series of Privacy 
and Security LegisiativeCompendiums. They list and analyze State 
legislation concerning criminal justice infonnation policy and 
systems. 

Correctional Statistics Program. The Correctional Statis­
tics Program provides systematic data on correctional popula­
tions and agency workloads covering probation, local jails, State 
and Federal prisons, and parole. The overall program consists 
of five component activities: the National Probation Reports; sur­
veys and censuses of local jails; National Prisoner Statistics, 
surveys and censuses of State and Federal prisons; Unifonn parole 
Reports; and special reports on selected correctional topics. 

The National Probation Reports series develop annual statis­
tics on the number of persons under a sentence of probation. Com­
plete national reporting on this population became available 
for the first time during the past year. The bulletin "Probation 
and Parole 1981" indicates that at the end of 1981 almost one 
out of every 136 adults was serving a sentence of probation in 
the community. 

The second major element of the Correctional Statistics Pro­
gram is the regular reporting of infonnation describing the 
characteristics of the inmates and facilities of the Nation's jails. 
A four-volume report, "1978 Census of Jails," was completed. 
It covered the approximately 3,500 locally-operated detention and 
confinement facilities and the almost 160,000 persons who reside 
in them, 

National Prisoner Statistics is the oldest of all the c9rrec-
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tional series, dating back to 1926. It provides quarterly and annual 
counts of prisoners in State and Federal institutions. A recent 
emphasis has been on gathering data on the characteristics of those 
entering and leaving prison, including demographic data, sen­
tencing information, and time served. The National Prisoner Sta­
tistics program also reports separately on those State prisoners 
sentenced to and awaiting execution. Four such reports were pro­
duced during the year. 

The Uniform Parole Reports program, which began annual 
reporting in 1976, provides information about the populations 
and characteristics of those persons conditionally released from 
prison to supervision in the community. The program also reports 
on the performance of selected parolee groups. which are tracked 
for up to three years while under supervision. The majorpubli­
cation during the year, "Probation and Parole 1981," reported 
State-by-State counts of parolees at the end of 1980 and 1981 
and exits from parole during 1981. 

The special reports component of the Correctional Statistics 
Program published two reports during the year, "Veterans in 
Prison" and a description of inmate and facility characteristics 
entitled "Prisons and Prisoners." 

State Statistical and Sy§tems Programs. The Congress 
has directed.the Bureau to "give primary emphasis to problems of 
State and local justice systems" and "utilize to the maximum 
extent feasible State government organizations and facilities 
responsible for the collection and analysis of criminal justice 
data and statistics." The Bureau has responded by expanding the 
analytic capabilities of the States, encouraging cooperation among 
the States in addressing common problems, and enhancing the 
ability of the States to provide the Bureau with data for national 
compilations. 

Through the Bureau's support, statistical analysis centers for 
criminal justice data have been established in approximately 40 
States. They provide statistical information services and policy 
gu.idance to the Governors, executive branch agencies, legislators, 
State and local criminal justice agencies, the judiciary, the press, 
and the pUblic. In addition, they playa vital role in collecting 
and submitting data to the Bureau. In many States the statistical 
analysis center has been made a part of the State govemn:: nt by 
legislation or executive order. 

During the year grants were awarded to establish new statisti-
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cal analysis centers in three States where t~ey had not existed 
previously, and the continuing operation of seven others was sup­
ported by grants and cooperative agreements. In addition, the 
Bureau entered into cooperative agreements with 27 State statisti­
cal analysis centers for the performance of specific tasks in accor­
dance with programs developed by the Bureau. These included 
establishing and maintaining clearinghouses for criminal justice 
statistical information, the study and analysis of specific issues 
in criminal justice in which the issues were selected by the States 
as being of critical importance, and the development of analytic 
methodology and techniques. 

The Bureau also supports the development and operation of 
State uniform crime reporting systems in more than 40 States 
to facilitate the submission and improve the validity and reliabil­
ity of arrest and clearance data submitted by local police agen­
cies to the Federal Bureau of Investigation. During the year grants 
were awarded to two States to complete their systems. In 
addition, awards were made to twelve States to assist them in 
continuing the effective operation of systems that aIre~dy were 
in operation but were in danger of deteriorating or being aban­
doned because of the lack of adequate State funding. 

State Assistance for National Corrections Reporting is a new 
program in which 22 States began participating during the year. 
This program is designed to enhance the reporting for nationa~ 
programs. Two national workshops on prison population 
forecasting were conducted. They were attended by corrections per­
sonnel from 25 States, the District of Columbia, and the Fed­
eral Government. A prototype Probation Information System and 
a Corrections Resource Management Information System were 
implemented in two States for testing and evaluation. 

The Bureau continued to support the Police Executive Research 
Forum in its development of a crime classification system to 
assist police chiefs in more effectively managing and administer­
ing their departments. This classification system, which is based 
on the extent of harm to the victim, is being tested in four cities. 

Five-Year Program Plan. During the year the Bureau 
updated and published the "Bureau of Justice Statistics Five­
Year Program-1982-86. " This plan describes tbe overall goals 
and objectives to be achieved by the Bureau during the period 
and outlines general programs and projects to be undertaken. 

I 
Office of<~uvenile Justice 

and Delir;i~~~,{lency Prevention 

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention ,/ 
(OJJDP) administers a program of assistance to State and local 
communities to enhance juvenile justice as well as reduce and 
prevent delinquency. It also is responsible for coordinating and 
providing policy direction to all Federal juvenile delinquency­
related programs to assure effectiveness and avoid duplication. 
The Office administers a special emphasis prevention and treat­
ment program through which initiatives of critical importance are 
developed and emphasized. The National Advisory Committee 
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention reviews Federal 
policies concerning juvenile justice and advises the Administrator 
about the work of the Office. Within the Office is the National 
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, which 
conducts research, evaluates programs, provides specialized training, 
and disseminates information of value to concerned agencies. 

Concentration of Federal Effort 
The interdepartmental Coordinating Council on Juvenile Jus­

tice and Delinquency Prevention continued its aggressive efforts 
to develop objectives and priorities for and to coordinate Federal 
programs and activities concerning the prevention and treatment 
of juvenile delinquency. The Coordinating Council exchanged infor­
mation on activities, initiated cooperatively supported programs, 
and planned future Council activities. The resulting plan was based 
upon input from Council members and the public, the latter 
having been received at two public hearings. 

The Council's program plan is divided into the following 
five issue areas: 

• The Facilitation of School-Related Approaches to Delin­
quency Prevention. 

• Encouraging Youth Involvement in the Community 1hrough 
Private Sector and Government Programs. 

• Treatment Alternatives for Drug and Alcohol Abusing 
Juveniles. 

• Alcohol and Drug Abuse Prevention. 
• Assistance to Federal and State Decision-Makers in the 

Appropriate Placement of Juveniles. 
The Council fosters information sharing, coordination, 

program development, and policy implementation. 
A variety of activities are already under way in each of 

the areas. It is anticipated that these activities will be supple­
mented with the initiation of several new activities in each area, 
implemented jointly by various members of the Council. Council 
members concentrate on coordinating program activities in the . 
priority areas and sharing information related to these areas. Activi­
ties have been designed both to eliminate costly duplication 
and to streamline the delivery of services and products to the 
constituencies of the various Council members. 

National Advisory Committee 
The National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention is mandated by the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended in 1980. 
It is appointed by the President to advise the Administrator of 
OlTDP, and it brings together a group of persons from through­
out the United States who have special knowledge about the 
prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency and the administra­
tion of juvenile justice. 

During 1982 the committee met, reviewed the programs and 
plans of OJJDP, and made specific recommendations to the 
Administrator about juvenile justice standards and policies and 
Office programs. 

In addition to the above duties, the Committee must report annu­
ally by March 31 to the President and the Congress on its activi­
rps and present its findings and recommendations. 

'. '\ 

Formula Grants 
The Office provides formula grants to participating States and 

territories based on their populations of youths under 18 years 
old. With almost two-thirds of the OJJDP budget, the formula 
grants section coordinates the distribution of monies to States 
for the development and maintenance of juvenile justice programs. 
All States are eligible for a minimum of $225,000 per year. 

To qualify for the Federal money, the State must submit a 
plan detailing comprehensive coordinated approaches to juve­
nile delinquency prevention and treatment and match the Federal 
contribution with State funds. The plan must specify that 75 
percent of the allocated money be used for "advanced technique" 
programs. Among these programs are ones designed to develop, 
maintain, and expand juvenile delinquency prevention services; 
to divert juveniles from the juvenile justice system; to provide 
community-based alternatives to confinement in secure detention 
and correctional facilities; and to improve programs for serious 
offenders. The plan must include itemized estimated costs for the 
development and implementation of such programs. 

In addition, States must seek consultation with private agen­
cies concerned with juvenile justice when drawing up the State 
plan. 

The separation of juveniles and adults and the removal of 
youthful offenders from adult jails and lock-ups has received consid­
,erable State legislative attention. The 1974 Act requires that 
partici pating States remove status offenders and nonoffenders, 
such as dependent children, from secure juvenile detention or 
secure correctional facilities. 

The Act also requires that juvenile offenders not be detain¢ 
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or confined in any institution in which they are in regular contact 
with adults incarcerated because they have been convicted or 
who are awaiting trial on criminal charges. 

While most States are trying to comply with the ftrst two 
criteria, a 1980 amendment to the Act goes further by requiring 
the removal of all juveniles from adult jails and lock-ups by 
1985. Those States that comply with the removal criteria in 75 
percent of their facilities wiII be granted two additional years 
to complete the process. 

In the past, the State plans were authorized and adminis­
tered by State Criminal Justice Councils (CJCs) (formerly State 
Planning Agencies). A 1980 amendment allows the Governor 
of each State discretionary power in giving ftnal approval authority 
for the plan to the CJCs or the State Advisory Groups (SAGs). 
This change should increase the influence of SAGs in the fund­
ing process. Consisting of advocates for youth outside the official 
juvenile justice system, SAGs formerly had limited authority to 
control the disbursement of Federal money. 

During ftscal year 1982, 45 States and six territories (Puerto 
Rico, American Samoa, the Trust Territories, the Virgin Islands, 
and the Northern Marianas) received formula grant awards total­
ling $42,665,000. State and territorial allocations were based 
on thi!ir population of juveniles (under 18 years of age). The mini­
mum allocation to each State was $225,000 and to each territory, 
$56,250. . 

The deinstitutionalization of status offenders and the separa­
tion of juveniles from adult offenders in jails and correctional facili­
ties has been a major emphasis of the State programs with the 
goal of the complete removal of juveniles from adult jails and 
lock-ups by December 1985. Participating States and territories 
also were encouraged to invest up to 30 percent of the formula 
funds in special efforts to deal with serious violent juvenile 
offenders. Forty-eight States and territOIies have met the special 
requirements of the enabling Act by demonstrating substantial 
or full compliance with the deinstitutionalization of status offenders. 
Twenty-ftve States have complied with the requirements for 
the separation of adults and juveniles in adult jails and lock-ups. 
Most of the remainder are making credible progress. 

Through an interagency agreement with ACTION, the Foster 
Grandparent Program is furnishing volunteer staff members to 
youth-serving agencies, thereby providing links to formula grant 
funded programs in Georgia, Louisiana, Michigan, and 
Washington. 

Technical Assistance 
During 1982, more than 440 instances offormal technical assis­

tance and more than 2,300 Office staff hours were provided 
to State and local agencies. This excludes approximately 5,000 
requests for documentation that were responded to by the tech­
nical assistance providers during that same period. Assistance was 
provided in a number of subjects and skill areas, but the empha­
sis was on serious and violent juvenile crime, restitution, alterna­
tives to the juvenile justice system, removing juveniles from 
adult jails, and delinquency prevention. 

In providing technical assistance, the Office's three goals were: 
• Prevention: to preclude the ftrst occurrence of all types 

of juvenile offenses, including minor, serious, violent, and sta­
tus offenses. 
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.. Alternatives to and for the system: to establish alternative 
responses to delinquent behavior for those juveniles who have 
had some offlcial contact with the system. 

• Improvement of the system: to develop and assist the 
implementation of policies and procedures of juvenile justice 
agencies that promote future law-abiding behavior, ensure effec­
tive allocation of system resources, and otherwise enhance 
administration .. 

All technical assistance delivered within these areas was based 
on the principle that strengthening a child's bond to society 
(that is, family, school, and the community) will contribute to 
law-abiding behavior. 

Special Emphasis 
The following major demonstration programs were continued 

in ftscal year 1982: 
• Restitution by Juvenile Offenders provided the courts with 

the alternative sanction of requiring offenders through appropri­
ate work to render monetary payment; victim services, or commu­
nity services restitution. 

• Project New Pride provided specially-designed intensive, 
comprehensive, community-based treatment for serious offenders. 
It reduced recidivism, increased school and social achievements 
and provided employment opportunities. . , 

• The Alternative Education Program reduced dropout, 
truancy, and suspension rates through a special modiftcation of 
ineffective and adverse school policies and curricula and the pro­
vision of special educational opportunities for youths whose 
needs were not being met in traditional classrooms. 

• Removal of Juveniles from Adult Jails and Lockups 
assisted communities in taking· youths out of inappropriate 
surroundings. 

• Tne Violent Juvenile Offender Program is a major research 
and development effort with two subprograms. Part I has used 
the most effective known approaches, which include the develop­
ment of performance contracts with young offenders that spec­
ify services to be provided, the responsibilities of the youths, and . 
the penalties if contract terms are not met. Medical, dental, 
psychological, and psychiatric analyses as well as complete family, 
social, and criminal histories are made as are vocational and 
other sldll assessments. Remedial services are provided. Part II, 
the newer program, tests the ability of community organizations 
to mobilize residents to control youth behavior and to encourage 
local institutions to exercise more effective youth control and 

. supervision. 
All programs receive programwide evaluations by fIrms and 

professionals who h!ive no other interests in the program. 
The preliminary evaluation report for the restitution program 

during the ftrsttwo years, 1979-1981, has shown the following 
major accomplishments: 

• Of the 15,427 closed restitution cases, 83 percent of the 
juveniles had no further contact with the juvenile court prior 
to case closure. 

• Program costs averaged approximately $820 per youth, 
whereas incarceration costs ranged from $24.000 to $43,000 per 
year. 

• About 17,300 youths participated during the first two years, 
paying $1,532,966 in monetary restitution. working 259,092 
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hours of community service, and performing more than 4,060 hours 
of direct victim services. More than 18,390 victims and $9.5 
million were involved in the offenses committed by these youths. 

Project New Pride results to date show that many of these 
serious juvenile offenders who failed in traditional programs made 
considerable progress after being enrolled in Project New Pride: 

• Through September 1982, 1,448 youngsters were referred 
to New Pride. There were 877 active clients and 238 young­
sters completed the 12-month program. (Many who did not com­
plete the program nonetheless left under positive circumstances). 

• The average monthly percent of clients charged witl} offenses 
fell from 22.8 percent to 9.2 percent, and the average number 
of offenses fell from 91 per month to 25 per month. 

• Two-thirds of the clients were school dropouts. During 
enrollment the average percentage of unexcused school absences 
dropped from 58 percent to 36 percent-more than one-third. 

• The average testing gain in math was one year, and the 
average in reading approximately two years. These preliminary 
gain ftndings scores were highly signiftcant statistically. 

• The average cost per child (all serious offenders) in New 
Pride is approximately $6,000 vs. $24JOOO to $43,000 for 
incarceration. 

The Alternative Education Program also has shown encourag-
ing results: 

• More than 10,000 students have participated with more than 
1,000 teachers and school administrators having received train­
ing in alternative education techniques. 

• Projects have resulted in some level of system change 
at 85 percent of the project sites. Changes range from speciftc 
procedural modiftcations to an entire school district adopting 
an alternative technique to deal with expUlsions and suspension. 

• Attendance has signiftcantly improved among project 
schools,with considerable academic improvement in some projects. 
Fewer referrals for disciplinary action also have been the result 
at some sites. 

National Institute for Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

During fIscal year 1982 the National Institute for Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention's Training, Dissemination, 
and Standards Division was charged with the responsibility of 
improving the juvenile justice system's ability to handle serious 
and violent juvenile offenders more effectively; increase society's 
and the juvenile justice system's ability to prevent, treat, and con­
trol delinquent behavior when discovered; increase the range 
of effective alternatives to the juvenile justice system; improve 
collection, information, and dissemination activities; and in~ 
the knowledge and awareness of the extent and nature of Juve-
nile delinquency. . . 

The Division implemented a number of programs and actiVI­
ties during ftscal year 1982. Highlights of these activities are 
ascfollows: 

• Law-Related Education. A coordinated effort involving 
six national organizations to expa.'ld the teaching of law-related 
sqbjects to young people in schools and community-based pro­
grams throughout the country. Institutionalization efforts f~used 
in three target states: California, Michigan, and North Carolma. 

• Courts. The National Council of Juvenile and Family Court 
Judges provided training and consultation to juvenile and fam­
ily court judges and court-related personnel in order to improve 
the effectiveness and operation of juvenile and family courts. 

• Support of Program Development. Program designs and 
training support were provided to agencies and jurisdictions 
selected to pruticipate in research and development efforts. 

• Community-Based Training. The National Youth Work 
Alliance provided training to personnel working and concerned 
with developing alternatives to institutions and secure care pro­
grams for chronic, serious, and violent juvenile offenders. 

• Correctional Training. NIJJDP, with the National Insti­
tute of Corrections, conducted management training for juvenile 
justice administrators in both formal and alternative systems. 

• Law Enforcement Training. In conjunction with the Fed­
eral Law Enforcement Training Center in Glynco, Georgia, 
law enforcement personnel were trained in such subje.::ts as youth 
gangs, serious/violent offenders, diversion, youth with learn­
ing disabilities, and arson. 

• Prosecution. The National College of District Attorneys 
provided training to state and local prosecutors who appear in juve­
nile courts. 

Dissemination. The information dissemination component 
concentrated in five general areas: 

• Data Collection. The Juvenile Information System and 
Records Access and the National Uniform Juvenile Justice Report­
ing System collected, processed, analyzed, and reported informa­
tion about youths and the juvenile justice system and developed 
automated juvenile justice information systems that produced data 
on the handling of youths by the juvenile justice system. The 
University of Chicago conducted a survey of residential programs 
for children and youths served by mental health, child welfare, 
and juvenile justice agencies and programs. In conjunction with 
the Bureau of Census, a national census on public and private 
juvenile custody facilities was conducted. 

• Data Synthesis. The assessment centers collected, 
assessed, and synthesized nationwide data and information on 
all signiftcant aspects of juvenile justice. 

• General Information Programs. The Institute for Educa­
tional Leadership administered a journalism fellowship program 
that allowed journalists to assess the improvement and effective­
ness of existing juvenile justice programs. 

• Document Review and Management Support. NIJJDP 
secured services from experts in the field for the review of con­
cept papers, research proposals, and publications. 

• Information Dissemination. The National Criminal Jus­
tice Reference Service Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse provided 
information to juvenile justice practi.tioners about all aspects 
of juvenile justice: 

Standards. TIie primary program component in the stan~rds 
area consisted of the development and implementation of inten­
sive training conferences in several regions of the country on 
legislative, administrative, and judicial uses of standards. Addi­
tional activities in the standards area included: 

• The URSA Institute examined juvenile parole decision­
making throughout the country, looking at the organization of 
juvenile parole authorities, the policies and criteria used to arrive 
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at parole decisions, and the effects of these decisions on the 
juvenile offender population. 

• The Institute for Policy Analysis developed rePorts based 
on the research of a three-year study of the implementation and 
impact of significant innovations in Washington State's juvenile 
code. 

• The National Council of Juvenile Justice conducted a 
study to determine the feasibility of an automated juvenile code 
archive to facilitate the compilation, review, and analysis of 
juvenile codes and new developments in State legislation concern­
ing the handling and treatment of juveniles. 

Research and program development activities were continued 
in each of three major areas: delinquent behavior and prevention, 
juvenile justice system, and alternatives to the traditional juve­
nile justice system. Consistent with the 1980 amendments to' 
the Act, the majority of resources in each area are focused on 
serious juvenile crime. 

Activities included the following: 
• The extent, characteristics, and trends of delinquency 

in the United States were monitored. 
• Analyses of justice system processing of juvenile offend­

ers were continued. 
• Long-term studies were continued to improve the under­

standing of the development of delinquent and criminal careers 
and the capability to predict future involvement in cdme. 

• Research on justice system organization policies and prac­
tices was initiated to determine the most effective and efficient 
methods of handling juvenile offenders. 

• National evaluations of special emphasis demonstration 
and research and development programs in the areas of prevention, 
restitution, and alternative correctional programs for serious 
juvenile offenders were continued. 

• A special program of research into serious juvenile crime 
was organized. The major objectives of the serious juvenile crime 
research program are: 

-To improve the understanding of the causes of delinquency 
and to increase the capability to predict serious criminaI behavior. 
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-To monitor national trends in juvenile involvement in seri­
ous crime. 

-To determine the effects of justice system practices on the 
processing of serious juvenile offenders. 

-To evaluate the effectiveness of programs designed to pre­
vent or reduce serious juvenile crime. 

Specific topics under investigation included the identification 
of chronic serious juvenile offenders, the relationship of juve­
nile delinquency to adult crime, the effects of transferring juve­
niles charged with serious offenses to criminal court and a 
comparison of dispositions and outcomes for juveniles handled 
in juvenile and adult courts. Research also was conducted on 
the effectiveness of various correctional interventions, such as 
restitution, intensive supervision, case management with grad­
ual movement to less secure programs for serious juvenile offenders, 
and the effectiveness of community-based programs to prevent 
serious juvenile crime. 

The evaluations of safe and effective alternatives to tradi­
tional correctional institution programs were continued. 

Highlights of the preliminary and final research results follow: 
• National rates of juvenile crime appear to be leveling off. 

However, the seriousness of crime committed by juveniles has 
increased in several urban centers. 

• Factors such as violence in the family, involvement in 
law-violating gangs and groups, use of alcohol and other drugs, 
and residing in a high-crime neighborhood seem to contribute 
to the chronic involvement in serious crime of a smaIl proportion 
of juveniles. 

• A national self-reported survey of delinquency and drug 
use revealed an increase in drug use among juveniles between 
1976 and 1978 and a clear association between the number of 
drugs used and delinquency. 

• The preliminary results of the restitution evaluation show 
that restitution can be an effective disposition. Eighty-six per­
cent of the closed cases were in full compliance, and about 83 
percent of all the closed cases had no subsequent contacts for 
noncompliance or for a subsequent offense. 

Appendix 
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State Criminal Justice Councils 

Alabama 
Robert G. Davis, Director 
Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency 
2863 Farrlane Drive, Executive Park 
Building F, Suite 49 
Montgomery, Alabama 36116 
Phone: (205) 832-6830 

Alaska 
Richard I. Pegeus, Director 
Administrative Services 
Departlnent of Law 
Pouch K 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 
Phone: (907) 465-3679 

American Samoa 
La'auli A. Filoiali'i, Acting Director 
Criminal Justing Planning Agency 
Government of American Samoa 
P. O. Box 3760 
'Pago Pago, American Samoa 967~9 
Phone: Pago Pago 633-5221 (Overseas Operator) 

Arizona 
Joe Stephens, Manager 
Criminal Justice Programs 
Office of Economic Planning and Development 
State Capitol 
1700 W. Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Phone: (602) 255-4592 

Arkansas 
Mary Ellen Henderson, Grant Administr~tor 
Administrative Services Division 
Department of Finance and Administration 
P. O. Box 2485 , 
Little ROCk, Arkansas 72203 
Phone: (501) 371-1771 

California 
Greg Harding, Acting Director 
Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
Suite 600 " 
9719 Lincoln Village Drive 
Sacramento, California 95827 
Phone: (916) 366-5304 

Coiorado " 
James Vetter, Associate Director 
Criminal Justice Affairs 
Oepartment of Local Affairs 
1313 Sherman Street 
Room 419 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
Phone: (303) 866-4908 
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Connecticut 
William H. Carbone, Under-Secretary 
Office of Policy and Management 
Justice Planning Division 

··75 Elm Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06106 
Phone: (203) 566-3020 

Delaware 
William J. O'Rourke, Executive Director 
Criminal Justice Planning Commission 
State Office Building, 4th Floor 
820 North French Street 
Wilmington, Delaware 19301 
Phone: (302) 571-3437 

Distr~.ct of Columbia 
Shirley Wilson, Executive Director 
Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis 
421 8th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
Phone: (202) 727-6537 

Florida 
Joyce D. Peterside, Bureau Chief 
Bureau of Criminal Justice Assistance 
2571 Ex~cutive Center Circle, East 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
Phone: (904) 488-8016 

Georgia 
Chantal R. Akridge, Director 
Grants Management and Audit Section 
Georgia Department of Community Affairs 
40 Marietta Street, N.W., 9th Floor 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 
Phone: (404) 656-1725 

Guam 
Maria P. Mad, Executive Director 
Guam Criminal Justice Planning Agency 
Government of Guam, P. O. Box 2950 
Agana, Guam 96910 
Phone: Guam 472-8781 (Overseas:IO~rator) 

Hawaii 
Irwin Tanaka, Director 
State Law Enforcement Planning Agency 
250 South King Street, Room 412 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Phone: (808) 548,-3800 

o 

Idaho 
L. G.Hopkins, Director 
Department of Law Enforcement 
Law Enforcement Assistance Division ' 
6058 Corporal Lane 
Boise, Idaho 83704 
Phone: (208) 334-2364 
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lllinois 
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~"-"-"~~,-,--"·,>-_"",~_. __ .c~,_"". 

W~IIi~ W. Holland, Act~s Executive Director 
IllmOiS Law Enforcement Commission 
120 South Riverside Plaza, 10th Floor 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
Phone: (312) 454-1560 

Indiana 
Rosco Walters, Acting Executive Director 
Indiana Criminal Justice Planning Agency 
215-17 North Senate Avenue 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46202 
Phone: (317) 232-1230 

Iowa 
Erv Fett, Budget Supervisor 
Criminal Justice Agency 
Lucas State Office Building 
Des Moines, Iowa 50319 
Phone: (515) 281-3241 

Kansas 
David L. Ison, Chief 
Systems & Procedures Section 
Division of Accounts & Reports 
Department of Administration 
State Office Building 
Topeka, Kansas .66612 
Phone: (913) 296-2128 

Kentucky 
John R. Lancaster, Director 
Division for Grant Programs 
Kentucky Department of Justice· 
State Office· Building Annex, First Floor 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 
Phone: (502) 564-3251 

Louisiana 
Elmer B. Litchfield, Executive Director 
Louisiana Commissioopn Law Enforcement 

and Administration ~:f Criminal Justice 
1885 Wooddale Boulev~~d, Room 615 
Baton Rouge,Louisiana 10806 
Phone: (504) 925-4418 

Maine 
Richard E. Perkins, Executive Drrector' . 
Maine Criminal Justice Planning 

and Assistance Agency 
4 Wabon Street 
Augusta, Maine 04330 
Phone: (207) 289-3361 
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Maryland-
Richard W. Friedman, Executive Direct~r 
Maryland Criminal Justice Coordinating 

Council 
One Investment Place, Suite 700 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
Phone: (301) 321-3612 

Massachusetts 
Walter Timilty, Acting Director 
Conuiiittee on Criminal Justice 
100 Cambridge Street 
Room 2100 . 
Boston, Massachusetts 02202 
Phone: (617) 727-6300 

Michigan . ,e c" 

Richard Liles, Acting Dire~tor 
Office of Criminal Justice Programs 
Lewis Cass Building, Second Floor 
Lansing, Michigan 48909 
Phone: (517) 373-6655 

Minnesota 
Michael J. McMahon, Program Director 
Criminal Justice Programs 
Office of Local Government 
Department of Energy, Planning 

and Development 
Hanover Building, First Floor 
480 Cedar Street 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 
Phone: (612)296-3133 

. Mississippi 
Roy Thigpen, Executive Director 
Office of Criminal Justice"PJanning 
510 George Street, Suite 246 
Jackson, Mississippi 39202 
Phone: (601) 354-6892 

Missouri. 
Edward Daniel, Director 
Department of Public Safety 
621 East Capitol - P. O. Box 1041 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 
Phone: (314) 751-4905 

Montana 
Michael Lavin, Administrator 
Montana Board of Crime Control 
303 North Roberts 
Heli!na, Montana 59601 
Phone: (406) 449-3604 

II' 

" 

Nebraska 
Robert L. Tagg, Executive Director 
Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement 

and Criminal Justice 
'301 Centennial Mall South, P. O. Box 94946 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509 
Phone: (402) 471-2194 
o 

Nevada 
S. Barton Jacks, Director 
Department of Motor Vehicles 
Capitol Complex 
Carson City, Nevada 89710 
Phon~: (702) 885-4405 

New Hampshire 
Judith Ryan, Acting Director 

.,New Hampshire Crime Commission 
II Depot Street 
Concord, New Hampshire 03301 
Phone: (603) 271-3601 

New Jersey 
Harold Damon, Executive Director 
New Jersey State Law Enforcement Planning Agency 
Richard J. Hughes Justice Complex 
CN083 
Trenton, New)ersey 08625 
Phone: (609) 292\\3741 

/1 
New Mexico 
Paul Shoemaker, Director 
Planning and Program Development 

Bureau, ASD 
Corrections and Criminal Rehabilit;ltion 

Department 
113 Washington Avenue 
Sanw, Fe, New Mexico 87501 
Phone: .. (505) 827-5222 

New York 
Jack Bbnbaum, Deputy Commissioner 
State of New York 
Division: of Criminal Justice Services 
80 Centre Street, Fourth Floor 
New York, New York 10013 
Phone: (212)0587-4453 

North Carolina 0 

Gordon Smith, ill,' Executive Director 
Governor's Crime' Commission 
N.C. Dept. of Crime Control and Public Safety 
P. O. Box 27687 . . 
Ra!eigh, North Carolina 27611 
Phone: (919) 733~4000 

North Dakota 
Michael Hill'1 Director 
Training and Statistics Division 
North Dakota Attorney General's Office 
State Capitol . 
Bismark, North Dakota 58505 
Phone: (701) 224-2594 

Northern Mariana Islands 
Richard D. Shewman, Director 
Northern Mariana Islands Criminal Justice 

Planning Agency 
P. O. Box 1133 
Saipan, Mariana Islands 96950 
Phone: Overseas Operator 9351 

Ohio 
Bennett J. Cooper, Assistant. Director 
Ohio Department of Economic and Community 

Development 
Office of Criminal Justice Services 
30 East Broad Street, 26th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
Phone: (614) 466-7610 

Oklahoma 
Cindy.Rambo, Executiv.e Director 
Dept. of Economic and Community Affairs 
4545 N. Lincoln, Suite 285 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 
Phone: (405) 528-8200 

Oregon 
Neal R. Fisher, Director 
Oregon State Executive Department 
155 Cottage Street,N.E. 
Salem, Oregon 97310 
Phone: (503) 378-4222 

Pennsyl'Vania 
George F. Grode, Executive Director 
Pennsylvania Commission on Crime .and Delinquency 
P. O. Box 1167, Federal Square Station 
Harri~burg, Pennsylvania 17108 
Phone: (717) 787-2040 

Puerto Rico 
Flavia Alfaro de Quevedo; Executive Director 
Puerto .Rico Crime Comrnission 
GPO Box 1256 
Hato Rey, Puerto Rico 00936 r Ii 
Phone: (809) 783-6218 

!) 
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Rhode Island 
W, Bradley Crowther, Executive Director 
Rhode Island Governor's Justice Commission 
222 Quaker Lane 
West Warwick, Rhode Island 02893 
Phone: (401) 277-2620 

South Carolina 
Bruce Dew, Director 
Division of Public Safety Programs 
Edgar A. Brown State Office Building 
1205 Pendleton Street 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
Phone: (803) 758-3573 

South Dakota 
Rod Anderson, Acting Director 
Division of Law Enforcement Assistance 
118 West Capitol 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501 
Phone: (605) 773-3665 

Tennessee 
StephenH. Norris, Executive Director 
Tennessee State Planning Office 
Juvenile Justice Planning Division 
18th Floor, James, Polk BuildiQg' 
505 Deadrick Street . 
Nashville, Tennessee 37219 
Phone: (615) 741-0729 

Texas 
David Herndon,. Executive Director 
Governor's Office of General Counsel 

and Criminal Justice 
Capitol Station 
P. O. Box 12428 
Austin, Texas 78711 
Phone: (512) 475-3001 

Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 
Kent Harvey, Acting Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General 
Trust Tetritory of the Pacific Islands 
Saipan, Mariana Islands 96950 
Phone: Overseas Operator 9351 

Utah 
Hazen Locke, Director 
Utah C~uI!,ciI on Criminal Justice Administration 
255 South Third Street~East 
Salt Lake City, utah 84111 
Phone: (801) ~33-5731 

\ 
\ 

Vermont 
Molly K. Corrigan, Executive Director 
Vennont Commission on the Administration 

c,"~" of Justice 
'" 5th Floor, Pavilion Office Building 
1 09 State Street Ie 
Montpelier ,Vennont 65602 
Phone: (802) 828-2376 

Virgin Islands 
Glenn Tobey, Administrator 
Virgin Islands Law Enforcement 

Planning Commission 
Box 3807 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 
Phone: (809) 774-6400 

Virginia 
Richard N. Harris, Director 
Department of Criminal Justice Services 
805 East Broad Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23219" 

,Phone: (804) 786-4000 

Washington 
Frank Glaspey, Program Administration Manager 
Office of Financial Management 
Division of Accounting and Fiscal Services 
Mail Stop ER13 \ 
400 E. Union 
Olympia, Washington 98504-
Phone: (206) 754-2802 

West Virginia 
Alicia G. Tyler, Executive Director 
Governor's Committee on Crime, Delinquency 

and Corrections 
5790-A MacCorkle Avenue, S.E. 
Charleston, WfJSt Virginia 25304 
Phone~ (304) 348-8814 

Wisconsin 
John H. Givens, ill, Director 
Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice ,:; 
30 West Mifflin Street 
10th Floor, Suite 1000 
Madison, Wisconsin 53702 
Phone: (608) 266-7488 

WyomiQg 
William Colarusso, Administrator 
Wyoming Attorney General's Planning 

Committee on Crirrtinal Administr~tion 
720 West 18th Street 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002 
Phone: (307) 777-7841 

>} u. S. Government Printing office,: 1983 _ 381-934/5166 
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