DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 257 025 CG 018 247

TITLE Oversight: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention. Hearing before the Subcommittee on
Juvenile Justice of the Committee on the Judiciary.
United States Senate, Ninety-Eighth Congress, Second
Session on Oversight on the Quest.on of Competition
on Awards Which are Granted and Peer Review to Assure
There is Objectivity and the Best Standard of
Allocation of Limited Resources.

INSTITUTION Congress of the U.S., Washington, D.C. Senate
Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORT NO Senate-Hrg-98-1237

PUB DATZ 1 Aug 84

NOTE 131p.

PUB TYPE Legal/Legislative/Regulatory Materials (090)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC06 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *Competitive Selection; *Delinguency Prevention:
*Federal Aid; Financial Support; Grants; Hearings:
Pornography; Research Projects; *Youth Programs

IDENTIF IERS Congress 98th; *Juvenile Justice Delinquency
Prevention Office

ABSTRACT

This document contains witness testimony and prepared
statements from the Congressional hearing called to examine the
operations of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJJDP). Witnesses include the administrator, deputy
administrator, and head of the research division of the OJJDP, along
with a program specialist and a staff member. Other witnesses are the
president, the dean of the College of Arts and Sciences, and a
rescarcher from the School of Education, all of the American
University in Washington, D.C. The testimony of the American
University witnesses describes a multidisciplinary research project
on pornography, sexual exploitation and abuse, and juvenile
delinquency being conducted with a grant from the OJJDP. The
testimony of the president and the director of programs of the
National Center for Neighborhood Enterprise, and the director of
Government/United Way Relations of the Boys Clubs of America
addresses the issues of fairness, competitive grants, and the need to
serve high risk youth. The activities of the OJJDP are reviewed, and
the question of competition on awards granted, as well as the issue
of peer review are examined. (NRB)

LEEEREER R R R R A RS R R R R Y Y Y Y X R R I,

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that cau be made *

* from the original document. *
AR R AR AR AR RRR R R AR RN R AR RN AR R RAR KRR AARNR RN RRARR R AR R RN RARKRRARL AR AR AN A RN Rk K



ED257025

Lt 018247

S. Hrac. 98-1237

OVERSIGHT: OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE
AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

HEARING

BEFORE THE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE

OF THE

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
UNITED STATES SENATE

NINETY-EIGHTH CONGRESS
SECOND SESSION
ON

OVERSIGHT ON THE QUESTION OF COMPETITION ON AWARES WHICH
ARE GRANTED AND PEER REVIEW TO ASSURE THERE IS OBJECTIVI-
TY AND THE BEST STANDARD OF ALLOCATION OF LIMITED RE-

SOURCES

AUGUST 1, 1984

Serial No. J-98-132

Printed for the use of the Committee on the Judiciary

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
§DUCATIONAL RESOURCEYS IKFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

‘;/Irm dowument has besn reproduced as . : .
. ot

wcarved trom the parson or Organizatan et b

onginating «t T Wt

9 N

Minor changes have been made to 1mprove
aprodun th N Qudiity

® Puunty 0! vaw 0 pinons stated in thes docuy
rmunt Jo not neLmssdnly represent offical N1E
pONgn ur puiicy
LS GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON  [4%)



COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

STROM THURMOND, South Carolina, Chairman
CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, JR., Maryland JOSEPH R. BIDEN, Jz., Delaware

PAUL LAXALT. Nevada EDWARD M. KENNEDY, Massachusetts
ORRIN G HATCH, Utah ROBERT C. BYRD, Weat Virginia
ROBERT DOLE. Kansas HOWARD M. METZENBAUM, Ohio
ALAN K. SIMPSON. Wyoming DENNIS DeCONCINI, Arizona

JOHN P. EAST, North Carolina PATRICK J. LEAHY, Vermont
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY. lowa MAX BAUCUS, Montana

JEREMIAH DENTON, Alabama HOWELL HEFLIN, Alabama

ARLEN SPECTER, Pennsylvania

VINTON DEVANE Libe, Chief Counsel and Staff Director
DeporaH K. OWEN, General Counsel
Desoran G. BERNSTEIN, Chief Clerk
Magrk H. Gitenstrin, Minority Chief Counsel

SUBCOMMITTEE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE

ARLEN SPECTER, Pennsylvania, -+ irman

JEREMIAH DENTON, Alabama HOWARD .. METZENBAUM, Ohio
CHARLES Mo MATHIAS. JRr., Maryland EDWARD M. KENNEDY, Massachusetts

MaRry Louise WesTMORELAND, Chief Counsel and Staff Director
ELLEN BROADMAN, Minority Chief Counsel

an



CONTENTS

OPENING STATEMENTS

Page
Specter, Hon. Arlen, a U.S. Senator from the State of Pennsylvania, chair-
man, Subcommittee on JUVenile JUBLICE ........ccocreverrecvervrreessossesrssssereossose s, 1
Metzenbaum, Hon. Howard M., a U S. Senator from the State of Ohio............. 2
Denton, Hon. Jeremiah, a U.S. Senator from the State of Alabama................. 3
CHRONOLOGICAL LIST OF WITNESSES
Regnery, Hon. Alfred S., Administrator, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
QUENCY Prevention ............cooeoviitieciceceecsieess e eeessssssssssssosssssssssestsess e senesseeos 4
dJohnson, Leonard, staff. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven- 36
HOM ottt st stsb bbbt s sa s taet ottt e nemem s e eeooes
Wootton, James, Deputy Administrator, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
QUENCY Prevention ........cccc...viveniinonninnssscinnesnesesesteesssssossssossessensssssesns 39
Heck, Robert O., program specialist, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquen-
CY Prevention .......ooivvnvrer s erssessessssseeesesssssssassesssessssssn s esosses e 42
wain, Pamela, Head of the Research Division, Office of Juvenile Justice and
DelinqUency Prevention..........coorieireconieesteeeeeestss s e esseresssesss s ssnsses 46
isman, Judith S., Ph.D,, the American University, School of Education,
Washington, DC..........c. oot soos et oo rssrocnssres s, 66
lkrend&n, Dr. Richard Earl, president, the American University, Washing- 03
00N, DIC oottt sttt s b e st est et e s sttt e
Turaj, Dr. Frank. dean of the College of Arts and Sciences, the American
University, Washington, DC ...........coooooovveeeeorooeeesees e sesssssssssissseeeseeessessens 99
Woodson, Robert L., president, National Center for Neighborhood Enterprise,
accompanied by Mark Thennes, director of programs..............cccccooeenemveenorenennn.. 119
(‘allaway, Robbie, director of Government/United Way Relations, Boys Clubs
OF AMIBTICH oottt eoss s e e s e s oee s ees one e st e 125
ALPHABETICAL LISTING AND MATERIALS SUBMITTED
Berendzen, Dr. Richard Earl:
TeStiMONY ..o 93
Prepared statement ..............ooooueeeeieeeemeeee oo 96
Callaway, Robbie: Testimony 125
Denton. Hon. Jeremiah:
Prepared statement .......... ... et et ratn 3
Letter to Senator Specter ..., ; 4
Heck, Robert O.: Testimony .. ............... . 42
Johnson, Leonard: Testimony.......co.co.ooovevvenrerceiner.. et e s 38
Regnery, Hon. Alfred S
Testimony ..o 4
Prepared statement 15

Reisman. Judith 8.:
Testimony . e teteerte— e ao e s s et saebetet et esetat teeren oresererarn sees 66
Prepared statement .
Letter from Ann Burgess, [).N.Sc.. van Ameringen professor of psychiat-

ric mental health nursing, University of Pennsylvania ........... ovevooun.n... 81
Swain. Pamela: TestMONY ..ot et ettt e nen 16
Turaj. Dr Frank:

’{'e-stimon_\ S e e e s e e et et e et aeae e ae e 99
Prepared statement . .. L ettt et e e e asrestennens 100
Wouadson, Robert L.
Testimony .. ... . ... rere e e = e s e e et oo 114
Prepared statement . . et e et et eere et s evenn e 123
Waootton, James Testimony ... .. ... e e e eae st b ettt b e seebesnesae e 39
D



OVERSIGHT: OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE
AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 1, 1984

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 9:30 a.m., in room 226, Dirksen Senate
Office Building, Hon. Arlen Specter (chairman of the subcommit-
tee) presiding.

Present: Senator Metzenbaum.

Staff present: Mary Louise Westmoreland, chief counsel; Scott
Wallace, counsel; Bruce King, counsel; Tracy McGee, chief clerk;
and Marsha Cohen, staff assistant.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ARLEN SPECTER, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA, CHAIRMAN, SUBCOM-
MITTEE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE

Senator SpecTer. The Subcommittee on Juvenile Justice of the
Committee on the Judiciary will come to order on this oversight
hearing on the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion.

This is a significant hearing for a number of reasons. What is the
general oversight as to the operation of this important unit?

Second, there are pending considerations on the Justice Assist-
ance Act for possible changes in the structure of the Office of Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, possibility of integrating
it in a different way into the Department of Justice. This function
is a very important one. It has withstood a number of challenges in
the course of the past 3% years with the maintenance of funding
at a 370 million level.

This subcommittee has had a wide variety of hearings over the
past 3'2 years on the problems of juvenile crime, violence, as juve-
nile offenders move into career criminal status. hearings on prob-
lems of runaways, on sexual abuse of children, recently on the
issue of preventive detention of children who are accused of of-
tenses. If we are to find sume way to break the crime cycle and
move people out of the cycle, moving from truancy to petty larceny
to robbery, to robbery-murder, it is going to be necessary that we
have innovative planning in the Office of Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention, to do what can be done in this very impor-
tant area. The activities of this office are very important indeed,
and that is the focus of our hearing today.

th
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[ am particularly interested in two aspects as we review the ac-
tivities of this office. One is the question of competition on awards
which are granted, and the second is the issue of peer review as
that may be an important item to assure that there is objectivity,
and the best standard of the allocation of the limited resources
which are available.

[ would like to turn now to my colleague, the ranking member,
Delr)nocratic side of the subcommittee, Senator Howard Metz-
enbaum.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. HOWARD M. METZENBAUM, A U.S,
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Senator MerzeENBauM. Mr. Chairman, I think I am going to
waive an opportunity to make a lengthy opening statement because
I think the questions and answers are particularly relevant in this
su}l:ject. I do have a number of questions of Mr. Regnery and
others.

My understanding is that Mr. Nicholson is not going to be with
us today, is thac correct?

Senator SpeEcTER. That is correct. He could not be here.

Senator MerzENBAUM. Well, I do not know what he has to do
tha}f is more important than coming before the committee has over-
sight.

You and I both know that he indicated he wanted to meet with
me prior to this hearing. He indicated a willingness to do so. I also
understand that he indicated that he wanted some restraints with
respect to the area of my inquiry if he appeared before this com-
mittee and——

Senator SprcTER. Ne, that is not so. There was no request to me
for any limitations as to what Mr. Nicholson would testify to.

Senatcr METZENBAUM. It was to me.

Senator SpECTER. Who made the representation?

Senator METzENBAUM. To staff, who indicated that Mr. Nicholson
would like to meet with me for the purpose of discussing some
limits in connection with my inquiry.

I indicated that I would be willing to meet with him but that I
would not be willing to agree to any limits as to what I might in-
guire of him concerning.

Senator SpECTER. Senator Metzenbaum, as to your meeting with
him, that is true, and that is something that I took up with you
personally. It was represented to me that Mr. Nicholson did want
to meet with you prior to the time that he testified. 1 discussed
that with you.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. And I said OK.

Senator SeecTER. And you said that would be acceptable, but
there has been no statement to me, and I just double checked with
the staff, about any limitations as to the scope of what Mr. Nichol-
son would testify to. I would not agree to that. Anybody who ap-
pears before this subcommittee, as far as I am concerned, is subject
to being asked any question which is germane.

I do agree with you that Mr. Nicholson ought to be here. And
reasons that he gave were that he had scheduling difficulties and
he was not feeling well, and he had family considerations where he

L
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was not feeling well, and none of the reasons which were stated ap-
peared to be compelling. We may have him at a later date.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Well, let me <ay that we both agree that
he should be here. Certainly you did . - indicate any restraints as
pertaining to any questions that I migh: have or that this commit-
tee might have.

I was informed and was asked whether or not I would be willing
to meet with him, that is through my staff, which has been in con-
tact with your staff, and whether or not I would agree not to ask
him any questions in connection with his personal background
matters. I said no, I would not do that. But that is not really the
central question.

The central question is Mr. Nicholson should be here. You and I
are in agreement on that. Mr. Nicholson was the recipient of close
to a $4 million grant which we believed was awarded to him to
create a facility under extremely unusual circumstances. And I
would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. Nicholson be advised that
we want him here. I heard he had travel problems, but it is not
very difficult to travel from Los Angeles to Washington.

Well, since he is using Federal funds entirely for his facility, I
certainly think he could have changed his schedule to be here. And
this Senator is not happy about it. But I do not want to delay the
hearing further on this subject since I think some of the witnesses
who are here should be given full and adequate time to answer our
inquiries.

Senator SpecTer. Well, I repeat that Mr. Nicholson is a relevant
witness, and I think he should be here. There were discussions as
to his appearing here, and there was a discussion as to meeting
with you in advance so that it is apparent that the matter is before
him, at least preliminarily there were plans undertaken on his
part to be here. The reasons given to me are not satisfactory either.

I think we shonld pursue the matter. We have a written state-
ment. [ have not yet examined the written statement. I do not
know if you have. But we shall pursue the matter after this hear-
1ng is over.

Senator METZENBAUM. | thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Senator Denton and a letter from
Senator Denton to Senator Specter follow:]

PREFARED STATEMENT OF HoN. JEREMIAH DENTON, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE
OF ALABAMA

Mr Chairman, I commend you for scheduling this oversight hearing on the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (QJJDP). Like you, Mr. Chairman, I
believe that O.LIDP represents the level of commitment and emphasis that the Fed-
eral Government must continue to place on the area of juvenile justice. I therefore
strongly support the reauthorization of QJJDP at its current level of funding, as in-
dicated by my cosponsorship of 8. 2014 1 also support the concept of maintaining
the existing structure of OJJDP, so0 as not to allow for a weakening of our resolve to
continue support of jail removal and separation of non-criminal behavior from
criminal behavior

While I am suppartive of the existing structure of OJJDP, | am not unaware of
vancerns which have been rassed regarding its current admi:stration. Those con-
cerns include, but are not himited tor

1 An apparent slant towards the biological causation of criminal behavior;

2 A major focus on apprehension and prosecutorial services rather than on pre-
vention of crime and therefore the prevention of people becoming victims of crime:
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3. Awarding of a number of questionable non-competitive grants (cooperative
agreements) including a $K00,000 agreement to study pornography;

4. A disregard of tfw need for federal identification and promotion of prevention
efforts that are effective and transferrable to other parts of the nation; and

5. An apparent unwillingness to receive input in the juvenile jus’ice and youth
areas.

I look forward to having these concerns addressed.

Thank you Mr Chairman.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, D.C.. August 2, 1984.

Hon. ARLEN SPECTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on -Juvenile Justice, SH-815 Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, I)XC.

DeEan ARLEN: There was an inference made at yesterday's oversight hearing on
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention which I believe needs to
be addressed. Durinigl the hearing Mr. Wooten, Administrator Regnery's Chief
Deputy, noted that [ had met with Dr. Judith Reisman prior to the awarding of the
$x04), 000 cooperation agreement which was made by OJJDP. The inference was that
{ influenced the awarding of the grant.

In fact. | did meet with Dr. Reisman, Mr. Wooten and members of my staff to
listen to a presentation by Dr. Reisman regarding pornography. I must say that |
wan and still am intrigued by Dr. Reisman's theories. However, no mention was
made of the pending grant application nor did I promise to use the auspices of my
office to get federal funding for Dr. Reisman's project.

Again. while I am supportive of Dr. Reisman's work, | provided no assistance in
her obtaining federal backing. In fact I continue to have some question on the
amount of the final award.

I thank you for the opportunity to clarify this point for the record.

Sincerely.
JEREMIAH DENTON.
_Senator SprcTeR. Mr Regnery, will you stand and raise your
right hand and be sworn? _ . .

Do you solemnly swear that your testimony in evidence that you
present before this subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth
and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Mr. REGNERY. | do.

Senator SpECTER. Mr. Regnery, we welcome you here. We have
had vou testify before on a number of occasions, and we have had
cooperation from your unit as we have sought to move ahead on a
number of common goals on juvenile justice and delinquency pre-
vention. We look forward to your testimony.

You may proceed as you choose.

TESTIMONY OF HON. ALFRED S. REGNERY, ADMINISTRATOR,
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

Mr. ReGNERY. Thank you very much, Senator.

[ do have a prepared statement, which I believe you have, and 1
ask that it be included in the record.

Senator SpECTER. We have the prepared statement and it will be
made a part of the record fully. You may refer to it or summarize.

Mr. REGNERY. | will summarize.

I would also like to say we have a number of other witnesses
here from my staff. I think virtually everybody who is connected
with the issues that you are interested in is here, and we will be
willing to present them to you. I think they will be able to answer
any yuestions you have regarding the Pepperdine grant.

Let me clarify one misconception on the part of Senator Metz-
enbaum before | begin.
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George Nicholson did not get a grant from our office. Pepperdine
University did. and Gearge Nicholson is an employee of Pepperdine
University.

Senator MerzENBAUM. I understand that. Buv also my under-
standing, although I am not certain of the facts, that he called the
university and offered them the grant and his relationship with the
university was such, in making the telephone call, that he actually
did not ever know who the president of the university was, and
that it is ar unusual procedure for a grantee to be—for somebody
to take a grant to a university.

Mr. REGNERY. Well, he did not have a grant to give. I had the
grant to give and I gave the grant to Pepperdine University.

We discussed it with George Nicholson before he went to Pepper-
dine University and we discussed the possibility of his putting to-
gether a project if he could find an acceptable grantee, which he
ultimately did—Pepperdine University. He is an employee of Pep-
perdine University. He can be fired any time by Pepperdine Uni-
versity. Pepperdine has the obligation to the Federar Government
to carry out the grant itself as specified. So I think it is important
to understand that relationship.

Senator METZENBAUM. Welf I think it is important to under-
stand that relationship, and I also want to get into interro, ating
you concerning the question of whether or not it is in the gighly
unusual procedure for people to have grants to be able to offer
them to universities, as Mr. Nicholson did, and Ms. Reisman did.

Mr. ReGNERY. That is fine. We can talk about that.

Senator SPECTER. Senator Metzenbaum, let us proceed with Mr.
Regnery.

Senator MetzENBAUM. I did.

Senator SpecTER. He wanted to raise a clarification concerning
Mr. Nicholson's status, and we appreciate that. But let us proceed
to your testimony in chief, and we will then move as customary se-
quence on the questioning.

Mr. ReGNERY. Thank you very much, Senator.

The first thing I would like to say is that the Senate is in the
midst of the reauthorization process for my Office. I understand
headway is being made on that with my department, your office,
and with Senator Hawkins' office, and we certainly appreciate the
cooperation and the help that you are giving. We have been work-
ing closely with your staff, and I think that process is well on the
way to becoming finalized. I hope it is.

Since I last testified, there have been a number of developments
within my office which I think are significant and which I would
like to outline briefly to the committee.

First of all, as you know, Senator Specter, the Missing Children's
Center was opened on June 13 by the President at the White
House. It is now functioning. The staff has been hired. I believe
they have 29 or 30 people on their staff. They are receiving literal-
lv hundreds of phone calls from parents, parent organizations, law
enforcement and others, asking for assistance in missing children’s
cases  And they are in fact beginning to render that assistance.
There 15 an =00 phone number that is in the process of being set
up. Appuarently it takes AT&T a long time to do that these days,
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but [ guess they are slowly getting the thing together and I believe
it should be operational within another month or so.

Generally I think the Center is in good hands. It is well on its
way to becomini a significant entity in the missing children’s prob-
lem, and I think it will be a great asset to the country generally.

Second, we recently made a significant grant to the National
Council of Juvenile Family Court Judges for a program that we
call the Court Appointed Special Advocates Program, which is de-
signed to recruit volunteers to represent the interests of abused
and neglected children in family courts. That was a $1.5 million
noncompetitive grant which we gave to the National Council. They
have been working with 35 to 40 organizations and volunteer
groups around the country, beginning to get the thing set up.
Again, it is a project that we are very high on. We believe that it
will ultimately have as much impact on the subject of juvenile de-
linquency as virtually anything my office has done because of the
very great numbers of children who have been abused and neglect-
ed who ultimately wind up in juvenile courts as delinquents. And if
we can find permanent homes for those children, which is what
that program is designed to do, I think it will have a very great
impact on t .

We just awarded a number of grants to prosecutors’ offices across
the country with which to prosecute habitual juvenile offenders.
There are 13 of these grants at a cost of $250,000 to $300,000 each.

We are also about to let a contract for an evaluation of that proc-
ess. That has been a competitive process throughout. It has been a
very successful one. I might add, Senator, that Philadelphia is one
of the cities that received one of those grants. The program is
based on the theory that a relatively smail number of juveniles,
probably 5 to 8 percent, commit 50 to 79 percent of all the serious
juvenile crime. Much of the research which that program is based
on came from Philadelphia, Senator, from Professor Wolfgang,
with whom I believe you discussed it, and also from Mrs. Hampar-
ian—with whom Senator Metzenbaum is familiar as well—who has
done some very good research on the question of juvenile offenders
which has been very valuable to us in setting up this program.

I was in Chicago on Friday with the State’s attorney there, and
his office has developed some numbers which I think are signifi-
cant. They found that only 1.1 percent of all 10- 1. 16-year olds in
Cook County—that is a number of about 3,700, I believe--account-
ed for 36 percent of all juvenile arrests. Furthermore, that group of
1.1 percent had been arrested on an average of 10 times eacg. I
think that certainly verifies the numbers that we have collected
elsewhere which show that there is a very small percentage of ju-
veniles who are the worst chronic offenders, and who need to be
dealt with as strenuously as possible by the juvenile justice system.

We have also found that those chronic juvenile offenders are the
same people who have become career criminals. I think this solidi-
ties our notion that one needs to deal with them as early as possi-
ble. Again, preliminary research that we have coming into our
office indicates that as many as 77 percent, I believe, of the chronic
juvenile oftenders have been arrested over five times more than
adult offenders by the time they are 23 years old and, in fact, most
chronic adult offenders were also chronic juvenile offenders. So, it

1)
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:is a cycle that we have not been very successful in breaking to
ate.

If the criminal justice system and the juvenile justice system
offers any way of working with these children in this system, I be-
lieve the program that we just initiated will be able to deal with
these chronic offenders.

We are in the midst of determining who will be the recipient of a
grant to train counties across the country in restitution program-.
Again, this is a competitive process and, in fact, the competition is
on-going as we speak to determine who the recipient of that grant
will be. That wil{)ebe a $1.4 million project which we believe will be
able to provide training to between 800 and 1,000 jurisdictions in
setting up juvenile restitution programs.

We are also in the midst of a competitive process to determine
who will be recipients of four or five grants in the private sector
corrections area. As you know, Senator Specter, the juvenile area
has \ad a high degree of private involvernent in the corrections
area. We believe that from what we have seen, the private sector
can do a better job with rehabilitating children than the public
sector. At least that is what is indicated by some studies—though
the numbers are not very good, as no one has done a careful eval-
uation. We are therefore in the process of funding four or five new
entities. We will have a careful evaluation of that project, so in 2
or 3 years, we will be able to tell you whether or not, in fact, these
groups are able to rehabilitate juvenile offenders in a way different
from the public sector. Again, it is a program that we think has
ber.. extremely well designed. It has taken us about 1 year anc 3
mounths to get this far into it. We will be giving grants of about
half a million dollars each to these organizations. Of the grant ap-
plications we have received, and I think we have about 26 under
tt.is project, we are very encouraged that will be successful.

Ir. the area of school discipline and school crime, we have funded
the Natior.al Sciool Safety Center at Pepperdine University with a
grant of just over $2 million. There is a possibility that another $2
million may be awarded if the first year is successfully completed.
So, in fact. it is not a $4 million grant.

That office has been set up in Sacramento. It is functioning and
staff have been hired. The staff is in the process of writing and pre-
paring for the school year. They have spent a lot of time contacting
educational organizations in preparing for conferences and develop-
ing tv  clearinghouse that they will ultimately establish, Senator.
They have developed a brochure which I think might be valuable
to add to the record, which I have here, which describes what they
will be doing. This, of course, is a project which was part of the
Presidential initiative on school discipline which was discussed at a
hearing before this subcommittee in January, and to which, so far,
we have had a very positive reaction to from the educational com-
munity. We have worked carefully with the Education D¢ pirtment
on it. We have worked with groups such as the National Associa-
ticn of School Boards and Secondary School Principals, the School
Safety Officers organ’zation, and many others in establishing what
thev need. And again we have had almost universally a positive re-
action te what we are doing.

| XY
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We find, in fact, that there is great need on the part of many
educators for the services that we will be able to provide.

I might also add, just as an aside, that yesterday the Justice De-
Egrtment filed a amicus brief in the New Jersey v. T.L.O. case

fore the Supreme Court, which is a case pending on the fourth
amendment search and seizure issue in the schools. The brief, I
suspect, will be available to you if you would like to see it. I believe
it is the first amicus brief the Justice Department has filed pursu-
ant to the Presidential request that we look for such cases in which
to file those briefs.

In the area of trainirg, we continue to train many different
groups connected with the juvenile justice field—police officers,
judges, district attorneys, correctional officials, restitution officers,
and private nonprofit organizations which work with children. We
Erovide both technical assistance and training to them. That

udget is significant, and again, we get very positive reaction I
think virtually universally, from ti. people we do train.

We have one program that [ would like to mention at the Feder-
al Law Enforcement Training Center in Glynco, GA, to train police
officers. [ believe in the last year we have trained over 500 juvenile
officers—people in policymaking decisions across the country—in
how to deal with delinquency, how to deal with child abuse, and in
other areas of which they should be aware. It is a program that is
very professionally carried out, and the letters that I get, Senator,
from police officers who have been there are astounding in their
praise for the program. Generally, people think we should expand
it—we are trying to do so—to bring more people in to provide pro-
fessionally training. Of course, the police officer are on the front
line. They are tHe first to deal with preblems of delinquency and,
in many cases in the past, they have not been particularly well
trained for the job. I think this program is beginning to turn that
cycle so that we have a cadre of police officers who understand the
problems of children, both in abuse and neglect, as well as delin-
quency, and who they can deal with it on a front line basis.

You asked about the area of competition. My office does have a
policy on competition which is nonstatutory. It is delineated in
guidelines. Since coming to the office in November 1982, I have not
changed that policy. We try to compete programs when we can. In
some cases we cannot compete programs. We have developed some
numbers as well as we could for you, Senator, on what we do com-
pete and what we do not.

Unlike many grant-making agencies, we are not required to
make grants competitive. We do have the policy guidelines, as [
mentioned, which we have developed internally. We adhere to
those policy guidelines, I believe, exactly.

I have attached to my testimony a copy of the memorandum
from the General Counsel's Office which was developed about 1
vear ago, which spells out what that policy is. [ think you have it
in front of you

Legislation recently passed by the House would require all of our
grants to he made competitively. The Senate language does not in-
clude that pravision Because of the diverse nature of grants that
we give, and because we make many small grants both to research
arganizitions and for special emphasis projects. the grant making
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process that we have s not universally well suited to competition.
We muke demonstration awards for research, training, and techni-
cal assistance, as well as certain direct service grants. Although
many of these are granted competitively, others would be virtually
impossible to grant under the competitive process. For example,
our traimng division has alinost never inade competitive grants be-
cause of the singular nature of its work. There is usually only ore
organization capable of training the target constituency. For exam-
ple, we have given grants to the National College of District Attor-
neys to train prosecutors. The National College is virtually the
only organization in the United States that is either equipped to or
capable of training prosecutors. Such a grant could not be made
competitively.

Similarly, training judges and even police officers is done best by
individual organizations which have access to those constituencies,
which have credibility, and which may have a certain curriculum
to teach. Accordingly, we often seek out such organizations and ne-
gotiate an award with them.

I should point out, however, that we are in the midst of making a
competitive grant for training counties to set up restitution pro-
prams for juveniles, as [ mentioned. which apparently is the first
competitive grant the training division has ever made, at least to
the recollection of the people who are now in that division.

Similarly, the numerous small research grants which we give,
many to small research organizations or to individual experts,
would be tmpossible under a competitive process. This is because
these researchers will often come to us with a proposal which is
umque and which only that researcher is equipped to do. Without
having to compete such a process, we are in a position to have such
research done quickly and efficiently. It has been estimated that
the cost of competing for grants runs upward of $10,000, and the
precess often takes 6 months or more. T~ small researchers, who
have been an important part « “OJJDP work, have estimated that
tt copetition were required, they would not be able to afford to
compete for our grants, with the result that only the large research
orgamzations and large universitio-s would be able to successfully
compete tor our money.

Nevertheless, grants are awarded competitively unless there is a
woud ind compelling reason to do otherwise. Thus far in fiscal year
PO~ 1 ustg specral emphasis tunds, we have made a total of 43
asvards tor e totad sum of 315,200,000, Of those, 25 were made com-
prtitively tor S621L0000 13 were made  noncompetitively  for
snsnong and five awards totaling X605,000 were interagency
traesters We antivipate making at least six additional competitive
wwards wath special emphasis funds this vear, totaling $£3.% million.
v anticipate making three or four more sole source grants during
the rercander of Tos most of which would be less than S100,000
cach Necordimudv, by the end of 191 about half of all the awards
credeoswath speciad emphasis tunds will have been made competi-
froeely

Do tscab v st ol divisions, there were 91 ciategorical
caoard eode tatalinee 21T G amlhon OF those, 36 were made com-
potiteneby s nlhons Bowere made noncompetitively for 376

; el S st tatahing S mulhon were interagency
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transfers and statutorily mandated insular area awards. Thus, of
the $15.7 million awarded during fiscal year 1983, excluding insu-
lar areas and interagencr transfers, more than half of the money
was awarded comPetitive y.

In the Natiuna! Institute, all awards made so far in fiscal year
1984 have been noncompetitive—a total of 18 awards for a total of
$3.2 million. Only five of those, however, at a total of $1.8 million,
were new awards and the remainder were continuations of awards
made before I came to the office. We do have special competitive
projects pending in the Institute, including a $200,000 project on
legal issues, several project evaluations, a project on the quality
and availability of juvenile records, and our restitution project, to
mention a few. Most of those will be awarded in fiscal year 1984.

The competitive process that we have in our office is certainly
not perfect, Senator. I would be the last to say that it was. Compe-
tition has certain advantages, and it has certain disadvantages. I
think that in an office like mine where thefjuvenile justice area is
fairly limited in its scope and the number of people who work in it
is small, it is probably valuable not to have to compete grants, be-
cause by not competing, we can brin%ein new organizations and
new people who otherwise would not able to successfully com-
pete against the larger old line organizations who know so well
how to compete. We are trying to improve that system. We are cer-
tainly co;nizant of the criticism that has been leveled against us. |
am aware that there are some grants which might have been
better if we had competed them. On the other hand, there are some
competitive grants that we have made which certainly are far from
perfect. I think you cannot conclude that by competing everything,
vou are going to straighten out problems that you otherwise might
have.

One of the other problems with competing grants is the fact,
which | have alluded to, that the large organizations with the re-
rources and skills to write a good grant application are the ones
who invariably win, and the smaller researchers who, as I men-
tioned, have been so important in our work, may not be able to
compete for those grants because of the cost and the time of doing
s0.

In the area of juvenile delinquency prevention versus juvenile de-
linquency control, again, I am certainly aware of the criticism that
has been leveled against us. Press accounts have claimed that we
have “scrapped” prevention and that all we are interested in doing
is locking kids up. We have carefully gone through the number of
grants that we have made, and determined that, in fact, nothing
could be further from the truth. Prevention is still very much alive
and well in our office. We have many more prevention grants, in
tact, than control grants. We have spent, over the years, tens of
mulhions of dollars on delinquency prevention. Much of this money
has been spent aimlessly, that is, spent on the general population,
whether the general population needs delinquency prevention or
not The result has been, unfortunately. less than successful, and
evaluations of those prevention activities have been almost univer-
<ally pessimistic

It has often been said that many delinquency prevention efforts
result in doing the right things for the wrong reasons: we have

14
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tried to teach people to read to prevent delinquency, we have tried
to cure learning disabilities to prevent delinquency, we have built
new basketball courts to prevent delinquency, we have even pur-
chs sed minibikes for innercity children to prevent delinquency,
ant we have sent children to summer camp, to mention a few.
Those are things that society probably should be doing for children
anyway, but not in the name of delinquency prevention.

Accordingly, since 1 have been in the office, we have tried to re-
direct our prevention activities to focus on children who appear to
have a higher risk of becoming delinquents or who, for one reason
or another, are more susceptible to prevention activity. So far
during fiscal year 1984, of the more than 60 awards signed, which I
mentioned, 32 have been for prevention activities, for a total of
$12.2 million, and only 18 for ccntrol of delinquency, at a total of
$4.1 million. The remainder of our grants fall in neither category.

We do anticipate making six additional grants which fall in the
control category during the remainder of this fiscal year for a total
of about 33 X million. Accordingly, by the end of the year, we will
hav spent about $8 million on control and over $12 million on pre-
vention *

By focusing our prevention activities carefully, we are not only
using our money more efficiently, but also having greater impact
on juvenile crime.

The permanent families for abused and neglected children
project, which I mentioned in the beginning, will focus particularly
on the dependent and neglected child, a group with an extremely
high rate of subsequent delinquent activity. By assisting the juve-
nile court system in finding permanent homes for these children,
we believe that we may have a very significant impact on prevent-
ing delinquency.

Ou: grant to Pepperdine University for the National School
Safety Center. by the same token, is aimed particularly at prevent-
ing delinquency in the schools. From the experience of similar ef-
forts and from what we have learned about school crime and school
discipline, we believe that its impact may be very significant.

Similarly, during 1983, we made a large grant to the Boys Clubs
of America. requiring that the Boys Clubs go into the juvenile jus-
tice system to recruit children who have already had some contact
with law enforcement because of delinquent activity, and bring
them to the Bovs Clubs for their prevention activities

Previous awards to such groups as the Boys Clubs simply sup-
ported their general activities, and a great deal of our money was
used for children who were not likely to become delinquents
Aanvway

Other examples of some of our prevention awards include the
Center for Community Change here in Washington, DC, which will
provide training and technical assistance to eight neighborhood
bised organizations to implement local projects such as providing
alternatives to the institutionalization of juveniles and reducing
violent juvenile erime and the fear of such crime.

Another one 15 the National Center for Neighborhood Enterprise,
and I believe Bob Woodson 1s going to testify later today and ex-
plain that one.

1.,
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In addition, we funded the Law Enforcement Explorer Scouts
and the five law-related education projects, a project which we
have been involved in for some time. [ would add, incidentally, that
all of those grants were made noncompetitively.

Among grants we have made to assist the juvenile justice system
in controlling offenders are the 13 grants to the district attorneys’
offices which I have already described, training programs for pros-
ecutors, judges, police officers, corrections officials and others
within the system, the private sector corrections grants, and our
new restitution project.

On the issue of peer review, Senator, I have some testimony in
my prepared statement which I will not read. We generally use the
peer review process at all stages of nur grant-making awards, in-
cluding peer review while the grant is ongoing and during the
review process for publications. Peer review may mean different
things to different people. And as I have read the descriptions in
the Federal bulletins at the National Science Foundation, NIMH,
and places like those, they have a very formal review process. Ours
would probably be much more informal. To some extent, we have a
list of peer reviewers that we use regularly. I think th 2re are about
%5 people on this list who we pay when we want something re-
viewed. But we also have an informal process whereby people
around the country whom my staff or I know may simply be asked
to comment.

For example, | recently completed a project looking at an unso-
licited grant application. I sent out letters with copies of the appli-
cation to about 12 people around the country who were involved in
that area in different capacities—both professors and scholars,
frontline people, Government people, and people in other agen-
cies—and I simply said I would appreciate their review and com-
ment on the materials. When replies to such requests come back,
we try to assimilate them and make some sense out of them.

By the same token, we will convene panels from time to time.
We are convening a panel tomorrow, in fact, here in Washington
with a number of experts on the question of juvenile records. In
fact. it is an area that we had a hearing on about a year ago. We
have wrestled with this area and have found it to be a difficult
area to do anvthing about. So we are convening a panel of people
for 2 davs t advise us on our approach and types of projects that
we should undertake.

My staff will explain in more detail how they use the peer
review process. Again, it is certainly not a perfect process. The ju-
venile justice area, I think. is so diverse and has such a limited
number of people concerned, that it does not really lend itself to
having a formalized process such as NIMH or some other scientific
activities and organizations. Nevertheless, I think that it certainly
could be improved—there is no question about that.

We will be huppy to work with vour staff if they think there are
things that we either should do by guideline or regulation, or even
by statute, to improve the process.

But, agam. | do not think it is something that lends itself to a
<imple answer, that is, saving one has to do this or that because of
the nature of the beast

1o
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In the formula grant area, Senator, we continue to have all but
tour States in our program. Those States that are not in the pro-
gram are North and South Dakota, Nevada, and Wyoming. The
State of Ohio has presently been temporarily terminated from the
program because of the high number of juveniles that it has in its
institutions. We are working with State officials on an ongoing
busis to try to straighten that out. There seems to be some discrep-
ancy in the way they actually make the count. But we found from
the numbers that they have given to us that Ohio has more juve-
niles than any other State. We are hoping that we can resolve that
issue by the end of the year. There are other States that have prob-
lems but none to that degree. So it does appear as though, with the
beginning of the next year, we will probably continue to have all
but four States in the project.

One of the issues that came up at the last hearing was the figure
in our budget request for 1985 that claimed there were 35,000
status offenders and nonoffenders in secure detention facilities. In
fact, you asked me about that. That number was one that was very
rough, and it was developed I believe a year ago. My staff has gone
through and recomputed those figures, and they have concluded
that there is somewhere in the vicinity of 12,700 juveniles in those
institutions in participating States—down fiom 35,000. Again, I
would be leery of that number because, to some extent, it is a pro-
Jection. Each State makes the count differently. Some will count
tor 1 month, others will count for a year, and one must extrapolate
those numbers to try to come up with a number. That is an admis-
sion figure.

Incidentally, that is the number of status and nonoffenders who
were admitted to those institutions during the course of the year.

We talked a little bit at the last hearing about the Monday count
figures, which I tend to think are probably more accurate. Those
are the figures developed by the Census Bureau for their children
in custody survey. The last survey for 1983 showed that in 1983
there were 1,100 status offenders and nonoffenders in all secure fa-
cilities as defined by our statute in the United States. That was
down from 1,175 in 1979,

Incidentally, the children in custody survey also found that on
the same day in 1983 there were 36,500 juveniles in all secure fa-
cilities everywhere in the United States. And we would point out
that the status offender count is only 3 percent of that total
number So I think we have gotten a fairly good handle on that
problem over the years.

In terms of the status of funds, Senator, through the 5th of July,
we have spent 219.5 million of our discretionary money. We began
in s with 3367 million, which included a substantial amount of
carryover from previous years. With the grants that are in the
pipehne now, as well as those that I have signed since the 5th of
Julv. and those that we will sign between now and the end of the
tiseal vears we believe that we will use up all but a small amount.
It~ duticult to say exactly how much it will be because, as the
Comptroller’s Office works on the grants that are in process, the
numbers otten come out differently from the amount actually
budeeted Bat it does appear that by the end of fiscal vear 1984,

1
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virtually all the discretionary money, together with, of course, the
formula grant money, will have been spent.

That concludes the summary of my testimony. I would be pleased
to answer any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Regnery follows:]

15
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PRePARED STATEMENT OF ALFRED S. REGNERY

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for inviting me to testify this
morning on the activities of the Office of Juvenjle Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJJDP).

There have been several significant developments concerning OJIDP
since [ last testified on this subject before the Subcommittee in March.
Perhaps the most important development is the substitute legislation
drafted by the Administration and the Department of Justice with the
couperation and assistance of the Senate leadership that would create a
program of financial and technical assistance for state and local criminal
justice, reauthorize OJIDP and establish a program to aid missing
children. We appreciate the efforts of this committee in working on this
legislation and hope for expeditious final passage.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the draft substitute amendment would
establish, within the Department of Justice, an Office of Justice
Assistance (OJA) headed by an Assistant Attorney General, In conjunction
with that Otfice, OJIDP would administer financial and technical
assistance at the state and local levels, fund demonstration projects similar
to those now authorized, and maintain other previously identified OJIDP
priorities. The legislation authorizes a $70 million appropriation for the
0JIDP.

Missing Children

In addition, the OJIDP Administrator would be responsible for a new
national program, authorized at $10 million per year, for providing training
and technical assistance to law enforcement and citizen organizations
dealing with missing children issues.

When 1 last testified, | voiced the Department's support for the

Missing Children's program as outlined in S. 2014 and noted OJIDP's plans
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for a National Center for Missing and Exploited Children. Iam happy to
report that the Center was formally opened by President Reagan on June
13th in a ceremony at the White House. Although the Center has been open
only a few short wueks, it already has handled hundreds of calls from
concerned parents and law enforcement officials and assisted in dozens of
missing children's cases. We hope that the Center will be able to assist in
even more cases after its telephone hotline begins operation,

The National Center will sponsor and host the first National
Conference on Missing and Exploited Children. This conference will bring
together highly motivated, experienced professionals who are familiar with
the issue of missing and exploited children. These participants will share
their expertise with parents, law enforcement personnel, school officials,
community leaders and other child advocates to address the problem of
missing and exploited children.

Permanent Families for Abused and Neglected Children

My office has recently funded an outstanding prevention program
which will focus national attention on the need for providing permanent
homes for abused and neglected children. It is being conducted under a
$1.5 million grant to the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges.

Studies show that abuse and neglect often cause children to become
involved in aggressive, anti-social, and delinquent behavior. Unfortunately,
the victim often becomes the aggressor and many of these children go on to
become adult criminals. But studies also indicate that a strong and stable
farmily environment can help prevent delinquency. The aim of this program
is to find such families for these children.

To aid judges 0 their decisions in child abuse and negleCt cases, the
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program will work to recruit and train one million volunteers to be sworn
court officers who will devote themselves to a child's case. Such Court-
Appointed Special Advocates (CASA) are currently working in CASA
programs in 26 states. Through their ef.orts, placements of children in
long-ter ..ster care have been dramatically reduced.

We expect that through this partnership of juvenile and family court
judges, volunteers, and others interested in the welfare of children, we can
reduce the number of children in foster care, reduce juvenile delinquency
and greatly enrich the lives of the nation's abused and neglected children.

Habitual Serious and Violent Juvenile Offenders

The projects | have just described serve the needs of children who
come in contact with the juvenile justice system as victims — victims of
exploitation, abuse, or neglect. Another new project which we have just
funded is aimed at a different group of children. Many of these children
also are the victims of abuse or m.glect, but the juvenile justice system has
failed them. They have not been reached by prevention programs or by the
probation or other community-based treatment ordered time after time,
offense after offense. Their history of violent and serious criminal
behavior necessitates a new approach.

While these habitual, serious and violent juvenile offenders make up
only 5-8% of the ‘juvenile population, studies show this group accounts for
over 30% of juvenile crime. We believe that concentrating prosecution
efforts on this small number of habitual offenders may be the best way of
dealing with serious juvenile crime.

QJIDP has awarded a total of $3.7 mullion to prosecutors in thirteen
jurisdictions across the country to establish Habitual Serious and Violent

Juveniie Ottender programs. Through these programs, c.ses of chromc
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juvenile offenders will be prepared and presented to the courts in an
acceierated manner. The programs concentrate on these repeat serious
offenders by reducing pretrial, dispositional, and trial delays; restricting or
eliminating plea bargaining; reducing the number of dismissals for reasons
other than merit; ensuring that all evidence is collected in an admissible
manner ; improving methods for obtaining the cooperation of victims and
witnesses; and assigning one prosecutor to the same case from the time of
arrest through final disposition. The programs also include a correctional
component that will develop and monitor individualized treatment plans for
each adjudicated juvenile offender. This focus on vertical prosecution and
continuous case management is intended to increase the consistency ol ‘ne
juvenile justice system in holding a youth accountable ior his or her
actions.

There are several more general i;sues in which I understand the
Subcommittee is interested and which I would like to discuss one by ore.

Peer Review

Mr. Chairman, you have asked about peer reiew of grant proposals,
whether we use that process, and if so, how. We reguiar!y use peer review,
both by outside consultants and by our own staff. Our statute authorizes
OJICP to enter into contracts for the partial pertormance of any of tne
functions of the Institute, and to compensate consultants and members of
technical advisory councils (Section 241 e (4) (5)). We use this provision to
employ consultants to review our projects, but we also use an informal
review process under which reviewers are not paid. Peer revicws take
place at different phases of a project, The form ot the peer review process
differs, depending on the scope and nature of the program under

consideration. During the earliest phase, determining whether OJIDP
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should allocate lunds to a particular program area, we often seek the
opinions of practitioners and researchers regarding the importance of the
area, and the critical issues to be addressed. This is usually accomplished
through telephone calls, or in conjunction with visits to 0JIDP-supported
projects. For particularly complex areas, or areas in which there is
controversy, a small group of experts is convened to provide advice on
program development. We are presently using such an approach in the area
of drug abuse and delinquency.

At the proposal stage, peer review can take two forms. Written
reviews by outside experts focuses on such issues as significance,
feasibility, methadology, and the potential usefuiness of the products. We
can aiso elect to convene a panel of experts to assist in identifying the
most significant issues, and alternative strategies. As an example, our
approach to the area of the quality and accessibility of juvenile records
exemplifies a combination of these approaches. In response to the Federal
Register announcement of the 1984 Program Plan, we received an
unsolicited proposal to review the use of juvenile criminal records in both
juvenile and criminal courts. We forwarded this proposal to several experts
for their review Based on their comments, we determined that a pane}
should be conve ned to identify the most significant issues concerning the
development und use of official records, and to suggest aiternative
strategi=s for resolving those 1ssues. That panel will be convened within
the next several days to thoroughly reiew the problem.

Formal applications are reviewed before and/or after award by
* ternal eaperts. This may be accomplished either by selecting consultants
through a management contract to review the application on a one-time-

waly basis, or by establishing a project advisory committee, which works
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with the award recipient for the life of the award. This committee reviews
the application and all subsequent phases of the research or program
development process.

Virtually all final reports on research and program development
projects are subjected to peer review. Two to three reviewers are asked to
address a comprehensive set of specific questions. The results of the
reviews are sent to the authors to provide them an opportunity to make
revisions prior to the OJIDP decision regarding publications and
dissemination.

Competition and Sole Source Grants

In recent weeks, our critics have made much of the issue of
competitive versus non-competitive grants. Press accounts have claimed
that we are giving away federal money wholesale to our friends, and that,
since becoming Administrator, [ have "scrapped" the competitjve
grantmaking process. Nothing could be further from the truth.

Unlike many grantmaking agencies, we are not required to make
grants competitively. We do have policy guidelines however, developed
internally, to which we adhere. I have attached a copy of a memorandum
to me froin the Office of Justice Assistance Research and Statistics
(QJARY) Office of General Counsel dated August 8, 1983, which spells out
that policy. {Attachment D).

Legisiation recently passed by the House of Representatives requires
that all new awards made b'* OJJDP have to be made competitively. The
Sencte bili does not include such a provision,

ecause of the diverse nature of the grants which we give, and
because O1IDP makes many small research and spec:al emphasis grants,

our grantmahing process is not universally well suited to competition.
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We make awards for demonstration projects, research, training, and
technical assistance, as well as certain direct service grants. Although
many of these are granted competitively, others wr uld be virtually
impossible to grant under the competitive process. For example, our
training division has ailmost never made competitive grants because of the
singular nature of its work. There is usually only one organization capable
of training the target constitutency. For example, we have given grants to
the National College of District Attorneys to train prosecutors. The
National College is virtually the only organization in the U.S. that is either
equipped to or capable of training prosecutors. Such a grant could not be
made competitively. Similarly, training judges and even police ofticers is
best done by individual organizations which have access to those
constituencies, which have credibility, and which may have a certain
curriculum to teach. Accordingly, we often seek out such organizations
and negotiate an award with them, [ should point out, however, that we are
in the midst of making a competitive grant for training counties in setting
Up restitution programs for juveniles, which is apparently the first
competitive grant that our training division has ever given in the histery of
QJ1DP.

Similarly, the numerous small research grants which we give, many
to small research organizations or to individual experts, would be
umpossible under a competitive process. This is because these researchers
will often come to us with a proposal which is unique and which only that
researcher is equipped to do. Without having to compete such a process,
we are in a position to have such research done quickly and efficiently, It
has been estimated that the cost of competing for grants runs upward of

510,000, and the process often takes six months or more. The small
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researchers, which have been an important part of OJJDP work, have
estiinated that if competition were required, they would not be able to
afford to compete for our grants, with the result that only the large
research organizations and large universities would be able to succesfully
compete for our money.

Nevertheless, grants are awarded competitively unless there is a
good and compelling reason to do otherwise. So far this year, using special
emphasis funds, we have made a total of 43 awards for a total sum of
$15,209,000. Of those, 25 were made competitively, for $6,341,000, 13
were made non-competitively for $8,262,000, and 5 awards totaling
$605,000 were interagency transfers. We anticipate making at least six
additional competitive grants with special emphasis funds, totaling
$3,800,000, before the end of fiscal year (FY) 1984, and anticipate making
three or four more sole source grants during the remainder of 1984.
Accordingly, during FY '84, about half of all awards made with special
emphasis funds will have been made competitively.

During FY '83, in all divisions, there were 91 categorical awards
made totaling $17,515,000. Of those, 36 were made competitively for
$8,081,228, 43 were made non-competitively for $7,626,369, and 12 awards
totaling $1,807,183 were interagency transfers and statutorily mandated
nsular area awards. Thus of the $15,707,579 awarded during FY '83 (which
sum excludes insular areas and interagency transfers) more than half of the
money was awarded competitively.

In the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (NIJJDP), all awards made so far in FY '84 have been non-
competitive — a total of eighteen awards, for a total of $3,257,000. Only

five of those, however, at a total of 51,849,421, were new awards and the
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remainder were continuations of awards made before I came to OJIDP. We
do have several competitive projects pending in NIJIDP, including a
$200,000 project on legal issues, several project evaluations, a project on
the quality and availability of juvenile records, and our restitution project,
to mention a few.

Delinquency Prevention

We have also been criticized for allegedly ceasing to fund
delinquency prevention programs and for concentrating instead solely on
prosecution and punishment of juvenile offenders. Again, Mr. Chairman,
these reports bear little resemblance to reality.

OJIDP has spent, over the years, tens of millions of dollars on
delinquency prevention. Much of this money has been spent aimlessly —
that is, spent on the general population whether the general population
needed delinquency prevention or not. The result often has been,
unfortunately, less than successful, and evaluations of those prevention
activities have been almost universally pessimistic..

It has often been said that many delinquency prevention efforts
result in doing the right things for the wrong reasons: we have tried to
teach people to read to prevent delinquency, we have tried to cure learning
disabilities to prevent delinquency, we have built new basketball courts to
prevent delinquency, we have purchased mini-bikes for intercity children to
prevent delinquency, we have sent children to summer camp to prevent
delinquency, to mention a few. Those are things that society should be
doing for children anyway, but not in the name of delinquency prevention,

Accordingly, we have tried to redirect our prevention activities,
since | have been Administrator, to focus on children who appear to have a

hugher risk ot becoming delinquents, or who, for one reason or another, are
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more susceptible to prevention activity, So far during FY '84, of the more
than 60 awards signed which | mentioned above, 32 have been for
prevention activities, for a total of $12,271,996, and only 18 for control of
juvenile delinquents, at a total of 54,184,306, The remainder of our grants
fall in neither category. We do anticipate making six additional grants
which fall in the control category during the remainder of FY '84, for a
total of about $3.8 rnillion. Among those, however, is our restitution
project which has a considerable prevention component included in it.

By focusing our prevention activities better, we are both using our
money more efficiently and having greater impact on juvenile crime. The
Permanent Families for Abused and Neglected Children project, which 1
described earlier, will focus particularly ¢ 1 dependent and neglected
children, a group with an extremely high rate of subsequent delinquent
activity. By assisting the juvenile court system in finding permanent homes
for those children, we believe that we may have a very significant impact
on preventing delinquency. Our grant to Pepperdine University for the
National School Safety Center, by the same token, is aimed particularly at
preventing delinquency in the schools and, from the experience of similar
activities and from what we have learned about school crime and school
discipline, we believe that its impact may be significant. Similarly, during
1983, we rnade a large grant to the Boys Clubs of America, requiring that
the Boys Clubs go into the juvenile justice system to recruit children who
have already had some contact with law enforcement because of delinquent
activity, and bring them into the Boys Clubs for their prevention
activities, Previous awards to such groups as the Boys Clubs simply
supported their general activities, and 4 great deal of our money was used

for children who were not likely to have become delinquent anyway.

O
..



25

Other examples of some of our prevention awards include the Center
for Community Change here in Washington, D.C., which will provide
training and technical assistance to eight neighborhood-based organizations
to implement local projects such as providing alternatives to the
institutionalization of juveniles and reducing violent juvenile crime and the
fear of such crime. In addition, we funded the grant to the Law
Enforcement Explorers Scouts, and the five law-related education grants, a
project which OJJDP has been involved in for some time. | might add that
all of the above grants were made non-competitively,

Among grants we have made to assist the juvenile justice system in
controlling juvenile offenders are the thirteen grants to district attorneys
which I have already described, training programs for juvenile prosecutors,
juvenile judges, police officers, corrections officials, and others within the
juvenile justice system, and our private sector corrections grants and our
new restitution project, both of which will be funded shortly,

Status of Funds

Mr. Chairman, it appears that we will have spent virtually all of our
FY '84 allocations by the end of the fiscal year. We started FY '84 with a
total sum of $36,737,648 in discretionary funds, which included both FY '84
allocations and carryover funds and commitments from previous years. As
of July 5th, we had actually obligated $19,841,475. Commitments, projects
which are in the pipeline, together with projects actually commenced since
July 5th will have consumed just about all of the balance. Thus, we
anticipate entering FY '85 with only a small amount of carryover money.

1985 Program Plan

You have asked for information concerning our 1985 Program Plan;
we have informed the Subcommittee that it has not yet been completed and

15 thus unavailable,
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We are in the process of developing that plan now, but are somewhat
hampered by the fact that our reauthorization has not yet been enacted.
As you know, Mr. Chairman, the House bill places significant restrictions
on the sort of new programs we can undertake. Therfore, until we know
what the final legislation requires, we cannot plan new projects.
Nevertheless, we have begun the planning proces: for 1983, and are
reviewing several possible new projects. We will keep the Subcommittee
informed of those plans as we progress with them,

It is our hope, and the hope of the Administration, that if the OJIDP
program is reauthorized, we can continue this important work and, in so
doing, improve the quality of juvenile justice in the United States.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I will be pleased to respond to any

questions you or members of the Subcommittee may have,

Senator SPEcTER. Thank you very much, Mr. Regnery.

1 would like to start with this issue of a competitive matter. The
Congress has been very explicit in calling for competition in
making grants and as mandated through congression .lirection,
competition in certain areas and the internal policy of the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention specifies that compe-
tition for assistance shall be further to the maximum extent practi-
cal, and later portion of the agency instruction further delineates
that objective by saying that the award of grants outside of the
scope of published programs shall be exercised sparingly and only
in exceptional circurastances. Also, that the exceptions shall be
made only where “such outstanding merit is present so that the
award of a grant without competition is justified.”

I take it from your testimony in general that you agree with
those articulations?

Mr. REGNERY. Absolutely, yes, and we try to adhere to them.

Senator SpecTer. Well, the difficulty that I think arises in the
application, Mr. Regnery, which requires further analysis, perhaps
explanation, perhaps further change in policy, arises because of the
application, is that 71 percent of the grants and 85 percent of the
total funds involved have been awarded noncompetitively.

Mr. ReGNERY. Could I correct that number?

Senator SpecTeR. Well, if it is incorrect.

Mr RreGNERY. It is incorrect.

Senator SPECTER. | believe we are working from your materials.

Ui
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Mr. REGNERY. That was a number that I believe was developed
by the House of Representatives. I am not sure where they came
up with it. We have worked through those numbers very carefully.
Tﬁose figures you quoted also were used some time ago. And let me
point out in terms o —

Senator SPECTER. .v.r. Regnery, I am told by staff that those sta-
tistics are based on information from your office, since you took
office.

Mr. REGNERY. Well, can I give you tte figures that we worked
out this morning?

Mr. WoortoN. We talked with the staff yesterda, and [ was told
those figures came from Gordon Raley of the House of Representa-
tives——

Mr. REGNERY. The Democratic staff, that is right.

Mr. WoortoN. We do not know how they were developed and we
have tried very carefully to go through the numbers and to answer
that question, to be prepared to answer that question today.

Senator SPECTER. You are correct. I am advised by my staff that
(ordon Raley is a source, but he says that they came from the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and he has
a computer printout.

Mr. REGNZRY. Let me say one thing. I believe that number was
as of sometime ago, first of all. As you are talking about——

Senator SPECTER. As of what date, Mr. Regnery?

Mr. REGNERY. I do not know what date, but it was at least 2 or 3
months ago.

Mr. WoorTtoN. April.

Senator SPECTER. April 10?

Mr. REGNERY. It takes a lot longer to do a competitive project
than a noncompetitive project.

Senator SPECTER. Before we go to the justification for the reasons
for whatever you may be doing, I woufd like to understand what
the facts are.

Mr. KeGNERY. Since | came to office on November 22, 1982, 1
have made a total of 61 competitive grants and 70 noncompetitive
grants.

Senator SPECTER. Sixty-one competitive?

Mr. REGNERY. And 70 noncompetitive.

The dollars, competitive grants, $14,588,955.

Senator SpecTER. Noncompetitive?

Mr. REGNERY. No. These are competitive. $14,588,955, for a total
of 13 percent.

Noncompetitive, $19,322 794, for a total of 56.9 percent.

I can give you every grant with the date that I gave it, the
amount, the grantee and the grant number if you would like it.

Senator SercTER. Mr. Regnery. on the decisionmaking process,
how is that made? You make the final determination as to who
#ets the award?

Mr. REGNERY. In most cases, ves. It is a rather complicated proc-
(8.1

First of all. there are a number of grants which legally we have
to make. Those are grants that may be for a 3-vear period that
were made before | came to office and which I have to sign when
they come up for renewal.

31
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Senator Specrer No discretion to cancel?

Mr. REGNERY. No discretion—well, you can cancel if they are not
doing what they are supposed to be doing or if there is fraud or
abuse or something like that. But just on discretion, no, you
cannot. I am not sure what the total amount of those grants is.
That is a fairly significant figure. Some of those were let competi-
tively, some of those were noncompetitive.

Second, on grants which [ initiate, it is up to me to determine
what grants are ultimately signed. I certainly take a lot of advice
from a lot of people, including the administration and our National
Advisory Committee, the Congress and other people. Ultimately, I
guess, legally it is up to me. It is also up to me to determine, to-
gether with my general counsel’s office and my comptroller’s office,
whether or not a grant should be competitive. If it is not competi-
tive, we prepare something that is called the sole source justifica-
tion which explains from the statute and the guidelines why that
grant couvld not be competed. In every grant that we sign, that is
not competitive, there is a sole source justification in that grant.

Senator SPeCTER. All right.

Let us go back to the figures of 85 percent awarded noncompeti-
tively in terms of awards in dollar amounts, and 71 percent in
terms of grants.

Was that figure accurate as of April 10?

Mr. ReGNERY. | do not have any idea. I do not know who devel-
oped it, how they developed it, or anything else.

Senator SpeCTER. So you do not know that it is inaccurate?

Mr. REGNERY. | know that it is inaccurate now.

Senator SprcTER. You are representing that it is inaccurate now?

Mr. REGNERY. Right.

Senator SPECTER. But——

Mr. REGNERY. It sounds to me as though it would have been inac-
curate then simply because there have not been that many grants
signed since April 30 which would skew it from, what would you
say, 71 percent down to 53 percent.

Senator SpecTER. Would you check that because I want to know
what the facts are.

Mr. REGNERY. If we can get the information from the House, |
would be happy to. sure.

Senator SPeCTER. You have the records, do you not”

Mr. Woorron. Senator, we will be glad to try.

Senator SPECTER. We have not had you identified for the record.

Mr. Reanery. I am sorry. This is Mr. James Wootton, who is my
deputy administrator.

ator SeECTER. All right.

i g the figure of 57 percent noncompetitive, that seems high
to me. Mr. Regnery. in the face of the kinds of standards which 1
went through and read to vou, and in the face of what the Con-
vress has done by way of just really insisting on competition in so
many lines and the OJJJDP standards themselves, 57 percent on a
noncompetitive basis. it just seems to me very high.

Mr Recanery. Well, it may be, Senator. As 1 say, we certainly
use the puidelines that we have. We have not changed those guide-
lines at all since T came to office. It is a matter of discretion and as
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I mentioned before, there probably are some noncompetitive grants
that we could have done competitively and vice versa.

Could you give me some figure of what we should try to achieve?

Senator SPECTER. [ might. I might.

Mr. ReGNERY. I would be happy to work with you :: you could
come up with something that we could shoot for.

Senator SPECTER. [ would say that you ought to be in the 80 per-
cent range on competition and the deviations from the competitive
lines ought to be made where there is no one who can compete,
where it really is generally a sole source.

I think we are going to come to an analysis of that on the two
areas that we are going to discuss.

But if I were to give you a judgment based on what I know of the
field, and it is substantial, having worked in this field for a time, |
wouid say something in the 80 percent range would be a targeted
goai and even as to those which delineate and move from competi-
tion, there ought to be very substantial reasons for the departure.

[t me move for a moment to the question of peer review. You
say you do that on an informal basis. Could you be a little more
explicit as to how you handle this question of peer review?

Mr. RecNERY. Well, it depends at what stage of the grant making
process it is. Before a grant is made, some of it may simply be dis-
cussions, some of it may be phone calls, some of it may be letters or
reports. some of it may be more formal and require submitting
something to somebody and asking them to comment on it.

Senator Specter. Could you tell me how many of these 70 non-
competitive grants had peer review?

ML. ReGNERY. They probably all had peer review in some form or
another.

Senator Sprcter. Could you give me an illustration? Pick out the
one that is the best one on peer review and tell me what it was.

Mr. ReGNERY. Well, there is one that I have not signed yet which
[ feel very gouod about.

Senator SeecTER. Pick out one of the ones that you have already
granted. one of the 70 noncompetitive that you have granted.

.\If. REGNERY. Well, Pepperdine University I guess is a good ex-
ample.

Senator SpEcTER. On the Pepperdine University, OK. Let us go.

Mr. ReaNery. OK. I had many meetings with a lot of different
people about that. When the grant appsication came in, it was care-
tully scrutinized by a number of people at the education depart-
ment. We discussed it at length with at least five other educational
organizations——

Senator SPECTER. Let us be specific.

The point that I was making was just a generalized question, but
when vou took up Pepperdine, let us pick it up. Start at the begin-
hing of the Pepperdine grant and outline for the record just what
happened, what you were looking for, and how it came into focus.

Mr Reanery. Let me find my notes on that.

Senator Seectek By the way, Mr. Regnery. while you are search-
e through your notes, the computer printout furnished to my
~staft by vour office regarding the Pepperdine grant states that the
total award amount is just over 32 million, and { had understood
that the figure was almost %4 million.

Q \}!j
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Is there a discrepancy there?

Mr. REGNERY. Yes. We have given Pepperdine $2.02 million, I
think, so far. And the grant specifies that thely mai qualify for a
second year grant of something less than that. I think it is $1.9 mil-
lion—if the first year is successfully carried out. I do not know if it
is mandated that they get the second year grant or not. I do not
believe it is. There are controls that we have on it before we sign a
second year's check.

. Sg)nator SpecTER. So Pepperdine may not get the other $2 mil-
ion?

Mr. REGNERY. That is true.

The first involvement was in September of 1983, at which time I
was appointed to the working group on school discipline with—for
the Cabinet Councel on Human Resources to examine the area of
school crime and school discipline generally. That was an inter-
agency working grou(r to ultimately make a report to the Cabinet
on what steps the administration might take to assist the educa-
tional establishment i» controlling school discipline.

We worked throughout the fall in a number of meetings on that
issue. One of the things that was suggested, in fact one of the
things that my office had done before, was a center which would
provide technical assistance, training, information, and other serv-
ices to schools. It was done in the late seventies, and, I am not sure
why it was not successful. It ended up in a lawsuit, in any case,
with the grantee. As we discussed the matter with ple both
inside and outside the Government, it was one of the things which
people generally believed could be done through my office and
which certainly came specifically within the bounds of our statute
and which would be assisting the country.

In November 1983, I was in California, and I visited the Califor-
nia School Safety Center, which then Attorney General Deukmei-
jian has set up, and which the present Attorney General John Van
de Kamp has kept going about the same way it was before, which
has had a great deal of success in California working with these
issues.

I also visited a number of schools in California in that same trip
that the California center has assisted, and was able to turn
around——

Senator SprcTER. All right.

So vou wanted to get some studies on school violence, right?

Mr ReGNERY. Well, we were not actually doing studies. 1 guess
we were examining the different issues and talking to the people
involved.

Senator SPECTER. What was the objective, what question did you
want answered?

Mr. REGNERY. Whether or not it was possible to fund an entity
which would be able to provide information, data, training and
other services that would be helpful to schools.

Senator SpecTER. To be helpful to schools for what?

Mr. ReGNERY. For controlling the crime and discipline problems.

And we found in Califernia that they had a very successful ven-
ture which was strictly bipartisan in its approach because of the
fact that it had been, among other things, run by two different at-
 rueys general of two different parties and two different philo-
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sophical backgrounds. We talked to schools that had received the
California center’s assistance in various areas of the State of Cali-
fornia, who we were told, virtually universally, that the center was
extremely helpful.

Senator SpecTER. But you found out that the information com-
piled by the two attorneys general was not sufficient. You needed a
further study”

l\tfir. REGNERY. Well, we did not really do a study. We found that
in fact——

Senator SPECTER. What did you commission Pepperdine to do?

Mr. REGNERY. We commissioned Pepperdine to set up a National
School Safety Center to develop materials, hire a staff that would
be able to render assistance to school districts around the country,
and give them materials, be an informational exchange center for
schools so that if they had problems, if they needed a manual on
how to do something, if they needed an expert on how to set up a
disciplinary code, or for example, if they had problems with arson,
if they had problems with theft, we would have people that we
could supply to those schools to assist them in taking care of those
problems.

Senator SpECTER. Was this a noncompetitive award?

Mr. ReGNERY. It was noncompetitive, yes.

Senator SPECTER. Why?

Mr. REGNERY. Well, we determined about how much we thought
we should spend on the project. We did that by using our own staff,
trying to determine from other people what was required, and de-
termining what sorts of money we had available.

3 Sg)nat.or SpecTER. Do you have many grants as large as $4 mil-
‘ion’

Mr. REGMERY. Yes, we have lots of grants that big.

Senator SPECTER. What is your largest grant?

Mr. REGNERY. The largest single grant right now is the National
Center for Missing and Exploited Children. That is about $2.3 mil-
lion per year. So that is about $300,000 bigger than Pepperdine.

There are other projects in which there may be two or three
grantees which exceed that amount. Then another example would
be an organization, such as the National Council for Juvenile
Family Court Judges, which might have four or five different
grants, for Projects whose total might exceed that.

Senator SPECTER. So it was a large grant. You are talking about
very major matters if they exceed $4 million.

Mr. REGNERY. Yes. [t was major. There is no question about that.
l Senator SprCTER. Did you consider making it on a competitive
asis?

Vir. REGNERY. Yes, we did.

Senator SpecTER. What consideration did you give?

Mr. ReaNERY. Well, we tried to determine if we made it competi-
tive whether we could find somebody who could do it more effi-
ciently than if it were noncompetitive.

Senator Specter. Did you talk to any institution besides Pepper-
dine”

Mr ReGNerv. Yes. We talked to several institutions, most of
whom were interested in doing it.

Senator SPECTER. Which ones?
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ir ReGNERY | cannot remember exactly which ones we talked
tu, Senator.

Senator SPECTER Can you remember any of them?

Mr. REGNERY. "‘es. We talked to an organization in Nashville,
TN, and called the Committee for Excellence in Educuotion. That is
not what it is called but something like that. It is run by Profes-
SOr ——

Senator SPECTER. You talked to them personally?

Mr. ReGNERY. Yes, I did. They came to my office. Two people
came to my office and discussed it. They concluded that they were
very interested in it, but that they could not actually do the sort of
things that we wanted.

Senator SPECTER. Who else did you talk to?

Mr. REGNERY. Well, we talked to a lot of people throughout the
educational establishment about the merits of what we wanted to
do and about how big it should be.

Ultimately, we began talking to Pepperdine University and,
frankly, one of the reasons that we deciJ:i Pepperdine would be
advantageous was because of the fact that we felt the rate that
they were charging for doing what we wanted them to do was
about as good a rate as possible. For one thing, their overhead rate
was 10 percent of what other organizations charge us in some
cases——

Senator SpreTER. What was their overhead rate?

Mr. REGNERY. Ten [ 2rcent.

Senator SpecTER. 'What was it? 10 percent of what?

Mr. REGNERY. Ten percent of the total grant.

Senator SPECTER. Ten percent of the total grant?

Mr. REGNERY. Yes. It is not unusual for us to make a grant
where the overhead rate would be 100 percent. That is Lalf, 50 per-
cent.

The Arthur D. Little grant——

Senator SprcTER. You lost me, 10 percent to 100 percent to 50
percent?

Mr. REGNERY. It varies. [ think that the highest is 130 percent of
the non—could you explain that a little bit better?

Mr. WoottoN. Well, I would like to be able to explain it better
but it is hard.

Senator SpECTER. Try.

Mr. Wootton. Well, each grant is different and you use a differ-
ent percentage of a different number of direct costs.

:onamr SercTER. What figure do you come to at 130 percent of
what?

Mr. Wootron. Tt is usually 130 percent of direct cost, but that
may mean that with that 130 percent you have to provide the
space, vou may have to provide the accounting support, you may
have to provide some other services to the grant as part of the 130
percent, whereas some other grant may come in and bill those as
direct costs. So it is hard to compare exactly direct overhead and
indirect cost rate.

Senator SPECTER. So is the overhead figure meaningful?

Mr. ReGNERY. Yes, I think it is probably meaningful. It may not
be meaningtul in every case. In this case, it certainly was. The
agreement we had with Pepperdine was that—basically they were
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very anxious to do it. They had never taken Federal money before.
They were anxious to do it because they believed in the project and
they were basically willing to do it without any additionaf cost to
themselves. That is, the only cost, with the exception of the 10 per-
cent which paid for the accounting services and so on, would be
what actually goes to the school districts, which is the assistance
we actually render in other words. That is very unusual to get
something that cheap.

In addition to that, Pepperdine has a school of education, a grad-
uate school of education, a graduate law school and a graduate
business school. They were willing to provide the resources that
those schools could render to the center to help them in a variety
of ways. We found this was extremely valuable.

As we checked around about Pepperdine, we found that it was a
university which was certainly recognized as a very good school. It
had a very good reputation. Basically I guess there were few down-
sides to doing it.

Senator SpecTER. What were they?

Mr. ReaNERY. Well, I do not know that there were really any
downsides other than what you would have with any organization.
The fact that it was in California rather than in the Central
United States.

Senator SrEcTER. Why is that a downside?

Mr. REGNERY. Because of people traveling a lot. It might be
somewhat less expensive to travel from Chicago rather than from
other places, although the difference was insignificant as we looked
at it. Other than that, we found that generally——

Senator SPECTER. Any other downsides besides location?

Mr. REGNERY. No, I jruess there were really not any. And there
was nothing else that anybody else brought to our attention that
was negative.

I visited with the president of Pepperdine and with the executive
vice president and others, and I had long conversations with them.
I was impressed that they were willing to carry out the functions.

Senator SpecTER. Did you have conversations with any other in-
stitutions besides the one in Nashville?

Mr. REGNERY. We had some discussion with the organization that
had done that grant before.

Senator SpEcTER. Which?

Mr. ReGNERY. That was an organization here in Washington
which had received a grant from QJJDP back in the seventies.

Senator SPECTER. And you discussed this matter with them?

Mr. REGNERY. Right.

Senator SpecTER. So there were two others, one in Nashville and
one in Washington?

Mr. REGNERY. At least two others. I will have to go back and
check my records to see if there were others.

Senator SprcTER. What was wrong with the Washington group?

Mr. ReGNERY Well, there were a lot of problems that had devel-
oped before with the grant, which, as | say, resulted in litigation.
And I am not reallv familiar with what that litigation was all
about. But the grant was ultimately cut off and there was a law-
suit.

Serator SPECTER. All right.
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Provide to the subcommittee the specifics on how many you con-
sidered and why you rejected them and the scope of the discus-
sions.

Mr. REGNERY. I will be glad to.

[Never received for the record.]

Senator SPECTER. On the subject of peer review, where we had
started off before a number of digressions, what peer review was
given to the Pepperdine award?

Mr. REGNERY. As we got the preliminary papers in from Pepper-
dine and ultimately the final grant application. That all was re-
viewed for me by the Department of Education. I sent it to the
Deputy Under Secretary, I believe, who is in charge of sur h things.
He submitted it to his staff and they sent back reports on it to me.
I submitted it——

Senator SpecTER. You submitted it to whom again, the Deputy
Secretary?

Mr. REcNERY. The Deputy Under Secretary of the Department of
FEducation.

There were a number of academic people whom I submitted it to.

Senator SpECTER. Who were they?

Mr. REGNERY. Including Chester Finn and Diane Ravitch.

Senator SreCTER. Who are they?

Mr. REGNERY. Finn is at Vanderbilt and Ravitch is at Columbia.
They are both professors of education.

Senator SpecteEr. What did they say?

*r. REGNERY. I do not remember exactly what they said. They
were very positive on it. I believe we got reports back from them.

Senator SPECTER. Had Pepperdine submitted to you a substantial
written proposal at this time that you could transmit to these
people for peer review?

Mr. ReGNERY. Yes.

Senator SpecTeR. Do you have a copy of that?

Mr. REGNERY. Yes, | do.

I do not have a copy with me. I will be glad to provide it to you.

Senator SPeCTER. Would you?

Mr. REGNERY. Yes.

[Never received for the record.]

Senator SPECTER. Any other peer review?

Mr. ReGNERY. Yes. We submitted it to and discussed it with
people from at least four educational organizations, with which we
continued to work carefully on the matter, including the National
School Boards Association, the National Association of Secondary
School Principals. and the National Association of School Security
Directors 1 may have sent it to some other people that I did not
receive i response from. 1 do not remember, Senator. I would be
glad to check that.

[ can ypive vou a complete list for the record if you would like.
Those are the ones that come to mind. There may have been
others,

[Never received for the record |

Senator MeTZENBAUM. Would you be good enough to ask the wit-
ness to include with a copy of the Pepperdine application such let-
ters of inquiry and such responses that he received from these or-
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ganizations which he mentions, as well as the report from the
Deputy Secretary of Education?

Senator SPECTER. Yes.

Would you provide those as well?

Mr. REGNERY. I will be glad to.

[Never received for the record.]

Senator SprcTter. Would you provide all of the materials which
you have with respect to these two questions, that is, the question
of competitive bid and the quesiion o(} peer review?

Mr. REGNERY. Yes.

Senator SPEcTER. Who else—not competitive bid, but what other
possible sources you looked to, what documents you have reflecting
their submissions, your conversations with them, or on the matter
of peer review, whom you contacted, what questions were raised,
what they submitted by way of writing?

Mr. REGNERY. Some of that was probably face-to-face meetings,
Senator. I may have notes in my records.

In other cases, I may not. But in any case I will certainly submit
whatever we have got.

Senator Spkcter. Would you care to amplify in any way the rela-
tionship between Mr. Nicholson and Pepperdine? You started to
talk about that at the outset. I think it would be helpful ——

Mr. REGNERY. Yes.

Senator SpecTER. Let me finish my question.

[ think it would ¢ helpful if you put in the record the full con-
text of that relationship.

Mr. REGNERY. Right.

As we discussed this thing with Mr. Nicholson, and I believe I
first discussed it with him on November 16, 1983, we discussed the
possibility of the concept of a center that would provide data and
other services to schools. I do not believe it was until sometime
after that, probably in December, that we actually began discussing
with Mr. Nicholson the possibility of his involvement. Mr. Nichol-
son was the director of the California School Safety Center, ap-
pointed by Mr. Deukmejian, and 1 believe he was kept on for a
while by x%lr. Van de Kamp. We discussed the possibility of his be-
coming involved in it, although it was always qualified with having
somebody to whom we could give a grant.

Senator SpecTER. The contact with Pepperdine w-s on what date
again?

Mr. ReGNERY. | believe Mr. Nicholson first contacted Pepperdine
in late December.

Senator Spkcter. So Mr. Nicholson made the first contact with
Pepperdine as opposed to your office?

Mr ReaNery. As | recall, we were talking on the telephone. And
he said. let me call Pepperdine, I do not know anything about it,
but it has got a good reputation in California, to see if they were
interested. We were interested in involving the university in order
to make the contract. So he made the contact with Pepperdine and
apparently got a hold of the executive vice president on the phone,
who he did not even know, I believe. There was some interest on
Pepperdine’s part. We then sent one of our staff members who
oversees these kinds of grants, Len Johnson, who | believe is here
today, to California to discuss the possibility of such a venture with

3




36

Pepperdine. He met with the executive vice president and others at
Pepperdine to determine whether or not Pepperdine would be a
competent grantee, whether it could provide the——

Senator SpECTER. Let us call him forward since we are on the
subject and get it directly from him.

What is your name, sir?

Mr. JounsoN. My name is Leonard Johnson.

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Johnson, would you rise, and Mr. Wootton,
if you are going to be providing testimony, would you rise too?

Do you solemnly swear that the evidence you will provide in this
hearing will be the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the
truth, so help you God?

Mr. Woorton. I do.

Mr. Jounson. I do.

Senator SpEcTER. Mr. Johnson, you were the staff man who went
to Pepperdine?

Mr. JounsoN. Yes, sir.

Senator SpecTER. Tell us about it.

TESTIMONY OF LEONARD JOHNSON, STAFF, OFFICE OF JUVENILE
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

Mr. Jounson. Well, actually I was in Reno at the time working
on a proposal with the National Council of Juvenile and Family
Court Judges, and from there went to Sacramento where [ met Mr.
Nicholson. We discussed many things about the grant, such as the
budget to give him some insight as to what is required of a Federal
grantee, and answer any questions that he might have.

From Sacramento I flew down to Los Angeles and rented a car
and drove up to Malibu where I met with the executive vice presi-
dent, Dr. Davenport, and his staff. There again we discussed the re-
quirements of a Federal grantee.

Senator SPECTER. How much input did Mr. Nicholson have on the
gnutt,er as it evolved, contrasted with the other people from Pepper-

ine’

Mr. JounsoN. How much involvement did he have?

Senator SPECTFR. Yes.

Mr. JounsoNn. I do not know. I discussed with Mr. Nicholson, as I
interpreted it, that he probably would be running the program as
the project director if, in fact,the grant was awarded.

Senator SpEcTER. Mr. Regnery, | want to move ahe..d. There are
a4 great many things to cover——

Senator METZENBAUM. Can | ask what date was that you went up
to Pepperdine?

Mr._ JounsoN. That was approximately January 25, somewhere
in that neighborhood.

Senator MeETZENBAUM. Of 19——

Mr. JoHNSON. Of 1U%4,

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Regnery, I want to move ahead to the ques-
tion of the American University grant, this question of peer review.
I want to explore that and the matters that are involved. There
will be quite a few questions which we will submit in writing to
vou, but I do want to call on Senator Metzenbaum to give him an
opportunity to question here in a few moments, and on the ques-
tion of peer review. it has been reported in the APA publication,
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The Monitor, that two experts in areas related to the American
University grant, Dr. Gilbet (iuyus of the University of California
at Irvine, and Mr. Leonard Eron of the University of Illinois, re-
viewed the proposal and stated that it would not have passed peer
review had it been put through the process,

The subcommittee staff has consulted a third independent expert
for corroboration and has been advised that the proposal would not
have passed in a number of respects.

Without getting into the specifics at this time, I would be inter-
ested in your comment and observation on peer review subjects as
it relates to the American University grant.

Mr. REGNERY. OK. First of all, I think one thing that is impor-
tant to understand about the American University grant is that it
is called a cooperative agreement rather than a grant. That means
that we have substantially more control over what American Uni-
versity does than we would had we given a grant.

The amount of money that is in the cooperative agreement is a
ceiling, and we control how much is spent up to that ceiling. The
ceiling on that grant was about $800,000 for 2 years. And one of
the things that we have done since we made the grant, and one of
the reasons we made it 4 cooperative agreement, is because we
were not sure, entering into tﬁz area that American University
was investigating, just what the boundaries were, what sorts of
things we were going to run into, or an thing else.

Now. in fact, as we have looked at wf;at we have done so far in 6
months, we spent about $84,000, I believe, or we are spending
money at the rate of $320,00 for 2 years. So, in fact, that grant
may be very much smaller than $%00.000. In any case, in terms of
peer review, the people who were directly involved in that grant
and who have handled that whole thing all are here and can give
you the best evidence, as it were, rather than——

Senator SprcTER. Your staff members?

Mr ReGNery. My staff members, Mrs. Reisman from the Ameri-
can University, and [ believe other officials from American Univer-
sity who have been directly involved, They can tell you precisely
what has happened step by step. And we are prepared to present
those prople to you. They can do it better than [ because what |
know is what they told ne,

Senator SpeceteR. Well, on the peer review subject, would Mrs.
Rei=man be able to comment on that?

Mr RecNery Fither Mrs. Rewssman or Pam Swain from my staff,
who is the Grant Monitor.

Senator SPECTER. Does Mrs. Reisman know about the peer review
question”

Mr ReaNery | believe either she or Ms. Swain would.

Senator Skkcter - The peer review would have been something
that vo - statt would have directed and seen about before the
matter was undertiaken

Mr ReaNery Well, ot s still Fotmg on. Peer review is an ongoing
friow e~

Senator Sercrek AL right We shall eall on them

But betore leaving vour own testimony, was this a competi.
LAWY

M ReeoNERY Nos gt was noncompetitive
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Senator Srkcrer. Grant or agreement? It was not competitive.
Why not? This was a subject matter of media violence and pornog-
raphy, correct? ,

Mr. REGNERY. Correct.

Senator SPECTER. A very well studied subject, hardly a matter for
sole source.

What I am exploring here is why not a competitive situation
with respect to a subject like media violence and pornography?

Mr. ReGNERY. Well, we probably could have done a competitive
grant on media violence and pornography. In fact, what we had
was a grant application which was unsolicited which we believed
met the specifications of our guidelines on a unique project. It was
to be done by somebody whom we felt had good qualifications to do
it.

Senator SPECTER. A grant application which was unsolicited?

Mr. REGNERY. Right.

Senator SpectErR. Which means that you were not looking for
something along this line?

Mr. RecNERY. That is right.

Senator SPECTER. But it came to you?

Mr. RecNERY. That is right.

Senator SPECTER. And then you were interested in it?

Mr. ReGNenry. That is right. It was part of a larg.r project that
we were working on involving exploitation of children, child abuse,
and we believed that it fit in with two or tiree other projects that
we were directing.

Senator SpecTER. Well, I can understand your being interested,
whatever the source may have been, whether it was your idea or
somebody else’s idea.

But once vou made the decision that you wanted to have a grant
or an agreement, a joint agreement, for the sum of $800,000, why
not do it on a competitive basis? Why not look for others in accord-
ance with the general principles of competition that are so heavily
emphasized in your department's operations?

Mr. ReGNERY. Well, as [ say, we probably could have done it com-
petitively but, on the other hand, we believed the! it met the re-
quirements of the sole source guidelines that the general counsel
had developed because of the unique aspects of it, and because of
the tuct that it was an unsolicited grant proposal. 1 suppose we
could have taken and turned it around and done more or less what
American University wanted to do.

Senator SeecTeR. Well, T still do not understand why you did not
do it It seems to me an irrelevancy came from that. Once you de-
cided whistever the source was, it is important that they are well
qualitied, but the ssue then is, is somebody else better qualified, or
the 1ssue may be articulated as, is it not desirable to give somebody
else an opportunity to bid on it where they might come in at a
fower cost or with greater qualification? You do not know until you
try

Mr Reasery Welll first of all, since it was a cooperative agree-
ment. [ guess the cost factor really was not an issue because we
control the cost during the life of the agreement. That was the sort
of thing we could not really predict—what it was going to cost
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before we got into 1it, because we did not know what we were going
to find.

As you mentioned, pornography is something that has been
highly studied. What this grant generally wanted to do was to look
through the studies, both published and unpublished, find all of
them and assimilate them. And until you know what studies you
are up against, I guess you do not know how much time you are
going to spend. So, in fact, we controlled that arrangement.

Senator SpecTER. My point in examining these two issues of com-
petition and peer review, and using these for illustrative purposes
is. you asked me before, what percentage ought to be competitive
and what percentage ought to be noncompetitive. I gave you a judg-
mental call, 80 percent.

But as we get into American University, I see no reason why this
should not be a competitive grant.

TESTIMONY OF JAMES WOOTTON, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR,
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

Mr. Woorron. Senator, I think the context—and I think it will
be gone into more fully by other witnesses—in which Mrs. Reisman
came to our attention, and then our willingness to address this as a
noncompetitive grant was based around a shift in our focus at
OJJDP—from thinking that recreational activities were the only
way to prevent delinquency, to instead, looking at some of the root
causes of delinquency. And we very quickly came upon sexual ex-
ploitation, abuse of children, and a lot of family disfunction as pos-
sibly being the biggest causes of juvenile delinquents or at least
worthy of further inquiry.

When Mrs. Reisman came to our attention, one of the things
that was very interesting about her work was her theory, which I
do not know anyone else has propounded. I think it is unique. Her
theory is based on the fact that there has been an increasing ac-
ceptance in certain pornographic media of children as sex objects.
She has done a whole media study which includes all of the
media—I think the title of it was “From Shirley Temple to Pretty
Baby.™ It was the Brooke Shields syndrome of a 12-year-old being a
viable sex object

Senator SpecTER. Shirley Temple as a sex object?

Mr. Woorron. No. No: the point was Shirley Temple was not a
sex object. Senator, and Brooke Shields is. The point is that as we
looked at -

Senator SeecTeR. Shirley Temple was 3. Brooke Shields was
what”

Mr Woorron She was 12, Senator, and I do not think an appro-
priate sex object at that time. But the point is that when we looked
at that as a possible cause of the increased awareness, we do not
know whether there has been this kind of sexual abuse in the
fanuly tor the last millennium because no records have been kept.
But certaunly at has come to the public's attention more in the last
Hovears, and as it has, we were wondering whether there was a
connection between that and the increased sexualization of chil-
drenan the pornographic magazines.

She came to us with that theory. And upon inquiring. we found
that no one else was pursuing this as a theory.

Now. there were other people pursuing other aspects of media vi-
olence Lnd pornography, but regarding what became our concern
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about causation of delinquency and problems of the family, the
idea of the sexualization of children seemed to fit.

Now, whether or not we would have had a broader inquiry as to
who the people are that are involved, I think we could argue that.

Senator SPEcTER. Now, wait a minute. That is precisely my point.

You say to me you had no reason to believe anybody else was in
the field, but you had no reason to believe that somebody else was
not in the field. That is your job as a Federal agency, to look to the
field, see if there are others in the field, who on a competitive basis
can provide a better service at a lower cost.

Mr. Wootrton. Senator, you are a lawyer, and you know——

Senator SpECTER. Yes, sir.

Mr. WoortroN. You know that when you go to get a lawyer, you
do not always pick the cheapest lawyer, and you do not always pick
the lawyer that has a particular set of qualifications on paper. You
pick the lawyer that you want. For whatever reasons, in some of
these situations, you end up giving a grant to someone who seems
to have something that might bear fruit.

Now, whether or not this is going to bear fruit is premature.

Senator SPeCTER. Let me make two distinctions with you,

When I go to pick a lawyer, I am a private citizen, and I can
choose anybody I want, because I am spending my own money. You
are not. You are spending the Government's money. And the Con-
gress has said that we want competitive bidding. We want a com-
petitive situation.

Now, I am not saying to you that you should not consider factors
beyond price, qualification, experience, exposure, ideas, and the
best one may not be the least expensive, but I think there is a fun-
damental effect if you do not look to competition, which you did
not do here, and which you have not done in 57 percent of the
cases. That is really the point I am getting at, and I am not picking
at this American University issue.

The purpose of an oversight hearing is to have an exploration of
what you are doing, and this committee may not be right. You may
choose to do it differently. And if the Congress wants to make a
change legislatively, the Congress can. We do not control what you
do. We simply make suggestions to you in terms of an oversight
function.

But there are a lot of people in the field of pornography, and I
think that the issue of pornographic materials as they relate to
children are very important. There has been more family sexual
abuse and more mistreatment of juveniles, generally.

But the point that I come to is that there is nothing unique
about this situation which would have precluded that kind of in-
quiry on vour part. You mayv have come right back to them, and if
vou had, fine

Mr. ReGNERY. Senator, let me say that 1 think you are absolutely
right. As I said before, I do not profess to believe that our competi-
tive process is by any means perfect. We try to adhere to the stat-
ute and to the guidelines, and in this case | believe the (General
Counsel reviewed this to determine whether or not it was an appro-
priate grant to be sole source. Thev concluded that it was.

Now, mavbe that means that our guidelines need to be changed.
It is certainly a lot more comfortable for me to make a competitive
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grant than a noncompetitive one, simply because then I am not
held accountable for the ones that did not get a grant, and then I
do not have people coming in and yelling at me because somebody
else got the grant. And in many cases, you are right.

[ get better people to do the grants competitively. But there are
down sides, too. So I do not think that we could conclude that we
should compete everything.

Senator SPECTER. Well, I am not saying that you should.

One point which may be small, which may not be small, Mr. Reg-
nery. You made a representation that the American University
group came to you on the statement which has been submitted by
Ms. Reisman. On page 4, she said that she was contacted by Mr.
Wootton.

Mr. REGNERY. I think, yes, I believe that could be true. She was
contacted, and she can explain to you how she got hooked up with
American University. Ultimately, American University prepared
the grant application.

Senator SPECTER. So she did not come to you?

Mr. REGNERY. Well, she came to me personally. I do not know if
she came to the office, or we went to her. American University, in
fact, came to us with the grant application.

The term solicited and unsolicited grant is, in fact, a term of art.
A solicited grant is one that you advertise through the competitive
process.

Senator SpecTER. Now, [ do not want to——

Mr. REGNERY. There may have been some discussions——

Senator SpECTER. I do not agree with you, with ‘he terms of art.
Let us get to the facts. Who came to whom?

Mr. REGNERY. Well, could we let the people that were involved
talk about it? I had a meeting with Ms. Reisman——

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Wootton, do you know?

Mr. REGNERY. Then sometime after we got an application——

Mr. WoortoN. Yes, sir.

Senator SPECTER. Tell us.

Mr. WoorroN. I heard Ms. Reisman—I was interested in her
theory that the Kinsey Institute may have been involved in some
activities that would shed some lack of credibility on the findings
of the Kinsey reports on child sexuality, and sexuality generally.
Those Kinsey reports had been very influential in the 1970 Presi-
dential Report on Pornography.

[ called the show, and talked to the producer, and asked if they
had a way to get a hold of Ms. Reisman. They did. I called her, and
asked her if she would come down. We talked. She was obviously
very committed to the area of the sexual exploitation of children.
She brought with her some things that indicated an interest in
pursuing that particular problem. She was particularly interested
in the area of pornography. She was somehow involved with Haifa
University in Israel at the time. What her post was, I do not know
exactly

At the conclusion of our talk. | took her in to see Al Regnery. He
was interested 1in what she had to say. We came up here and met
with certain Senate staffers, and with Senator Denton. She ex-
plinned to hum what her theory was on the sexualization of chil-
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dren. He was very interested, thought we should pursue it. The
staffers thought we should pursue it. We basically left it to her.

. Senator SpecTER. You have covered the question. You went to
er.

Mr. WoorrtoN. This is the important part. That is, we left it up to
her to come to us, if she had a proposal that would address our par-
ticular area of concern. In other words, she had an area of exper-
tise—ours was delinquency prevention—and she came to us with a
proposal that would deal with the role of pornography and media
violence prevention.

At that time we had what was essentially, as Mr. Regnery said,
an unsolicited proposal.

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Wootton, when did you become Deputy?

Mr. WoorroN. December 1983.

Senator SPECTER. Let me take up briefly this issue of peer review
so that we can get to that before turning to Senator Metzenbaum.

Who on your staff handled that with respect to the American
University grant?

Mr. ReGNERY. Two different people, Senator. Robert Heck, who is
here, who is a juvenile justice specialist, and Pamela Swain, who is
the head of the research division of our institute.

Seénator SeecTER. Well, Ms. Swain and Mr. Heck, please step for-
ward.

While you are standing, will you both raise your right hand?

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony that you are about to
give to this congressional subcommittee will be the truth, the
whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Mr. Heck. I do.

Ms. Swain. I do.

Senator SPECTER. Just as rapidly as I can, [ would like to find out
what was the peer review given by the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention to this grant, or this joint agreement.

Mr. Heck. Senator, thank you for this opportunity——

Senator SPECTER. Would you identify yourself?

Mr. Heck. I am Robert Heck.

Senator SpEcTER. And your position, Mr. Heck?

J Mr. Heck. I am the program specialist in the Office of Juvenile
Justice.
Senator SPECTER. Thank you.

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT O. HECK, PROGRAM SPECIALIST, OFFICE
OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

Mr. Heck. Back in April of 1977, when I was with the Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration, I was a police specialist, and
I began working on child murder cases and serial murderers. I do
not mean to digress too much, but I think it is important because
this leads up to our interest in child pornography. That in the
course of ——

Senator SpectER. Mr. Heck, what [ am interested in is the specif-
ic issue of peer review on this American University matter.

Mr. Hrck. Yes, sir.

On May 23, I was on sick leave, and I was home in bed, and |
listened to the same radio program that the Deputy Administrator
heard. I had been working on this program for the office, and when
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[ came back into the office the next day, where I had been working
on the missing and murdered children program, I asked if it was
possible that we could meet with a Dr. Reisman, who had been
working in that area of pornography that had come up with a
group of law enforcement people with whom I had met.

When the application came in, that was some time—a lot of his-
tory between that, and when the application came in from Ameri-
can University. I had been working with Dr. Ann Burgess of the
University of Pennsylvania and a Mr. Doug Moore.

Senator SpecTeER. Did Dr. Burgess provide some peer review on
this matter?

Mr. Heck. Yes.

Senator SpecTeR. What was that?

Mr. Heck. That the program area and the research area that Dr.
Reisman would propose to embark upon was most relevant——

Senator SpECTER. Aside from the area, how about the specific
program that Ms. Reisman suggested?

Mr. Heck. Yes. She did.

Senator SpecTeR. And did Dr. Burgess provide something in writ-
ing on that?

Mr. Heck. I might have something in writing.

Senator Srecter. Do you have it with you?

Mr. Heck. No.

Senator SPECTER. Did you come to testify today about the peer
review on American University?

Mr. Hecr. No, I did not know what I was going to be testifying
on today.

Senator SpecTER. Did you know that you were going to be testify-
ing about American University?

Mr. Heck. No, I thought that I might be testifying about mur-
dered and exploited children and pornography.

Senator SpecTER. What did Dr. Burgess provide to you?

Mr. Heck. Dr. Burgess and Dr. Reisman were part of a law en-
forcement specialist group that was working with me on——

Senator SPECTER. On the question of what Dr. Burgess did with
respect to Ms. Reisman, do you recall specifically what she said?

Mr. Heck. She said that in the program area that we were in-
volved in, it was most essential that we had research of this type as
a part of the program.

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Regnery, would you provide me with what-
ever writings you had from Dr. Burgess?

Mr. REGNERY. Yes.

[Never received for the record.]

Senator SeecTer. Before you leave Dr. Burgess, did you consider
it relevant, Mr. Heck, that Dr. Burgess was herself the recipient of
agrant from OJJDP?

Mr. Heck. At the time Dr. Burgess was not a recipient of a
grant,

Senator “rEcTER. Was she later a recipient?

Mr Heck. Yes, she was. She was part of a working group that |
hid been working with since July.

Senator SpecTER. Does it raise any problem in vour mind that
OJJDP grantees are a part of a peer review program”
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Mr. Heck. In all of the programs that I know of, I have always
used peer group people that | have been involved with. In fact, Dr.
Burgess and Dr. Reisman made presentations to a peer group that
I was working with on serial murders and child exploitation and
pornography.

Mr. REGNERY. Senator, if [——

Senator SPECTER. Just a minute. Just a minute, Mr. Regnery.

My question to you, Mr. Heck, was do you consider it relevant in
taking a peer group evaluation, that the evaluator is a grantee?

Mr. HEck. Most importantly, yes. In fact, it was a peer group
that I took most of this advice from. It was a peer group of law
enforcement officers, and Dr. Burgess, whom I had never met
before July, whom I had read extensively, and who has been in-
volved in sexual exploitation of children research. It was a peer
group that I had brought together on this subject that was most
important in making recommendations.

Senator SPECTER. So are you saying that it is helpful——

Mr. Heck. It is.

Senator SPECTER. Excuse me, I did not finish my question.

Are you saying that it is helpful that a peer group evaluator is
also a recipient of an OJJDP grant?

Mr. Heck. No, we are talking about two different things here.

Senator SPecTER. Well, let me tell you what I am talking about.

My question is, Is it appropriate for a peer group evaluator to be
an OJ,JDP recipient at the same time that the peer evaluation is
given’

Mr. Hick. We are not talking about a case that I know of, Sena-
tor.

Mr. REGNERY. Senator, could I respond to that?

Senator SPECTER. | am asking a gencral question.

Mr. Hrck. Just a general question. If you have got a person
under contract to do peer group review, which I understand a lot of
GGovernment agencies have, that is what we are supposed to do. But
I have never operated that way.

Mr. REGNERY. Senator, excuse me. Because of the size of the ju-
venile justice field, and because of the extensive work that my
office has done over the years, I think it would be very difficult to
find a peer reviewer who was not, or had not been, a grantee of my
office at some point, or who might even have a grant pending, or a
request. There just are not people around out there who know
these subjects, who have not been involved at one point or another.
We do it all the time.

I do not find it to be problematic at all, because you can take the
review that you get from them—you can take it or leave it, as
advice You know if they are a grantee or not, and it is pretty easy
to see if they are trying to get something out of you in terms of a
grant.

Senator Sercter. Mr. Regnery, would it be unduly burdensome
for you to give the subcommittee a list of all the people in the
field?

Mr ReaNERY. I believe we gave you a list yesterday, of about 85
people whom we use. In fact, I have another copy here of people
we, generally use for peer review.
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thnatur Seecrer Well, my question is a broader question than
that.

Are those all the people in the field?

Mr. REGNERY. No, those are not all the people. Those are the
people that we are currently using as peer reviewers. _

Senator SpecTER. Yes, my question goes to your statement that it
is a small field, small universe, and I would like to have you pro-
vide, if it is not unduly burdensome, the full scope of expert talent
who are available. I would just like——

Mr. REGNERY. | would hate to give you a conclusive list, Senator,
because if I forget somebody they are going to be mad at me. I
Kuess, no, [ cannot give you a conclusive [ist, obviously.

Senator SPECTER. You cannot make everybody happy.

It seems to me, you may be exactly correct, but it is not some-
thing that I would want to accept at face value, that there are not
people beyond those whom you cro business with, and who would be
in a position to give peer evaluation.

Mr. REGNERY. One of the problems which we very often encoun-
ter on this is that we try to use people who may not have been
grantees. And the immediate cry goes up that they are not juvenile
justice experts. They do not know anything about it and we are
using people we should not be using.

Senator SpecTeR. I did not say your job was easy, Mr. Regnery.

Mr. Heck. Senator, may I? You know, Senator, we are speaking
of peer review. I had 16 people, law enforcement, State and local,
FBL. Dr. Burgess—before any grant was given—who were all in.
volved in this particular area, in which we had a whole program.

I have memos to Administrator Regnery indicating what this
peer group had requested that the Office of Juvenile Justice do.

Senator SeecTer. Well, my question, Mr. Heck, is did these
people review the proposal by American University?

Mr. Heck. Not at the time that they made recommendations for
this type of research.

Senator SeecTer. Well, who did review the American University
proposal ——

Mr. Heck. After——

Senator SpECTER. Just a moment. Let me finish. Who did review
the American University proposal, if anyone, besides Dr. Burgess?

Mr. Heck. Mr. Moore of Sam Houston Juvenile Justice Center.

Senator SPECTER. And was that in writing?

Mr. Heck. I had sent him a letter with the proposal, yes.

Senator SPECTER. And did Mr. Moore respond to you in writing?

Mr. Hrck. He responded at another meeting that I had minutes
of | have minves of the meeting.

Senator Seecter. Did he respond to you in writing?

M. Heck. No. No.

Senator SpECTER. Did anvbody else give yvou pecr review of Amer-
wan University's proposal?

Mr Hreck In writing?

Senator SerctTeER. Well, either way

Mr HrEcK Yes.

Senator SPECTER. Who else?

Mr. Heek Capt. Robert Robertson of the Michigan State Police,
Special Agent Roger DePue, of the Behavioral Science Unit, FBI
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Academy; Sgt. Charlie Hill of the Jacksonville, FL, Police Depart-
ment; Pierce Brooks, retired Los Angeles homicide investigator.

Senator SpPECTER. All these people reviewed the American Uni-
versity proposal?

Mr. Heck. Yes, they reviewed a presentation made by Dr. Reis-
man, regarding her research activity.

Senator SpEcTER. And was it the same way that you sent each
one of these people a letter?

Mr. Heck. No. No. This was all a presentation. This was before
that group. The presentation was made——

Senator SPECTER. The American University——

Mr. Heck. No, not American University, Dr. Reisman. Dr. Reis-
man made a presentation to this group regarding a proposed activi-
ty that she was engaged in.

Senator SPECTER. When was that presentation made?

Mr. Heck. July 11—July 12, 1983.

Senator SPECTER. Do you have any documents on that subject?

Mr. Heck. Yes.

Senator SeecTER. Would you provide those to the committee,
please?

Mr. Heck. 1 certainly will.

|Never received for the record.]

Senator SpecTER. Were there any dissenters? What was the
result of the peer evaluation?

Mr. Heck. Those are in the documents. They recommended that
two 1migjor research projects be coupled with the Serial Murderer
Tracking Program, and | have documents so indicating.

Ser.awor SPECTER. So Dr. Reisman's program was connected to the
Serial Murderer Tracking Program?

Mr. Heck. Yes.

Senator SpecTER. Do you consider these individuals experts who
are qualified to make a comment on the methodology or scientific
methodology of Dr. Reisman’s program?

Mr. Heck. I consider these people the most important people
that I have worked with in exploring all the areas of violence and
pornography. They are all law enforcement people who have a
very, very deep interest in finding out what is happening.

Senator SprcTER. Ms. Swain, do you have anything to supple-
ment the answers given by Mr. Heck on the peer review of Dr.
Reisman’s proposal?

TESTIMONY OF PAMELA SWAIN, HEAD OF THE RESEARCH DIVI-
SION, OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PRE-
VENTION

Ms. SwaiN. | am working now with Dr. Reisman at American
University, to ensure that she has consultants available to her,
hoth through the university and in the form of her project advisory
committee, which is composed of experts who are not affiliated
with American University. We are in the process of identifying
that group who will oversee Dr. Reisman on the project.

Senator SpecTeER. Has anyone been so identified, as of this
moment”

Ms. Swain. No.

Senator SpEcTER. How long have you been working at the effort
to identify such a peer review group?
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Ms. Swain. A couple of months.

Senator SrecTER. And when do you expect to have some people
identified?

Ms. SwaIn. I hope we will by the end of this month.

Senator SPECTER. By the end of August?

Ms. SwaIN. Yes, sir.

Senator SpECTER. Just one final question before turning the
matter over to Senator Metzenbaum.

Mr. Wootton, you have been the recipient of a grant from the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention?

Mr. WoorroN. No, sir; I have not.

Senator SPECTER. Were you the project director of the grant?

Mr. WoorroN. No, sir, but let me help you out.

Senator SpecTer. Will you?

Mr. Woorrton. I have had a contract with them.

Senator Specter. OK. It is not a grant, but a contract. Tell us
about it, please.

Mr. WootrTtoN. Well, what would you like to know?

*‘nator SPECTER. All about it.

Mr. Woorron. Well, I met with Al Regnery, sometime in April
1984. He talked to me about the need that the office had in the
area of reauthorization, his particular interest in having a very
substantial restitution program, and whether [ could be of help to
him in these areas.

We concluded that I could, and we explored ways in which I
could be compensated. I was on a contract, because it exceeded a
certain amount of money. A sole source justification went through
the General Counsel’s Office, and I was approved as the contractor.

Senator SpECTER. According to the information I have, the
amount was $20,050, and the award was on April 29, 1983; which is
the beginning date, and the ending date was September 6, 1983;
does that sound about right to you?

Mr. WoortoN. Yes, sir.

Senator SPECTER. And what services did you perform for that?

Mr. Woorton. Well, during that time I was constantly involved
in the reauthorization question. We had a deadline. The office at
that time had a deadline of May 15 to have something submitted to
the Hill on what the position of the administration would be on the
reauthorization of the office.

I participated in the creation of a memo that went forward. |
con inued to participate with the National Advisory Committee by
attending the meetings and preparing various materials for those
meetings. At the same time | began a process—and in terms of
peer review, an extensive process—of getting everybody in the juve-
nile justice area involved in designing a restitution program.

Senator SpecTER. And you finished those services prior to the
time that vou became deputy, in December 19827

Mr. WoottoN. Well, we have not been reauthorized yet, Senator,
so I think my services concerning the reauthorization continued.

Mr. RecNERY. But as an employee, yes.

Mr. Wootton As an employee, yes. Under the contract, I was
finixhed with those services prior to becoming deputy.

Senator SpECTER. Senator Metzenbaum?

(9 |
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Senator MerzeNsaum. Mr. Regnery, as you know, George Nichol-
son was asked to testify here today, l‘;ut he declined. Mr. Nicholson
has, however, submitted a letter to the chairman, which I will be
referring to from time to time.

In Mr. Nicholson's letter, he says the following:

During late 1983, the Administrator of OJJDP was referred to me in my capacity
as n former Senior Assistant Attorney General and Director of the California De-

partment of Justice School Safety Center, as a then member of the California Gover-
nor's Office of Planning and Research

M)r. Regnery, could you tell us who referred you to Mr. Nichol-
son’

Mr. REGNERY. I believe it was Attorney Frank Harrington.

Senator METZENBAUM. Who is he?

Mr. REGNERY. He is an attorney who lives in Virginia Beach and
is the chairman of the Victims Assistance Local Organization. He
has done extensive work in the area of criminal justice in victims’
assistance, juvenile justice and other things. I have consulted with
him and conferred with him from time to time.

Also, we had done a considerable amount of work in school
safety, and apparently he either knew of, or knew, Mr. Nicholson,
and said that I should see him,

Senator MeTZENBAUM. You said that you believed that it was he.
Was it he that referred you to Mr. Nicholson? You said you be-
lieved it was.

Mr. ReGNERY. Yes; I think I knew of Mr. Nicholson—otherwise |
do not really remember how. I guess | heard his name from here
and there, and Harrington told me that Nicholson would be a good
person to talk to.

Senator METZENBAUM. When and where did you meet with Mr.
Nicholson to discuss school safety, and to seek his assistance?

Mr. REGNERY. | met with him in Sacramento, CA, I believe it was
at the Holiday Inn, and I think the date was November 16, 1983.

Senator METZENBAUM. Were there others present?

Mr. REGNERY. Yes; there were. Mr. Wootton was there, one of
Mr. Nicholson's assistants from the Governor's office was there,
and I believe that Linda Otto was there also—the person who had
produced "Adam’ :he missing children movie, and who happened
to be in Sacramento. We simply asked her to have dinner with us.
She wus not interested in the center.

Senator METZENBAUM. That was the first meeting. Was there
anyone else present at that meeting?

Mr RreGNery. Well, I do not think so.

Senator METZENBAUM. And was there a second meeting?

Mr R=aNeRY. There have been lots of meetings since then. Yes;
Mr Nicholson was in Washington, probably in early January. I be-
heve the next meeting was here, which was in my office.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Was there another meeting prior to that,
in December 19x3?

Mr RucNERY. | do not think that there was.

Senator MetTzensatvM. | think you testified—the reason 1 am
asking the guestion is, you testified that in December 19%3 you
began discussing the Nicholson involvement.

Mr ReGNeRry. Yes: | talked to him on the telephone a nu aber of
tmes Mro Wootton probably talked to him in December on the
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telephone, in fact I um sure he did, but I do not believe there were
any fuce-to-face meetings between the November 16 meeting and
subsequently in my office in January.

Senator METZENBAUM. Now, Mr. Nicholson says that, “I was
asll(e;id to consider the possibility of becoming more directly in-
volved.

Does that indicate that you or others on your staff invited Mr.
Nicholson to prepare this grant request?

Mr. ReGNERY. Not at that point. Initially, I asked Mr. Nichol-
son—who had, I juess, as much experience in this issue as anybody
I could find—to give me some advice on what we should do, what
we could do, and how much it might cost. He did that.

As we discussed on the telephone what those arrangements
might be and what we should do, it sort of slowly evolved. We
asked if he would be interested in being involved in this with us if
he could find an appropriate grantee, because of his experience. He
indicated such an interest.

Senator METZENBAUM. So that between November 16 and Janu-
ary Y, this matter evolved to the point where you were inviting Mr.
Nicholson to submit a grant, sendPZn application for the grant?

Mr. ReGNERY. No; I never invited Mr. Nicholson.

Senator MeTZENBAUM. To find a sponsor to do that?

Mr. REGNERY. Excuse me?

Senator MeTzeNBAUM. To find a sponsor.

Mr. ReGNERY. Well, I told him if he could find an appropriate
sponsor, we wanted to do something along the lines of school
safety. And I said if you could line up something, with an appropri-
ate grantee, we very likely could work something out with him.

Senator METZENBAUM. That is pretty much the same procedure
you followed with Ms. Reisman?

Mr. REGNERY. Well, it was——

Senator MeTzENBAUM. To the point that you indicated your will-
ingness to accept an application for a grant, provided that the indi-
vidual with whom you were speaking— —

Mr. REGNERY. Yes, not unlike that.

Senator METZENBAUM. Pardon me?

Mr. REGNERY. Yes; that is true.

Senator METZENBAUM. Now, is that going to be the standard pro-
cedure at OJJDP, and is that not a very unusual procedure for any
Government agency to use?

Mr ReGNery. No; [ do not think it is unusual, from what I can
gather from the way my office has functioned in the past, and the
way the other Justice Department offices function. Some statutes
require that all grants be made by competition. Ours does not.

And actually it is not, in fact, the standard procedure now. I
think. in fact. there may be other small research grants that we do
that way -—-where somebody will come along that has a proposal on
research, and we tell them that we have to give the grant to an
entity of some sort where they might find the entity. It happens. |
sess 1t s not the usual.

Mr Woorron Senator, let me just give you an example on this
ompetition thing right now.

The <tars of the research area, the people that have been work-
g an the field for a long time, have gone around and aligned
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themselves with various institutions that are large enough to have
the financial capabilily of handling a large Government grant, yet
those people are not connected with those institutions at all. So
what they do is go and lend their name, their résumeé, and work on
the grant proposal, and in the event that that institution wins the
competition, they will attach themselves to that competition.

Senator METZENBAUM. But there was no competition.

Mr. Woorton. No; | understand. And the idea of people attach-
ing themselves to an institution because the institution has the fi-
nancial capability of handling a large Government grant is, |
would say, very common.

Senator MFETZENBAUM. Mr. Wootton, I will be glad to get to my
questions to you in due time, but the point that I am making is
that this is a highly unusual procedure, where an applicant for a
grant may carry that application under his or her arm, or at least
figuratively so, and go to a university and say I think I can get this
if you will become the sponsor.

I would say to you, Mr. Regnery, that if that is the usual proce-
dure for other governmental agencies, I would like you to advise us
of any other governmental Federal agency that has followed that
procedure.

Now, as you know, in Mr. Nicholson's letter, he says:

My first contact with the umiversity was made by calling los Angeles telephone
inlormation, asking for the university telephone number, dialing it. getting a recep-
tionist, and asking for the pecson in charge of the university. I was tien fortuitously

directly connected, late on a Friday afternoon, to the executive vice president, David
Davenport, whose secretary happened not to be there.

Now, that was pretty much a stroke »f luck for Pepperdine, and
for Mr. Nicholson, as well. As a matter of fact, if he got the wrong
number from information, or if his secretary had not been on a
coffee break, Pepperdine University might have lost a $4 million
grant, and Mr. Nicholson might not have had an applicant.

Now. let me ask you a question. Pepperdine is in Malibu, near
l.os Angeles: is that correct?

Mr. RecNeRy. Right.

Senator MetzENBAUM. And if Pepperdine—where is the Pepper-
dine University National School Safety Center?

Mr. REGNERY. Sacramento.

senator MerzeENBAUM. How far is that from Los Angeles?

Mr ReGNERY. It is about an hour on the airplane. I do not know
how many miles

.\'()'nntnr MertzenBaUM. About 100 miles, as I understand it, is it
not"

Mr RrGNEry. Probably.

Senator Merzessatm. Why is the School Safety Center located
m Sacramento, if Pepperdine is located in Malibu?

Mr Reanery Well, a number of reasons. For one thing. the rent
1= it lot cheaper in Sacramento.

Senator MerzeNsacs. Could you not be on the campus?

Mr Reasery No: they did nat have room on the campus. They
would have had to put it some place else in Los Angeles. They de-
termined that, in fact. the way Californians travel, it takes about
the same amount of time to get to Sacramento as it does to get to
other parts of Los Angeles.
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Senator MerzensarM Where does Nicholson live?

Mr. ReaNewy  He Lives in Sacramento. And that is another
reason that it was put there. There were a number of people, I be-
lieve eight or nine people on the staff, who were hired away from
the attorney general's office in California that were working on
school safety. There seemed to be a number of people there that
would be easily employed in Sacramento, which was certainly one
of the considerations.

Senator METZENBAUM. As a matter of fact, he was hiring a staff
of his own choosing. None of them were, or are, present Pepperdine
emnployees, is that not correct?

Mr. REGNERY. | do not believe any of them were Pepperdine em-
ployees at that time, and that is the way it was intended.

Senator MeTZzENBAUM. And the center is being outfitted from top
to bottom with new furniture, and equipment, with Federal funds,
1s that correct?

Mr. ReGNEeRry. That is correct.

Senator METZENBAUM. And according to the grant application, as
the chairman has already indicated, Pepperdine will get $400,000,
or 10 percent, for being located 400 miles away, and as | see it,
their employees will not be involved, or will that not be Jjust sort
of -

Mr ReaNery No; their employees are not employed by the
center, but in fact many of their employees are involved. They pro-
vide accounting services, for example, They report back to us. They
have a Laison person who spends, I think, about half of his time
overseeing the grant.

They — —

Senator MuTzeNBAUM. | thought ——

Mr. RecNery [continuing]. They provide some legal services.
They provide a lot of other things that they charge to overhead,
the S{onoon, which, of course, is contingent upon getting a second
vear

Senator MerzeNsavM. I would like to have Mr. Johnson come
back to the table for a moment, please.

Mr. Johnson. the original application for Pepperdine called for
salaries totaling 38:35,000 for the first year, plus 20 percent for
fringe benefits, is that correct?

Mr o Jonnson. As far as [ can recall, that is correct.

Senator MeTZENBAUM - And for the second year, 7 percent in-
credse was to he allowed for salaries?

Mr Jounson. That 1s true, Senator.

Senator MerzeNsavsm  And the original application called for
SThomn <alary tor Mr Nicholson?

Mr Jonsson The orpanal proposal, application, ves, not the
bnal Yes

Senator MetzeNsaryM And the final figure was what”

Mr o Jonason =65.000

Senator Merzespar st And 1= 0t correct that Mr Nicholwon re-
centheapphed tor oo saliy anerecse, less than 6 months after the
Sbant Was approved !’

MroJoussan For whom, Nenator”

Senator Metzesnpat v For himselt

1
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Mr JonxsoN No, that is not true. As far as I know, Senator,
that 1s not true

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Under travel costs, it is estimated that
members of the executive staff will be required cumulatively to
make 75 trips total to each of the H8 States and Territories, of at
least once during eac’s of the years of the grant, and $60,000 per
yeo was allowed for that travel, is that correct?

Mr. Jounson. That is approximately true. As far as I know.

Senator MerzeNpauM. Consultants and specialists’ travel is esti-
mated at 381,000, and attendance at conferences, 120 of them, no
less, is estimated at $15,000, that is just for the conference fees
ilone, is that your understanding?

Mr Jounson. Well, I belive that 120 was reduced to approxi-
mately 100

Senator METZENBAUM. Pardon?

Mr Jonnson The 120 came in the original proposal——

Senator MeTzENBAUM. What was it reduced to?

Mr Jounson. One hundred. This is over a 2-year period

Senator METZENBAUM. So the whole travel cost comes to $156,000
per vear”’

Mr. JouNson. That is approximately true.

Serator MeTzENBAUM. So now I understand they budgeted
X15.000 for telephone. That is for 1 year?

Mr. Jounson That should be for a 2-year period.

Senator MetzENsatM. What has been spent so far, for tele-
phones, do vou know?

My Jonnson. No, Senator, [ do not have the report.

Seniator MeTzENBAUM. Well, you have oversight in connection
with this matter for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, 1s that correct?

Mr Jounson That is correct, Senator.

Senator MerzeNsarm Is it a fact that the $35,000 that was total-
Iv budpeted, that they have already expended that amount for tele-
phones”’

Mr Jonnsosn That they have already”!

Senator METZENBAUM. Yes.

Mr JoussoN T cannot answer that, because | have not seen a
report which would reflect that

Senator MetzeNsarm When did vou get vour last report?

Mr JonNson Let us see, the report came in for June 30, this
manth. but the report itselt does not - -

Sendator MetzeNnsarsm Do vou have the report with vou?

Mr JonNsoN Noo [ do not The report, even if [ had it with me,
Senator does not break down into that category.

Senator Metzesnsat s And how much have they spent so far out
of thiat bandeeet™

Mo Jonsson Wellloas tar s T ean remembeer. they have spent
appronitnateiy Snovonn or semething like that--that includes
what we hove given them o advances and also what they have ex-
freniedeed

Setate Merzesuae s Does that include equipment budgeted?
Hove thes cpent the entire 211700 tor equipment?

Mo denssos Toannot answer that, Senator
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Senator MerzenuauM  And do you know whether the more
recent reports indicate that they bought two conference tables for
$9,000, including 34 chairs?

Mr. JouNsoN. No; the report would not reflect that.

Senator METZENBAUM. And I notice that they are purchasing a
copygraphic photo compositor for $30,000, and a graphic arts
camera for $6,000, and spending another several thousand dollars
for other equipment normally used in the printing equipment.

Mr. Johnson, I know a little bit about the printing business, and
I also know that the center plans to spend well over $200,000 for
printing.

Now. the previous items I mentioned are used in typesetting, and
the muking of negatives for the printer. What is the center doing
spending its money for typesetting equipment? What does it have
to do with schoo! safety? What is going to happen to all of this
equipment at the end of the 2-year period?

Mr. JouNsoN. Well, Senator, at the end of the 2-year period, any
capital item, an item that costs $1,000 or more. must be returned to
the Government.

Well, it depends on the grant. We may transfer it to another
grantee 1n California, or we could transfer it back to us, or we
could say sell it. There are a number choices that we have.

Senator MeTzZENBAUM. Why would the center be buying video re-
corders. and audio recorders, and blank video tapes?

Mr. JouNsoN. Well, the idea of the center is to, first of all, do the
research and try to find out about model programs located
throughout the Nation. The video wou!d be to record this informa-
tion visually, and to ship it to other schools, or school districts
throughout the Natior, that may have a similar problem.

Senator METZENBAUM. Let me ask you a question. Do you know
that they bought 1,000 blank video tapes at %20 each, for a total of
F20.000?

Incidentally, 1 think that was in their budget, and matter of fact,
as | understand it, I do not buy many video tapes, but I am told
that you can buy them at retail to: $6, $7 apiece.

So how do you justify it? What did you do when you saw that
item in the budget, just say OK?

Mr JounsoN. Well, whenever an application comes in, it is
standard procedure that the application goes to the Office of the
Comptroller. There they have financial management specialists
who review each item on that budget, to determine whether the
cost s allowable or whether the cost 1s excessive.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Did you not help them write the applica-
tion for the budget” Did vou not testify to that earlier?

Mr Jousson. No: 1 did not testify that I helped them write the
buageet

Senator Menzesnsarym What did you testify to?

Mr o Jonsson. | said that 1 gave them some technical assistance
as to what is required of a Federal grantee.

Senator MerzeNnsavs. Well, the Comptroller just examines what
the Lact~ and figures conform with other figures?

Mr o Jonsson No. no

Senator MeTzeNsat M Who makes the policy decision with re-
sprect ta {000 tapes at [207
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Mr. Wourron. Senator, the Comptroller is here——

Senator Merzensaum. | will be very happy to inquire of you, Mr.
Wootton, when I am ready.

Mr. WoorroN. We were asked to have the Comptroller here.

Senator METZENBAUM. I understand that, and if [ wanted to hear
from the Comptroller, I would do that. At this moment I want to
hear from Mr. Johnson.

When you looked at these figures, $240,000 for equipment,
$20,000 for 1,000 tapes, $20 each, the other figures with respect to
telephone and travel cost and conferences, dig you raise any ques-
tions concerning any of these figures?

Mr. JounsoN. No, I do not think I raised any questions, because I
reull{ did not know what it cost for a tape, and I relied on the
people who reviewed these financial matters.

Senator METzZENBAUM. But are you not in charge of reviewing
the financial matters?

Mr. JounsoN. Of course. I review it, but I am not the final au-
thority on it.

Senator MeT2ENBAUM. Now, the application was made on what
date, Mr. Johnson? Was it January 9, 1984?

Mr. Jounson. That is probably correct, sir. It was around that
time.

Senator MerZzENBAUM. What were you doing out there 16 days
later, on January 25, helping them with technical assistance and
making the application?

Mr. JoHNsoN. Senator, I stand corrected. I was in Reno twice
that month, and it was actually on the first trip to Reno that I
went to Sacramento, which would make it around January 5. Janu-
ary i, rather than 25, January 5.

Senator METZENBAUM. So you are correcting your earlier testimo-
ny’

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, [ am,

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Regnery, is it a fact that the Cabinet
(‘ouncil on Human Resources issued a report on school violence in
December 1983, announcing that Nicholson had agreed to head the
National School Safety Center, and that was actually even before
the application had been made.

Mr. REGNERY. That was in January 1984, not 1983.

Senator METZENBAUM. What was in January 19847

Mr. ReGNERY. When we issued the report to the President on
School Safety.

Senator METzENBAUM. What was the date?

Mr. REGNERY. January, early in January 1984,

Senator METZENBAUM. But the application was only made——

Mr RreGNEeRY. January 3, 1984,

Senator MeTzENBAUM. So that was 6 days before the application
wis even made?

Mr. Rranery. Right. And | believe that that document stated
that we were discussing putting together a National School Safety
Center | cannot remember the exact words. [ do believe George
Nicholson's name was in there.

sSenator MetzensaurM. That would certainly not lend credibility
to the testimony that we had from you and others about peer
review. You could not have had the peer review before the applica-
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tion was made, and so therefore the peer review, if any, was
merely a formality, was it not?

Mr. REGNERY. No, the peer review——

Senator MEeTZENBAUM. Just a moment. Because the Cabinet
Council had already announced that Mr. Nicholson was going to
head it up.

Mr. ReGNzRry. No, that is not what the Cabinet Counsel an-
nounced at all. The Cabinet Council mentioned, and I believe I
have a copy of that document.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Why do you not tell us exactly what they
announced?

Mr. REGNERY. Let us see, “the Department’s Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention will be establishing a National
School Safety Center, which George Nicholson from Governor
Deukmejian's staff has agreed to direct.”

Senator MetzenBauMm. Well, is that as definite as it possibly
could be?

Mr. ReaNERY. Well, I guess what 1 would conclude from that,
since the Cabinet Council has no authority to make grants that 1
know of, is if, in fact, we get a suitable grant application, he has
agreed to be the director of it. But that does not conclude that he is
to get it by any means.

I could have received that grant application, and the Comptroller
could have rejected it. In fact, we went back and forth with the
Comptroller for a month before the thing was accepted.

Senator MerzENBAUM. If a staff member, or a member of the
team turned down an application, after the Cabinet Council had in-
dicated publicly what was going to transpire, how long do you
think that member of the team would still be around?

Mr. REGNERY. The team was ended anyway. So the ques:ion is
irrelevant.

Senator MFETZENBAUM. The question may not be irrelevant. What
I am saying is, once the White House has spoken, and the Cabinet
C'ouncil is a part of the White House. once the Cabinet Council has
spoken, [ am saying to you, are you suggesting that you might turn
down such an application? You were part of that Cabinet Council.

Mr. REGNERY. | was part of that Cabinet Council. Sure, I would
have been glad to turn down that application. I think all it says is
that if we can do something acceptable, George Nicholson has
agreed to be involved in it.

Senator MeTZENBAUM. | will not belaber that point any further.

When you testified in the House last April, you stated that you
thought that more than half the grants made since you took over
the office had been competitive. But that you did not have the
exact figures.

Now. since then, you have provided a list to the House Commit-
tee, and from November 22, 1952, through April 10, 1984, a total of
b2 new grants and contracts were awarded. Nearly 70 percent were
awarded. as the chairman has stated, without competition, the
dollar amount of those 62 grants comes to $19,441,939. The total,
216,434,792 was awarded without competition, or nearly 85 percent.

Now, when the chairman asked vou about this, you said those
fizures were not correct.




o6

Mr. Regnery, | am going to give you a copy of the Justice Depart-
ment’s printout, signed by Robert McConnell, Assistant Attorney
General, and tell me why you told the chairman that the 71-per-
cent figure and the 85-percent figure were not correct, and that the
House had released the figures? And I will show them to you.

Mr. REGNERY. First of all, let me explain to you, Senator, that
what I believe I said to Senator Specter was that as of this date
those figures may be wrong. They may have been correct in April,
I do not know.

Let me just explain another thing.

Senator METZENBAUM. Wait a minute. Let us just stay with that.
They were correct as of April, were they not? Not they may have
been. If they were not, then tell me how they were not correct.

Mr. REGNERY. Well, there are a number of ways they may not
have been correct.

First of all, there is a substantial amount of money that my
office gives to interagency transfers. That money cannot be com-
petitive, or not be——

Senator METZENBAUM. We are only talking about——

Mr. ReGNERY. It may have been added to one or anothe: ——

Senator METZENBAUM. We are only talking about new grants,
and contracts initiated for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention, November 22, 1982, through April 10, 1984.
What I am saying is, if it is not correct, then tell us how it is not
correct, because then I want to get to the totals to date.

Mr. REGNERY. | would be glad to do that. It will take me a while
to do it I would be glad to submit it. I do not think I can—do you
want me to go through this thing and tell you each one?

Senator METZENBAUM. No, you do not need to go through it now,
but you have got Mr. Wootton and others, but if there is some cor-
rection of the facts, other than what the chairman stated they
were, we would like to know before this hearing concludes.

Mr. REGNERY. Oh, I could give you right now a list of every grant
that I have signed since I have been in the office, that shows
whether or not it is competitive.

Senator METZENBAUM. We have that.

Mr. REGNERY. It is not a printout, it is actually a sheet that
shows the grantee, the date, and so on.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. I am not concerned about that. I am con-
cerned about the actual grants that have been made.

Now, vou went on to testify that up until very recently, you indi-
cated that the figures had changed. and now the figure of noncom-
petitive is about 57 percent, and the competitive is 43 percent.

Mr. ReGnNEeRY. That is right.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Mr. Regnery, there is only one conclusion
that can be reached on the basis of that, and that is that since
April 10, knowing full well of the House concern on this subject,
and the Senate’s concern on this subject, you have put out
STLA00000 in competitive awards, and $2,900,000 in noncompeti-
tive awards, which has changed the percentage, but it was only
after your House testimony, and the pressure that the Congress
has indicated as to their view, that you changed your awarding of
contracts. is that not so?
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Mr. ReGNERY. Well, | do not think that is exactly accurate. No. If
[ could get a competitive grant out in 2 months, I would be able to
do something that no other Government agency has been able to
do. If I signed a lot of competitive grants since April, those are all
things that have been in the pipeline for the last year. It may be in
fact that there were, and I du not know, the figures change every
day. I have not substantially changed my policy on competitive and
noncompetitive grants.

We have a program plan that we publish at the beginning of the
year, that specifies the things that we are going to do. In fact, we
made the choices months and months ago as to what was going to
be competitive and what was not. Those things are all in the pipe-
line. I have made no decision basically on new grants for the last §
or X months.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. All right, let us change to a different sub-
Jject.

I would like to read your brief excerpt from the transcript of
your confirmation hearings last year.

The CHAIRMAN The Washington Post last Sunday, April 3rd, reported that you
hud cut off certain grantees who appeared on a hit list, supplied to your office by

the Natwnal Council of Family and Juvenile Court Judges. Mr. Regnery, are you
aware of such a hat. and did you take such actjon?

Your answer:;

Well. | have never seen that hit list. Senator. 1 have heard about it ever gince I
came to the office, but for some reason, which as [ look back on it, surprises me that
nobudy ever gave it to me, so I do not know who is on it.

The CHAIRMAN [ presume that you feel that you will use the money in the best
way possible, without regard to any partisan politics?

Mr RrcNery That is correct.

Now. do you still maintain that you had no hit list of grantees
when you took over the Office of Juvenile Justice?

Mr. REGNERY. [ do.

Senator MeTZENBAUM. Did you ever develop a hit list?

Mr. ReGNERY. I did not.

Senator METZENBAUM. Do you still stand by your testimony at
your confirmation hearings, that you would use money in the best
way possible, without regard to any partisan politics?

Mr. ReGNERY. That is right, absolutely.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. And would you cut off a group just be-
ciuse you considered them liberal?

Mr. REGNERY. T do not think I have that power, Senator. I have
given grants to people who identified themselves as liberals, and I
have denied grants to those who have identified themselves as con-
servitives

Senator MeTZENBAUM. Have you ever indicated a different point
of view” Have you ever said that if they are liberal, something of
the kind, I would not make those grants”

Mr RecNery. I do not recall that I did. That is not the basis on
which I make those decisions.

Senator MerzeNsars. Have you terminated, or refused to renew
many grrants”

Mr RreGNERY Noo [ have not given new grants that have been
requested We have terminated, in the midst of grants, only one

b1
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that I can think of. which had serious financial problems and
which the Comptroller advised us to terminate.

Basically, I do not have the power to terminate grants, unless
there is fraud, or abuse, or something like that.

Senator METZENBAUM. Good. On July 13 of this year you ad-
dressed a group in San Francisco known as the Family Forum, is
that correct?

Mr. REGNERY. That is right.

Senator METZENBAUM. Now, that is really Jerry Falwell’'s group,
is that right?

Mr. ReGNERY. | believe he is involved, together with a lot of
other people, in it, yes.

Senator METZENBAUM. In that address, the following exchange
occurred between you and the moderator. First, the moderator
asked this question—Senator Metzenbaum turned on tape recorder:

[ would like to ask one question now that you have testified on a couple of times,
talking about different programs that your Agency funds Nationwide.

Specifically 1 am concerned about whether liberal welfare State-type people who
would contend it is the Government's responsibility to educate and train children,

and this type of thing, how many of those organizations were funded in the past,
and how many of those type organizations are currently receiving funds?

Answer:

I do not know how many there are now. There have been an awful lot that were
in the past. My office has a budget of about $70 million a year. 1 have been in
charge of it since November of 1982, I guess. for about a year and a half, and I know
that [ counted up about 6 months ago a number of grants that we had terminated,
or not renewed, and it came to about $60 million. Most of those were groups that I
did not think should have gotten the money, and | will let you guess what sort of
groups that they were.

{Laughter.]

Senator MeTZENBAUM. You told that group that you terminated,
360 million, and there was a lot of laughter about it, and you indi-
cated, | guess you know what kind of groups those were.

Mr. REGNERY. Senator, those were most—in fact, there was a list
of about $60 million——

Senator METZENBAUM. Wait a minute. I will ask my question in
just a minute.

Tell me, what were you laughing about when you were talking to
this group about the $60 million terminations?

Mr. Recnery. OK. Let me tell you what [ was laughing about. I
guess it was most of the other people who were doing most of the
laughing.

We had a list made up, some time ago, of the organizations, or
the grants that is, that had been terminated, and it did in fact
come to about 360 million. Virtually all of those were programs
that ended. They were programs that were designated for 2- or 4-
vear periods, and then came to an end.

In many cases those grants came back and said they wanted a
fourth vear on a third year program, or they wanted a couple more
vears For the most part | have denied those requests. In fact, there
was one of those that resulted in a lawsuit, that went to the Circuit
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. which we won unani-
mously There have been no other suits, so 1 guess what we did was
not wrong.

c.
{.



a9

Certainly, we are trying to reflect the policies of this administra-
tion on crime, on children, on families and things like that. Many
of the organizations that were funded during the Carter adminis-
tration, whose projects came to an end during my tenure, probably
did not reflect that, and those were people that may have come
back asking for more.

Nevertheless, I must say that there are a number of organiza-
tions that were funded before, which we did renew.

Senator METZENBAUM. You told me that you did not terminate
any groups, and then you started to explain there might have been
one. You told Jerry Falwell that there were—I counted up, about 6
months ago, the number of grants that we had terminated, or not
renewed, not only not renewed, or not renewed. And it came to
about 360 million. Most of these were groups that I did not think
should have gotten any money, and I will let you guess what sorts
of groups they were.

Now, either you were telling them a fiction when you spoke to
the Falwell group, or you were telling us a fiction, because here
you told them that there were $60 million that you terminated, or
did not renew. You told us that there was only one that you could
think of that was terminated.

Mr. ReGNERY. Terminated is probably the wrong word to use.
Those were people that came in and wanted more money, which I
did not give to them.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Well, how many did you terminate, or not
renew, because you did not like their political philosophy or their
social point of view?

Mr. RecNERY. Well, if you would include in that the ones who
came in looking for more money, who had been grantees before,
but who were not entitled to it, I cannot tell you how many there
were. There were probably lots of them.

Senator METZENBAUM. You told Falwell $60 million.

Mr. RecNERry. No, I told Falwell—$60 million, the total figure of
awnrds that had been terminated during my tenure was $60 mil-
hon, and by termination, that means they might have terminated
in their own right

Senator METzeNBAUM. Your total annual budget is only 370 mil-
hon, is it not?

Mr ReaNery That is right, but many of those projects were for
more than 1 yvear.

Senator METZENBAUM Now, let me go to a different subject.

On May 29 of this year, three present, or former employees of
vour staff were questioned by the Justice Department, and were
dented counsel ot that time.

Could vou teil the committee what that was all about”?

Mr Recaaery Well, T am not going to comment on the investiga-
tion, because as you know, Senator, we have a policy at the Justice
Department that we do not talk about ongoing investigations so we
do nat prejudice anvbody

Second. that 1= an investigation

Senator MerzeansavsM. Wit You do not talk about ongoing in-
vestirations, vou may prejudice anybody”

Mr Rreasery Ruirht
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Senator MrtzENsauM. Does that mean that you do not discuss it
publicly, at all?

Mr. REGNERY. That is true.

Second——

Senator METZENBAUM. Now, you would not talk to anybody about
it then, when there is an ongoing investigation, or is it just you
would not want to talk to the Senate oversight committees?

Mr. REGNERY. I certainly would not want to talk to anybody pub-
licly about it. I would probably talk to people privately about it.

}?enz‘i)tor MetzENBAUM. Have you discussed the issue publicly else-
where’

Mr. REGNERY. | have been asked about it, and I probably have
commented on it, as [ will comment to you, and let me tell you how
that is going to be.

First of all, that is an investigation that is being carried out by
the Office of Professional Responsibility of the Justice Department,
which I have nothing to do with.

Second, it was an investigation started at my request, because of
the fact that a number of files had been taken from peoples’ desks
in my office, a number of things had been removed from filing cabi-
nets, there was a disruption among the staff, and it was pretty ob-
vious that things were being removed without authority.

[ simply went to the General Counsel, and I said I think we have
a problem. and I would appreciate it if you could do something
about it, and if you could investigate it.

To my knowledge, I have not discussed it further than that, be-
cause [ really do not know anything about it. I have read the tran-
scripts of the people that were investigated, and I think other than
that, I really have had very little contact with them.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Have you refused to give the transcripts—
has the Office of Professional Responsibility refused to give the
transcripts of the investigation to the employees involved?

Mr. ReGNERY. | do not know. I do not have the transcripts. I read
the transcripts in the general counsel's office.

Senator METZENBAUM. Now, let me understand it correctly. You
Just gave us a statement. You discussed that subject with no one,
other tha. - you just told us now, or have you talked about the
subject in .. > same manner at other places”

Mr. ReGNeRy. | have been asked about it a couple of times.
Whether 1 us d different words, I do not exactly recall what I said
I'guess | triec to—since I do not really know anything about the
investigation, as such——

Senator METZENBAUM. Did vou talk to the Falwell group about
i?

Mr Reankry Yes, I think 1 did have a question from the group
in the Falwell meeting.

Senator METZENBAUM. And you spoke to them at some length
about it although originally you indicated to me a couple of min-
utes agro that vou did not feel that you were in a position to discuss
it

As vou well know, we have a tape of your discussion with the
Falwell yroup, and we question how you found it appropriate to
diseuss the subject with the Fulwell group, and ne” with this over-
sizht conmittes

b4
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Mr ReGaNery Well, again, | guess I discussed the fact that we
had a problem 1 our office ongoing, which I had turned over to the
Investigators.

Senator METZENBAUM. But you have already said publicly, to the
Falwell group, it is a thievery question.

Mr. ReGNERY. That is just what [ told you, did I not?

Senator MeTzENBAUM. No, you did not use that word. You did
not say that they were stealing Government documents, as you told
the Falwell group.

Mr. ReGNEry. The Government documents were removed, or
stolen, I guess. Six of one, and a half a dozen of the other.

Senator MeTZENBAUM. And you also said—well, let me share
what you did say. Maybe you have forgotten

[Senator Metzenbaum ¢urned on tape recorder:]

The other question you asked about prosecution. the Justice Department has
begun investigation of people in my office for illegal taking of Government files und
Kiving them away [t 13 not so much a leak question as it has been made out to be,
as 1t is o thievery question, stealing documents, and also disruption of Government
files, und we have quite a problem there in my office. It is all stuff that has been
taken under the Freedom of Information Act, but which for some reason various
people thought they would help themselves, which has made it difficult for us to
function. and so we have - the Justice Department has an office which looks into
that sort of thing. and th 'y have done some investigating to find out who is respon-
stble That investigation 1 still ongoing. Nobody has been prosecuted.

In fact, [ think evervbody was given immunity from prosecution when they were
asked the question So 1t 18 not as serious us Jack Andersor or whoever wrote about
1t. went on

[End of tape recording. |

Serator MeTzZENBAUM. Mr. Regnery, | have trouble understand-
ing how vou can get into a discussion with the group in San Fran-
cisco, but reluctant to discuss it with this committee, and so I
intend to ask you some questions about it, and [ expect I will get
some answers from you.

What does it mean-—whut did you niean when you said disrup-
tion of Government files?

Mr. ReGNERY. It means that there were files that had things re-
moved from them--grant files-—and when people came to work,
they found things missing. Things had been put back in the files in
disarray and things of that nature.

Senator METZENBAUM  Are there actually documents missing
from vour Department?

Mr ReaNERY. Yes, there are

Senator METZENBAUM. What are they?

Mr ReaNeErY. [ do not know.

Senator METzZENBACM. Who does know?

Mr Waootton, do vou know?

Mr Woorron No,sirc Tdo not 1 do know of one file in particu-
Lir that was nussing I do know that sections of files were missing,
because all this information was turned over to the Office of Pro-
tes<sional Responsihility

Senator Metzensars What file was missing?

Mr Reesery Pepperdine University, | believe

My Waoarton T am not really certain

Senator MerzeNsat M The whole file?

O.)
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Mr. Woorrton. Well, the one file that | know about—when it
came back, I found that it had been disrupted, and I gave this in-
formation to the General Counsel, who handled this, because we
are not involved in it. I think it involved the National Center on
Missing Children. I think that is the file.

Senator METZENBAUM. Did you, Mr. Wootton, or did you, Mr.
Regnery, institute or ask for the investigation?

Mr. REGNERY. Yes, I did.

Senator METZENBAUM. Now, the question that really concerns
many of us on this particular issue is whether it was a leak investi-
gation, and if it was not a leak investigation, then I would ask you
to tell me why tne people involved were asked about contacts with
members of the media.

Mr. ReGNERY. The Office of Professional Responsibility carried
out the investigation. I believe they talked to a number of different
people. to try to find out what was geing on. I did not even discuss
it with them after I turned it over to them, and I guess you would
have to ask them as to why they asked any particular question.

Senator MetzENBAUM. Were any of your Department's rec..:ds
dusted for fingerprints?

Mr. REGNERY. Yes, | believe one was.

Senator METZENBAUM. Which one?

Mr. REGNERY. | have no idea.

Mr. Woorrton. I think that was the Missing Children's Center file
that [ turned over.

Senator METZENBAUM. Do you have the Pepperdine file now?

Mr. Woorron. I assume so. Do we have it?

Mr. JounsoN. We do not have it here.

Mr. WooTToN. As far as we know, we know where it is.

Mr. ReGNERY. | think there was one file that was missing which
we were able to reconstruct and replace all the documents that
were taken.

Senator MeTZENBAUM. Now, the documents you refer to, did they
mainly concern the grants from American University and Pepper-
dine University--no, you are talking about the missing Children’s
file and Pepperdine. Are they two documents that You are talking
about?

Mr. Woorron. That was the one that [ was involved with, Sena-
tor

Mr ReanNery. Those were two of them. There may hkave been
others. too. | do not know.

Senator METZENBAUM. Are you familiar with a man named
Robert Cushman from California?

Mr ReGNERY. Yes

Senator Merzennatvsm. Tell me who he is. and what you know
about him

Mr. ReoNery. He was the head of an organization called the
American Justice Institute in Sacramento. | do not believe he has
that job anyvmore, and I am not sure what he is doing.

Senator METZENBAUM Are you aware that he was questioned by
the FBI about a phone conversation you had with one of these
three emplovees?

Mr ReaNery Yesi T understand that he was questioned.

C.
C.
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Senator MeTzENBAUM. (‘an you tell the comniittee what a cross
continental phone conversation from a private home here in Vir-
ginia to an office in California would have to do with so-called
stolen documents?

Mr. RecNeRY. No, you would have to ask the Office of Profession-
al Responsibility. I have no idea.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Did you give the Office of Professional Re-
sponsibility Mr. Cushman’'s name?

Mr. ReGNERY. No. I believe they got it from another employee in
my office who they questioned in the course of their investigation.

Senator MeT2eNBAUM. Whom did they get it from?

Mr. REGNERY. I do not know.

Senator MeTzENBauM. How do you know that they got it from
another employee in your office? What is the source of your infor-
mation?

Mr. REGNERY. The General Counsel.

Senator MeTZENBAUM. The General Counsel to whom?

Mr. REGNERY. To the Office of Justice Assistance, Research, and
Statistics.

Senator MeTZENBAUM. The Office of Justice and Research?

Mr. ReGNERY. OJARS, which provides us with General Counsel's
Office service.

Senator MeETZENBAUM. That is part of the Department of Justice?

Mr. REGNERY. Yes.

Senator METZENBAUM. In your San Francisco appearance, you
said the employees were given immunity from prosecution. That is
the Falwell group.

Could you tell me when they were given immunity, and how, be-
cause my information is totally to the contrary?

Mr. REGNERY. [ believe they were given it by the Office of Profes-
stonal Responsibility. How, I do not recall. It may be in the tran-
scripts. I guess that is where [ probably saw reference to it.

Senator MeETZENBAUM. The employees themselves say they were
not And I might say, in this connection, that I had urged upon my
respected chairman that these three employees be brought in
before the hearing. The employees were very willing to come in.
They did not have to be subpoenaed, but the chairman exercised, in
his prerogative, which I respect, saw fit not to include them.

I still would say. Mr. Chairman, that [ would hope if we bring
back My Nicholson, that in the interim period, you might reconsid-
er and see fit to bring them. I think it would be helpful to this com-
mittee’s dehberations concerning these three employees, who as |
see it have been called before the attorneys of the Department of
Jusices without being afforded counsel, who made telephone calls
which reported, concerning information on this subject, spoke to no
one else about 1t and then found that that information was in the
hands ot the FBL | cannot understand the circumstances as to how
1t got there

[ think it would mean much to this hearing, and to this entire
repies . hut [do not wish to question or challenge your responsibil-
ity because mothe fast analvsis yvou are the chairman.

Sendtor SekcTER Well, now. tor someone who does not mean to
challenge, vou qust have And | shall be glad to respond at this
mioment, as | have to p!'l\‘:ttt-l'\

L)
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I considered the mattter thoroughly and declined to have those
witnesses at this hearing because it is not a matter for oversight by
this subcommittee. The issues which you raised go to the Depart-
ment of Justice, Office of Professional Responsibility, and whether
or not the Department of Justice, Office of Professional Responsi-
bility, acted properly or not.

There may be good reason to question the propriety of action by
the Department of Justice, Office of Professional }{esponsibility,
but that does not bear on the way that the Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention has comported itself.

I believe that oversight is important, and I believe that with
some experience on interrogation and cross examination, that my
own questions on this subject were thorough and expansive and got
to the point. And when you have raised this subject today with Mr.
Regnery, I chose not to say anything, except to inquire as to how
long you would take on the matter, although I do not believe that
it is an appropriate matter for inquiry at this time. I do not believe
that it is appropriate for inquiry because it does not bear on the
way that Al Regnery, or this%e artment, has run itself. This bears
on the way that the Office of Professional Responsibility has run
its I)er‘artment. and this subcommittee does not have jurisdiction
or authority over that Department.

I said to you privately when you raised the subject that I have
inquired about the Office of Professional Responsibility in a hear-
ing involving Michael O'Rourke, which was conducted 1n this roomn
on Monday afternoon, and have had a very significant disagree-
ment with the Office of Professional Responsibility, and it may
well be that we ought to have a thorough oversight inquiry, and I
might say to you that if I had the power to do so, I would.

Senator MeTZENBAUM. | respect the chairman. The chairman is
always fair, the chairman is always thorough, and the chairman
has conducted an excellent line of inquiry today.

[ think the fact that Mr. Regnery saw fit to discuss this subject
publicly with Jerry Falwell’s crowd does open the door, it becornes
a Pandora’s box. But I must say further to you that I believe that
an oversight committee not only has the right to inquire into the
actions of the particular agency involved, but as in this instance,
those who are legal counsel, representing the Agency, as the Office
of I’lrofessionul Responsibility is doing, in a sense, a{though not di-
rectly - -

Senator SpecTer. Well, [ disagree with you. They are not repre-
senting this Agency at all. The Office of Professional Responsibility
has duties to make investigations within the Department of Jus-
tice, and they make investigations. And they are subject to over-
sizht by the Committee on the Judiciary, but they are not involved
with the Otfice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
and when-- --

Senator MeTzZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, I hope we are on your
time

Senator Seecter T am here until TY%7, so T have got a lot of time.
And vou are here until 19849, so you have even more time, at least
tor the moment, than [ do.

But I do not believe that Mr. Regnery opened the door, not that
we are in a judicial proceeding for opening the door. Mr. Regnery

b
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testified that he has not discussed the matter beyond characteriza-
tion of people takmg files, or havang files missing, and when you
played the tape, 1 listened carefally, and he said just about the
same thing then.

But whatever Mr. Regnery may say here or in California, he is
not goiny to define the scope of these proceedings.

Senator Merzessacy Mr Chairman— —

Senator Seectek. | will, unless the subcommittee overrules me.

Senator METZENBAUM. | see no useful purpose in belaboring the
point. You have ruled as you did, and [ respect your right to make
that ruling. and I do not question your motivation nor your integri-
tv 1n doing so, and having said that, let me #0 back to the inquiry.

All right.

Sentor SpeCTER. Let me just add one more thought,

It s *he responsibility of this subcommittee to have oversight
hearings, and we have, from time to time, and one was due. But it
wis Senator Metzenbaum who requested this oversight hearing,
and immediately when he said to me, Arlen, it is time we had an
oversight hearing, 1 said, Howard, you are right, and I set it up
vers promptly, then | delineated in terms of appropriate oversight
hearings

Senator MeTzENBAUM. | am prepared to take an oath that you
are o good chanrman, and a fair chairman, and that you do a good

job as chairman of this subcommittee.

Senator SeecTER. Well, now [ understand why you did not mean
to challenge me

Senator Merzessavs Having said that, Mr., Chairman, [ would
ke, 1f vou would be good enough te cal! up Judith Reisman, Dr.
Berendzen

Senator SeECTER No more time for redirect”?

[ will honor Senator Metzenbaum's request again, this one.

Will the next panel please come forward?

Senator Metzessarm Mr Regnery, | think you might stay.

My REGNERY Stav at the table, or stay at the hearing?

Senator METZENKAUM  No, stay at the table, because | may have
~ome guestons We have plenty of chairs

Senator SeECrER | think that s a good idea. Some of these mat-
ters mav overlap Soat would be easier for vou to comment if you
sty b the table

Setiater Metzesuat s I <taff would be prood enough to see thuat
there as o extra chaar there, | waould appreciate 1t <o that Pam
SWoH Ay atso copne ta the table

I thiank vou

Nenator Seicrk TEe sebeommitteon s now cadling Dr Judith S
Bod oo e Yoo University ., School of Fducation, Dr Rich
cot b Beremdeen president, the Amern an Umiversity, Dr Frank
oo e o thas O b of Art< aed Serences

Wil et 0 v ust aunouned, pledse stand and rase vour
L TN

P iy awe o thot the e idenee Land testimony that vou

o bt eedi et bt toath the whiole truth, and noth
N e N N TR AT
N N R T

Bivroone s g
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Dr Turag. | do

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Dr. Reisman——

Senator SPECTER. Excuse me. Dr. Reisman will make an opening
statement, and then I will ask questions, and then we will come to
you.

Dr. Reisman, we will turn to you first. We have your statement,
It will be made a part of the record in full, and it is our practice to
request that statements be summarized so that we leave the maxi-
mum amount of time for questions and answers, if you could do
that conveniently.

TESTIMONY OF A PANEL CONSISTING OF JUDITH 8. REISMAN,
PH.D., THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY, SCHOOL OF EDUCATION,
WASHINGTON, DC: DR. RICHARD EARL BERENDZEN, PRESI-
DENT. THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY, WASHINGTON, DC; AND DR.
FRANK TURAJ. DEAN OF THE COLLEGE OF ARTS AND SCI-
ENCES, THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY, WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. RrismaN. [ understand [ have approximately 5 minutes.

Senator SPECTER. Yes.

Dr Rrisman. | will take precisely that. Perhaps a second over.

Senator SpecTER. Well, that would be fine. You are not tied to
that precise time, but to the ertent that you can be in that range,
it would be helpful.

Dr RreismaN. Fine, thank you verv much.

I will essentially summarize the written testimony that is now in
your hands.

Mr. Chairman. I am here today in response to your request to
discuss the subject of my research for the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention. 1 thank you for this opportunity to
explain why this investigation of mainstream erotica/pornography
s tmportant

Senator METZENBAUM. Ms. Reisman, would you bring the mike a
hittle closer to you? It is difficult to hear you.

Dr Rrisman Certainly. Should 1 repeat, or did you hear that
enough”

Senator METZENBAUM. No.

Dr RewsMman The background to this award is discussed fully in
the testimony, and for vour careful review. I will now discuss the
project itselt

My proposal, in 19a4- - 1983, excuse me, was for a major multidis-
ciphinary research project on pornography. sexual exploitation and
abuse. and juventle delinquency. A cooperative agreement with
OLIDE and the American Univessity was awarded in December of
19=2 andd the contract was signed by the university in 1984 T am
pleased to be the first woman to receive a major grant for the in-
vestpzation of nuunstream erotica’ p()rn()graph_v.

H.aving: e<tablished our office and hired staff, by early May. we
are now into phase [ of our project We have been pathering main-
“ream eratica pornography, focusing on three magazines with the
Lorpest mass arrealation, Plavboy, Penthouse, and Hustler Playboy
and Hustler rated among the top 13 revenues in 1082
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[t seems important that present in the content of al] three maga-
zines 15 oa documentable evolution of children portrayed as viable
sex targets.

It is my premise that the pattern of media child sex exploitation
began slowly. First, the least threatening but very effective
medium of cartoon art. That is, the cartoon scenario was the
common setting in erotica/pornography within which the breaking
of sexual taboos first appears. Thus, we have begun our research
with an analysis of cartoons in each of the three magazines, to be
followed by other content analyses.

I have a sample of these with me, and | would be more than
happy to show them to you.

Another hypothesis being tested is that these children are por-
trayed as increasingly sexualized, and that child sex cartoons
become more sexually explicit and more violent over time.

Phase I of the research has involved the development and imple-
mentation of a coding instrument to codify the pictorial representa-
tions in Playboy, Penthouse, and Hustler. We are counting the fre-
quency of the presence of children as they are depicted in sexua-
heed settings, or in other scenarios which would be considered
criminal activity either to or by juveniles were they to occur in
real hife.

We are codifying the type of scene, age, sex, and race of child or
children, how the child is physically depicted, and whether the
child is sexualized or involved in a violent act. The presence of chil-
dren in neutral and prosocial scenes is also being counted. We are
now computerizing our preliminary data and processing some pre-
hminary results.

Other phase [ research either planned or in progress i¢ described
in the testimony. Since | know that you will be having some ques-
tions, [ will just proceed on then.

Recent pornography research revealed that exposure to aggres-
sive pornography can affect peoples’ sexual attitudes, behavior, and
perhaps nonsexual behavior, as well. The resulting effects can in-
clude desensitization toward women and rape victims, and a reduc-
tion in the inhibitions against the sexual assault of women.

One und one-half pages of brief literature review follows for your
perusal

Let me note one particularly pertinent assessment by someone
who has already been discussed here, that is Dr. Ann Burgess of
the University of Pennsylvima, one of the foremost researchers in
Fape ind violence to women, and sexual assault of children in the
United States of America.

Dr Bureess testified that children are being coerced and induced
tte pornography and prostitution through the aid of mainstream
crotens pornokraphy ncluding, Senators, Playvhov, Penthouse, and
Hustle o which provide legitimizainge models for childrens’ imitation.

With the exception of Dr Ann Burgess. the prior research has
cotentrated essentidly on erotie or pornographic depictions of
worenespectllvoviolnr depictions, and these eftects on adult
TINHES

Fromo ri standpoimt ot the tash of OJIDP. there 1s o wrowing
Beds ofantormaton trom chid weitare workers which strongly sug.

‘|
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gests that child sexual sbuse victims all too frequently become ju-
venile delinquents and/or adult victimizers, including murderers.

We need to study the possible role played by pornography, main-
stream pornography, in influencing adults to perceive of children
as viable sex targets for incest and other forms of sexual harass-
ment and assault. [ have with me a demonstration.

We are concerned with juveniles themselves, as they are increas-
ingly exposed to the same material in stores, movie houses, their
homes, and the homes of friends and relatives.

While much recent research analyzed overt aggression in pornog-
raphy, this project is also concerned with depictions which are by
no means overtly violent. Child prostitution and loving incest fall
into this category.

I believe that society should be made aware of the content of pop-
ular pornography since the material constitutes widespread infor-
mal sex education. | believe the information compiled and assessed
on our project will be useful to many agencies concerned with
victim and offender juvenile behavior.

Our research, Senators, will distill the material into dispassion-
ate and concrete components of information, into charts, graphs,
statistical tables and explanatory narrative. Such accessible compo-
nents of information will provide an analytical forum in which
large numbers of concerned persons and policymakers may assess,
may critique, may debate erotica/pornography without requiring
their significant exposure to the primary sources.

In this manner, this research will establish a body of knowledge,
accessible to agencies, to educators, to parents and to juveniles
themselves, knowledge potentially usable in sex education as well
as other formal and informal bodies of juvenile guidance.

Having developed an objective summary of erotica or pornogra-
phy content. this data can then be used by OJJDP to provide alter-
native coping strategies to the public and professionals for dialog
with juveniles.

There is an urgent need to examine popularly consumed erotica
or pornography for many kinds of depictions, especially those of
~exually victimized children. The depictions are there. Preciseiy
how many. and what types of situations are not yet known. Such a
quantification and evaluation is part of the task to which our
project s dedicated.

Thank vou

CFhe prepared statement of Dr Reisman follows:]
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Prevaren STATEMENT or JupiTh S. ReismMan

Mr. Chairman, | am here today in response to your request to
discuss the subject of My research for the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. I thank you for this
opportunity to explalin why this Investigation of mainstream
erot{ca/pornography I's {mportant.

First, however, | would Vike to present a brief history of
the events which preceded the awarding cf this cooperative
agreement from the Cifice of “he Juvenile Justice and Delinguency

Prevention,

Backaround to_the Grant

On May 24, 1983, 1 was contacted by Mr. James Wootton, now
Oeputy Administrator of the Office of Juvenile uustice and
Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP).  Mr, Wootton explained that
senior staff members of the OJJOP had heard a radio interview 1in
which | discussed ny research findings on Dr, Alfred Kinsey‘s
child sexuality data. Wootton requested a meeting during which
we could discuss my styudy. Shortly after our conversation, | met
with Mr., A'fred Regnery, Chief Agministrator for OQJJOP, MNr.
Wootton ang Mr. Robert 0, Heck, QJJOP Program Specialist. The
dialogue on my research Jed to a serles of meetinss and
dtscussions  with Senator Jeremiah Denton’s staff and Linca
Narcissian of Senator Grassley’s staff who were working on the
chi'd pornography legislation, the OJJOP staff, Dr. Ann Burguss,
then at  Buston City Hospital, and numerous police Ind FB|

fnvestigators who sceclalize in the area of child sexual abuse,

(3
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part of these meetings and discussions involved the review
of my work on Dr, Kinsey and contemporary child sexuality theory
as well as two chapters of & book manuscript 1 had written
analyzing the growing sexualization of children {n the mass
media. Other areas relating to my past research in por nography
and child aouse were also discussed.

subsequent to these discussions, | was invited by OJJOP to
submit & research proposal extending my past work. | dreted &
grant proposal which was critiqued and revised i{n consultation
with ‘The American University and OJJDP. A proposed budget was
also completed with their assistance.

My proposal was for a major. multi-disciplinary research
project on pornography, sexual exploitation and abuse, and
Juveni)e delinguency. A cooperative agreement with 0JJDOP and The
American University was awarded in December 1983 and the
contract signed by University officials in February 1984. |1 am
pleased to be the first woman to receive a major grant for the
investigation of mainstream erot i ~a/pornography. We are now well

into Phase | of this project.

Qverview of Research Project

Having established our office and hired staff, we have been
gather ing a collection of ms lnetream erot ica/pornography.,
focusing on the three magazines with the largest circulation:
Playboy. Penthoyse, and Hystler. Eollc, a market research
publ ication, reports that Playboy and Penthoyse rated among the
L S tov 1o taine poavete 1n 1o, hurthernore,

' R R N T B TSN R mathet, and ben
ot C e et tes, Cloreover,
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entered the cable TV market, and Penthoyse is now produc ing home
video cassettes. Moreover, The Washington Post claimed on May 12,
1984, tl.at oornography was a $7 billion-a-year industry.

The combination of widescale clirculation of
erotica/pornography (EP) and the content delivery fs what led me
to examine the process of desensitizaticn suggested by this
material. | was motivated to conduct this particular research due
to my special concern for the possible impact of
erotica/pornography on socliety’s view of chlidren. Present i{n
fts content Is a documentable evolution of children portrayed as
viable sex targets,

it is my premise that the pattern of exploitation began
slowly, first through the least threatening but very effective
medium of cartoon art. That is, the cartoon scenario Iis the
common setting in erotica/pornography within which the breaking
of sexual taboos first appears. Thus, we have begun our research
with an analysis of cartoons in each of the three magazines as
mentioned, to be followed by analyses of the articles, fiction,
letters to the editor and photographs identifying each taboo
theme first depicted in cartoons,

wWe are ysing an integrated approach whereby each analysis
bullds an the data collected In the oreceding analysis. Another
hypothesis being tested is that these children are portrayed as
Increasingly sexualized. and that child sex cartoons become more

Sexudlly explicit and violient over time,
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2verview of Phase |

Phase | of the research has involved the development and
implementation of a coding fnstrument to codify the pictorial
representations of children in Playboy, Penthoyse, and Hustler.
We are counting the frequency of the presence of children as they
are depicted in sexuslized settings. or in other scenarios which
would be considered criminal activity efther to or by Juveniles
were they to occur in rex' life.

We are codifying the type of scene, age, sex and race of
child or children, how the child is physically depicted, and
whether. the child is sexualized or involved in a violent act,
The presence of children in neutral and pro-social scenes is also
being counted. We are now computerizing our data and processing

the preliminary results,

Other Phase | research either planned or In progress
Includes:
* Heasurement of the reading levels of different text

features In Plavboy, Penthoyse, and Hystler. The

purpose s to ascertalin whether or not various texts
such as letters, advice, and pictorial text are more
cognitively accessible to young readers than the
wTiting fom In zrsliz'2s and inteomcions,

. Aralysls of pictures for techniques that alter women
tc appear to resemble juveniles, such as photomontage,
wrich afrbrush or graft adult body gparts onto juvenila

hodles,

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

ray
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¢ Examination of the market research data for the
composition of the Plavboy, Penthouse, and Hystler
readerships. For instance, we know that in 1975 more
than 12 million American children resided in homes
where at least one adult was an in-home reader of

‘mainstream erotica/pornography.

Review of Relevant Research

Most of the research asserting that pornography is harmless
was produced prior to the mid-1970's, Nonetheless, these eariy
research efforts continue to be cited as contemporary infor-
mat ion. In 1979 Time magazine reported that sociologist, Marvin
Wolfgang, one ot the authors of The Ruport of the Commission of
Qbscenity and Pornography (1970), seemed to have changed his mind

regarding at least some aspects of pornography, noting, "the
welght of the evidence (now) suggests that the portrayal of
violence tends to encourage the use of physical aggression among
peopie who are exposed to it." (“Women’s War on Porn," Time,
August 27, 1979) Stud!es conducted during the past decade are
finding that pc.nography can be harmfyl .

The more recemt 1 esearch s finding that ~xposure to
azjressive pornography can affect people’s sexual attitudes,
the'r se<ual behavior, and perhaps their non-sexual behavior as
well, Tre resylting effect [(ncludes a generalized desensitization
towards women ang rape victims, and a reduction In inhibitions

arprinst the Lexgd! assault of women,

-1
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Here are a few Drief findings from the recent research:

A lessened sensitivity to rape and rape victims s
found among those exposed to explicit fiimed rape
scenes.l

Hale subjects exposed to violent pornography are more
inclined to see themselves committing a rape and to
accept the notion that women want to be raned.z

Male subjects with the highest levels of exposure to
pornography are also more likely to recommend very
1ight sentences for rcpe.3

When such media portrayals are massively consumed, they
undercut the credibility of actual rape victims’
testlmony.‘

In a laboratory setting, filimed depictions of women as
responsive  sexual victims f{ncrease stated male
proclivity towards sexual aggression against women.S
Even normal males experience Increased arousal when
exposed to images of rape, especlally when the victim
expresses pleasure, a (ommon theme in pornography.é
fxposure to viclent pornography can lead male asudiences
to the bglfef that rape would be a sexually arousing
»wn»r‘pnce.7

Cruss cultural research on the effects of pornography
suggests that as the amount of pornography (ncreases in
4 nation., there s a carresponding increase in tne

8
in_1gence of rape.

~1
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b In those states with a) a high level of violence in
general, b) either women’s struggle for equal rights or
their complete repression, and C) a high readership of
erot ica/pornography, statistics indicate a high
incidence of rape, assault and hom!clde.9

¢ Children are being coerced and Induced into pornography
and prostitution through the aid of mainstream
erotica/pornography, which provide legitimizing models
for Imltation.lo

* Ten percent of the women in a San Francisco survey

reported being asked to imitate assauitive or repugnant

acts following their partners’ viewing of
I
pornography,
¢ In a laboratory setting, male evaluation of their

mate’s attractiveness was found to increase with pre-
exposure to unattractive female images and to decrease
after viewing popular erotica/pornography centerfold
f'emales.lz
With the exception of Burgess’ review of case studies, the
aove work has concgntrated on pornographic depictions of women,
abe1dily vinlear Aenictions., And thelr efferts on adult males
My research dlffers from these others |n several significant
respests, I would like to point out the differences and expiain
why | beltese my reseasch is important for the well-beling of

Juver vres gy society,
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The Project’s Importance

From the standpoint of the task of O0OJJOP, It fs of
importance that there i{s a growing body of information from child
welfare workers which strongly suggests that victims of ‘hild
sexual abyse all too frequently become juvenile delinguents and
adult victimizers, We need to study the possible rocle played by
mainstream erotica/pornography fn influencing aduits to perceive
of cnildren as viable targets for incest and other forms of
sexual harassment and assault. The research fis alsoc concerned
with Jjuveniles as they are increasingly exposed to the same
mainstream erotica/pornography in stores, movie houses, and In
their own homes as well as the homes of friends and relatives.

While most research has analyzed the effects of overt
aggression in pornography, this project is also concerned with
depictions which are not overtly viclent. Depictions of chlild
prostitution ang loving incest fall into this category.

| bpelleve that society should be made aware of the content
of popular erotica/pornography because these materlals constitute
a widespread public source of Informal sex education. 1 believe
that tre information complled and assessed {n this project will
te sefu’ tc the many agencies concerned with juvenile behavlior,
4% rmeer  victrwms  and offenders,

C.r re-earch will gistill erotica/pornography into
€ suass: srate and concrete components of information: charts,
yracre,  statistical  tables and explanatory narrative. Such

A ~esstt m components of information would provide an analytical
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forum In which large numbers of concerned persons and policy
makers may assess, critique, and debate erotica/pornography
content without requiring significant exposure to the primary
sources,

In this manner this research will establish a body of
know!edge, accessible to agencies, educators, and parents,
potentially useful In sex education courses as well as other
formal and f{nformal bodies of Juvenile guidance, Having
deveioped an objective summary of erotica/pornography content,
this data can be used by OJJOP to provide alternate coping
strategies to the public and professionals for dialogue with
Juveniiles,

At present, twenty-three national agencies are engaged in
the collectlon of data on children as victims and offenders.
However, as noted at a recent conference sponsored by Chilg
Trends Inc., the data on this toplc s so fragmented and
fncomplete that it fs of limited use to policy makers., | plan to
make my findings available to both public and private agencies in
4 form usable for obJective debate. A continued fInterchange of
f<ess ang Information will be sought,

There s an urgent need to examine popularly consumed
wrotecaccnsaragky  for  many kindgs of denlctinone espacigtly
*rone ot se«sally victimized chiildren, The depictions are there.
Precigel, how mary ans in woat types of situations are not yat
®owe, it Quatification and evaluat fon fs part of the task

ol merte e tent ty aadicated.
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Senator Sererkk e Resman, have you come to any preliminary
concliisions, as to this moment, on that subject?

Dr Reisman We certainly have, sir. there appear to be some
things

Senator Seecrer Well, T oam very much interested in the sub-
stantive matters which vou have described that are heyond the
scope of this hearing, but I think they are very important.

Woo hid o hearmne, this sube smmittee did, on child molestation,
and I made o comment, a speculation, a hunch, that the porno-
draphic picture might L .ove a causal connectjon. I remember very
well handling prosecution «, 1959, 25 vears ago, and the literature
wis unbelievable in its div.erence then and now. When I was dis-
trict attornes we dd not hive the kinds of child molestation cases
that are present today. and  may be that the people did not come
forward, but I have a strong teeli w that although there were many
things that the district attorney could not prove that went on in
Philadelphin, our office knew a great deal about what was going
on and that the 1ssue of molestation is very different today than it
Wets Lo vers o when | was a prosecutor.

In seiochimg tor all of the possible causes of molestation, | have a
Stromeanstinet that pornogriphy may well provide the canen 1h.
o= o tope whnch certanly ought to be explored. So [ ery
much interested in what vou are doing

But et me come to a couple of questions which the commiriee is
interested i irom apoint of view, a procedurat point of view, with-
PUE s any ssue as Lo the quality of the - ork that vou have
done.and the question as to competition. A-e there others in the
Uncted States of America who are as competent as vou, who might
hoase been called upon to bid competitively for chis kind of a study?

That mo beanc unbiar question to ask o fady. but--

Pie Resssias Do tact ot s not at all untarr, Senator. It 15 quite on
ot

wrator Sercrtek Fine what s the apower?

Py Hessvas The answer 1o that, Senator, wootld be that it I did
toMnas stested here earhier, aod i in fact my theories wnd my
fesearchowhich T have winked on tor the past 10 vears, had been
winpho turned over 1o OJUDE and put out Tor cottpetitive bid, then
P e Bt be s people out there who eould came back with

e et AU appro e bised upon mv theores

HEve e Senatv s thenries ansd adeas are o <cholar's stock an
el And tar e to e over the body of Knowledge thao [ have
etepe or the rast 0 cears o individuals who are studving in
et b themeehves did not propose the material, based upen

ettt b b et thomeht of the gdeas, would have been

v e thas then Senator. os there s no one an the
ot el that touches even vgraely upon the
oot s ke b e ddressed Nooone And | vhallense

‘ o e, s b e it ] hn;u- thc-.'t- \HH l'o'. h\ thee

' Nt ey
e ik N e s o e st ] e, whiat woe thee
e T e et b woas et aeen by the Oftee of
o vt gty Prov et to corroharate thiy

Tt by il
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e Reassan t Doy answer that, Senator, Mr. Heck mentioned
that Dr Burgess was contacted with my grant proposal. Dr. Bur-
sess told me, after we - 1 came on board, that she had reviewed my
grant proposal. I did not know that prior. And if you will permit
me, 1f 1t s acceptable in this forum, [ would like to read a state-
ment by Dr Burgess, in a letter that was sent, regarding my re-
search, since my credibility, based upon th+ APA article and vari-
aus other comments, has been called into question, and since that
i> it very serious challenge

Senator SPECTER. You may read it,

Dr Reissan Thank you, sir.

“Dear Judith.” —I will not read the whole thing, but I will give it
1o vou, you know, for copying. This was to acknowledge my contri-
bution. myv scholarly contribution, "Mass Media Sex/Violence and
Women and Chaldren’s Civil Rights: An Eye Toward the Future”
for the reference volume “Rape and Sexual Assault: A Research
Hand’ Hok™ to be published by Garland in winter 1984:

Your revwew of the Literature 1s co nprehensive and will be of great assistance to

teseatchet s et s holars interested in the subjgect area [ beheve we are fortunate to
bave conn chapter sinee the llerature contindes to renuain stlent on this topae

I owill ship down to where she discusse  having heard me, and so
on and so on oand so on

Canclusion

Both voare pocar reseanch and cvrrent phans aae making o magor contribution to
tha buend ol onnaran atmns and education Your conceptualization of the pathways
feading o media vinbenee and pereeption shows the caretul and objective review of
daee heretatae pever Chalbeaged | beliese one of vour strenyths les ain vour skill in
cloting every possable bat of datic for exanination o an unbrased and scentific

coanrer [Uwei e exoitimgg tawark trom ditferent perspectives an this serious social
por b e

I wosld be more than happy to have anvone Xerox that tor vour
Tl ~t*

The tollowinge was recenved tar the record |

> ¢
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Senator Specrin. Ms. Reisman, | am advised that the original
amount of your grant proposal was approximately $60,000, is that
correct?

s Dr. R;:ISMAN, The original amount of the grant proposal was
$60,000)?

Senator SPECTER. Yes, 360,000.

Dr. ReisMaN. [ have no idea. That is a bit long ago. What was
that? What are you talking about?

b Sehnator MEetzeENsaum. Mr. Chairman, I think if I may help her
y this.

It is my understanding that Pam Swain indicated, at an earlier
point, that this research could be done for, I think $40,000, and
then changed it to $60,000. Am I correct in reciting the back-
ground, Ms. Swain?

Ms. SwAIN. Yes, sir.

Sen;ator SpecTER. Was there an original figure put on your
grant’

Dr. ReismMaN. No, that is absolutely not correct, not so. No. I
wis- - -

s Sw‘u‘nt’or SpecTER. Ms. Swain, had you put an original figure on of
$40,000°

Ms. Swain. In my original review of the grant application, I esti-
mated that it would cost $40,000 tu $50,000 for the cost this year.

Sc..ator SprcTER. Were you unaware of that, Dr. Reisman?

ll(}r. Reisman. Oh, no, | was unaware of it, until the newspapers

told me.

Senator SpecTER. Was there any validity, as you see it, for an es-
timate that the proposal should cost in the $40,000 to $69,000
range?

Dr. Reisman. Oh, absolutely.

Senator SerecTER. You do not agree with that?

Dr. ReisMaN. No. | agree, based on what Ms. Swain thought we
were doing. Based upon what Ms. Swain thought we were doing,
that would be an accurate statement.

Senator SPECTER. Well, explain to us then how the award nioved
up to the 3X00,000 range.

Dr. RetsmMaN. Let me clarify then.

As far as | know, I have discussed with Ms. Swain how this dis-
crepancy took place Apparentiy there was a misunderstanding as
to whit we were doing, and the idea was that we were doing a
simple research review. If we were simply reviewing the existing
research. then it makes some sense, I do not kncw the dollars and
cents of it. she would know that better than I do. It would make
~omie sen~e to say that 340006, 360,000 would be fair to call in all
the records from Donnerstemn, and all the other people in the field,
review them, and come up with a conclusion.

Senator SPECTER You were going to do something different”

i ResMaN Absolutely. Surely.

senater SpEcTER  Was vour project to account for the difference
getween Shih 008 :lnd .?\.\“”‘“““',

Dr ReisMmasn Well, Senator. the project is, or was, and though we
are 1n phase L it has changed slightly. The project as envisioned,
was, s | osaid. a multidisciplinary concept, and I am not trying to
e hize words, but I mean that. Anv serious knowledge of pornog-



raphy will suggest to you very strongly that in order to get a
handle on what pornography actually is, how it works, how it func-
tions, and what it is doing in a given society, requires the combined
Fﬁfdn. and the combined knowledge of people from every possible
ield.

Senator SpECTER. Dr. Reisman, to the extent that you can, tell us
what you were going to do for $800,000, differently than what had
been suggested for $60,000.

Dr. ReismaN. We were going to do a series of things. First, we
gere going to do the literature review that was discussed by Ms.

wain.

Senator SPECTER. We are up to $60,000 now?

Dr. ReisMAN. 1 would assume that that is accurate. That is one
thing we were going to do.

The second thing we were going to do is what we are doing right
now, which is intensive content analysis of t' » given media, so that
we can understand how it works. However, we also entertained the
idea o#doing much more of the kinds of media attack than we are
corrently doing.

We are restricting ourselves to just the three magazines at this
point.

Senator SpECTER. What do you mean by media attack? You said
media attack. You did not say media attack?

Dr. RetsMAN. | am sorry. Do you want to play back that whole
sentence”

Senator SpecTeR. No, you play it back. Start again.

What were you going to do besides the analysis?

Dr. RrisMaN. We had planned a larger—when 1 say medic
attack, I am not attacking the media. We are attacking the prob-
lem of media, for example, gathering together a large body of docu-
ments, and dissecting them, if you will.

Senator Specter. OK. You are going to pull together all the
things that the media may be doing on the issue of pornography, as
it relates te children?

Dr. ReisMaN. Yes: definitely.

Senator Specter. What else?

Dr. ReisMaN. And that, of course, is a little bit different than
what we are doing right now, and it 1s a much larger endeavor.

Senator SpecTER. What else?

Dr ReismaN The major portion of the elfort. the major cost that
would have been involved would have been the third part, which
would be to contact the kinds of top flight experts across the coun-
trv. in their own specific fields, whe have not ¢. ncerned themselves
with pornography. per se, but w  nave the expertise to deal with
pornography as a component of  sir knowled;ze.

Senator SeECTER Give me an ustration of such an expert.

Dr Remssax. All right. Paul Maclean. | think that is how his
nime s spelied, or Jerry Levy.

Senator Sercerek. What would he do?

Dro Resvas These are peaple who would review the terature
that we would present to this as examples of material, and tell
tHl~

Senator Sercrkk s he a psyehologst or psy chiat rise?

5'¢
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Dr. Reisman No, hHe is a neurologist, a specialist in neurology.
let me prepare for that.

All right, we will talk a bit something like that. We would
Fresent—or let us deal with child development. We will go there
irst.

Getting a top notch child development specialist in the country,
we would present to someone like this the body of data that de-
scribe the imageries that an average child would be seeing, or any
group of children. We would present them with the materials, and
we would ask them, we would present them with the materials and
we would ask them, bused upon their background of experience,
and their years in the field, the way in which they feel this par-
ticular kind of information would affect certain kinds of children,
under a given set of circumstances.

Now. that kind of data would be processed back to us, in terms of
a report, a response. We would then proceed to distribute to these
individuals—and it was an overlapping activity, we would proceed
to distribute to these individuals tﬁe resul:s of the content analysis
that we would be engaged in, we would be processing back and
forth that kind of data. )

Senator SpecTeR. Dr. Reisman, let me move to another subject,
because our time is growing so short.

What does the following passage mean, from your grant proposal,
"split brain research in recent developments in the tracing of sub
cortical spiking as indicative of violent behavior, have been leading
us into the possibility of the physiological—to determine responses
;n the human org:nism to supernormal environmental stimu-
us'’ - -

Dr. RrismaN. Could you please repeat it, instead of that way——

Senator SpEcmER. Excuse me?

Dr Reis. AN Would you mind repeating it, so that I could hear
the words a little clearly?

sSenaator Seecter. Well, let me hand it to you.

Dr Reisman Fine, thank you.

“thocument handed to Dr. Reisman. |

Sensttor SeecteR - And the purpose of the question, to put it on
top of the table foursquare, is a concern about studies which deal
with changing human behavior. If this is directed in that line.

Dr Ressman  Absolutely not That is utterly and completely ri-
du':llulj-‘

What 1~ proposed by this statement is--let me read it to you.

Senator SEPECTER No. vou just tell me what it means [ just read
it t you

Dr Reissmax OR Well, what we would be interested in doing is
talkhine toandividuals who are experts in split brain research.

Sphit braen research s becomimg a field that has more and more
Anowledee to give back to society, and when | say Bnowledge, | do
not mean the sden of exporimenting with peop'es” behavior, and at-
terltipt tor tranin [n-npl!'

Split b roseanrch can tell us aoureat deal about the way picto-
real nterm ation s processed Senator. pictorial information as by
e teans processed i the same wav as text [ as processed difyer-
ety Tin whole concept of o picture 1= warth 1000 words 1= con-
Caned e this <tatement 1 pictures are not processed in the same

5
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way that the text is processed, then what does that mea.. in terms
of the way we are able cognitively to deal with pictorial informa-
tion? That is extremely crucial to any analysis of pornography, par-
ticularly as it pertains to children.

Do you follow me?

Senator SpecTER. No, but I will ask the next question.

But you have to understand, Dr. Reisman, I am not under oath.

All right, I undzrstand enough to satisfy the purpose of the ques-
tion.

Is there any relationship between your project, Dr. Reisman, and
Dr. Burgess study at the University of Pennsylvania?

Dr. REisMAN. Yes, there is.

We are working to some degree rather closely together. I main-
tain contact with Dr. Burgess. I am very interested in the kind of
progress she is making, and she is interested in the kinds of
progress that | am making. Beyond that, in terms of linkage activi-
ties, no. '

Senator SPecteR. Dr. Reisman, we have some more questions,
which we will probably submit to you in writing, and I may want
to discuss some of these matters with you personally.

Dr. Reisman. [ would be delighted.

senator SPECTER. And we would like a copy of the letter from Dr.
Burgess for the record.

Dr. RiisMaN. | would also be happy to give you a copy.

One other thing, may I?

The question has been raised as to other people in the field, and
we had a few jokes about Mrs., and about Dr., and so forth. Sena-
tors, | have here a list of the prominent people in the field of ero-
tica and aggression. I would be more than Kappy to submit it to
you. It is from a reputable rosearcher foundation I have great re-
spect for.

Out of the 60 citations in this list, Senators, there are only two

- females cited. Two females in the research area of pornography

and -.ggression stated in the work that has been done on the whole
issue of pornography in the United States of America. I submit to
vou, Senators, that one of those names is the name of Laura
Ledera, the editor of *Take Back the Night.” Lederer is the only
female cited in a good number of these citations, and in that book,
Senators. [ am one of the contribu’ing writers.

I'would be more than happy to submit that, and Ms. Lederer's
statement regarding my expertise in this field.

Senator Seeceter. Dro Reisman, we will accept that.

i Never received for the record. |

Senator SPECTER. Senator Metzenbaum.

Senitor Merzensarm. Dro Reisman, 1 know no hing about the
~ubject an whick vou are involved, but the whole thrust of this in-
quiry has to do with the manner and method of making grants at
the Offce of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and so
when we find that yvour grant s about (.%H()().OOO. it is only under-
~tandable that we mqguire into v and how the grant was made.

At T sosn leokimg over vour vitae, I notice that you began gradu-
At dv i 1970 at s preeminent ne*titution, located in my own
sty Cooe Western in Cle celand.

Dr Remssan That is correct.
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Senator MerzennauM. Did you have an undergraduate degree?
Dr. Reisman. No, Senator. May | explain that?

Senator METZENBAUM. Certainly.

Dr. Reisman. 1 feel that I was honored by Case Western, Senator,
that my expertise in the field of mass media coinmunications was
recognized g; them as life experience, that I 'vas put on probation
to maintain an A level standing throi.gh my graduate studies, as a
returning student who had been the mother of four, and yes, Sena-
tor, that I maintained that average, and that I continued on, and
did my Ph.D. at CWUR in communications.

Senator MeTZENBAUM. How was that waiver made possible? Was
there a committee, or somebody who passed upon that question?

Dr. ReismaN. I am afraid, Senator, that I am not privy any more
to the activities of Case Western Reserve officials than | was privy
to OJJDP officials. It was presented to the department, the depart-
ment apparently presen it to the then dean, Dr. Taaffe. | was
interviewed by Dr. Taaffe; my materials were apparently looked
over. | have no idea, and it was then waived.

Senator METZENBAUM. Could you tell us, Ms. Reisman, about
your professional experience?

Dr. ReismMAN. Yes; | spent quite a few years working in various
capacities. | have worked at—in mass media. I think that is one of
the things | bring to this study.

Senator METZENBAUM. Tell me what you mean, you worked in
mass media.

Dr. Rrisman. | worked for public television in Milwaukee, on a
children's program.

Senator MeTzENsAUM. Which one?

Dr. Risman. “Childrens Fair."” An award-winning program, I am
told, which was also produced in conjunction with tge Milwaukee
Public Museum. | worked for the Milwaukee Public Museum, in
public television, during that same period of time, working on a
program called *'Strange but True,” and producing for them music,
songs, segments that were used to define the zoological and archeo-
logrical materials and otner kinds of exhibitions that existed at the
museum at that given time, Senator.

Senator METzZENBAUM. Were you a songwriter for the Captain
hangaroo Show?

Dr Retsman 1 wrote songs, and produced segments. I am not
ashiimed of that

Seator MErzeNsavsM 1 am not here to cause you any shame, or
anything ot the kind.

Dr Remssan. Yes. | ce, tanly did.

Nenator MeTzessavr M. For how long a period?

Dr Reisman For approximately 2 years

senator MerzessacM. Now, vou completed sour doctorate at
Case Weostern Beserve in December of 19797

1y Rerssas No. I was corrected on that. Someone caught it. It
was anuary of 14=0

Henator Mejzessat M OK That is less than 5 yvears ago?

I Reisvas That s correct, Senator

~enater MetzESRAaUM  And the doctorate was in what field?

I Retsseas I comimunmications, speech communications, sir,
wath oo manor i syvstems analysis,
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Senator MeTZENBAUM. In what field was your dissertation?

Dr. ReisMAN. Am | permitted to answer that fully?

Senator MeTzENBAUM. No, it just takes a simple answer.

Dr. ReismaN. | am afraid, Senator, it is not a simple answer.

?elrl\ator SpeCTER. The answer is yes, you are permitted to answer
it fully.

Dr. RrismMaN. Thank you.

All of riy graduate work was in the field of pornography, mass
media effects. My studies were on Playboy and Penthouse. My re-
search, my content analyses, my work in marketing research was
all in this area. At the last minute, because my research program
director, my Ph.I). director became ill, a new thesis director took
ovv(;. and [ was told that pornography was not a course of serious
study.

I was, if you will pardon the expression, Senators—well, how do
we do this nicely—at the last minute my—all of my work was
switched. 1 was not permitted to do a Ph.D. thesis in the subject I
had been working on all those years, and | was told that I had to
do it on something else.

I chose the only thing that seemed to make people happy, and
that is what was going on in 45 BC, which was Aristotle.

Senator METZENBAUM. Let me get something clear.

Is it my understanding that—what was the name of vour thesis?

Dr. RElsMAN. An Aristotelean approach, something f;ke that, to
the rhetoric of--you have it there, Senator. Would you kindly read
it for the record?
h&'m’uur MerzenBaUM. You do not remember the name of your
thesis’

Dr. RetsMaN. Something about Aristotelean theory. Symptoms
and analytical approach,

(rood heavens, I do not remember. It is a nice, big long academic
title, and you do have it, [ think.

Senator METZENBAUM. Was this really a study having to do with
a prominent TV commentator?

Dr ReisMAN. It certainly was. Dorothy Fuldheim.

Senator MerzeNsarm. Was this really o study of a prominent
TV commentator by the name of Dorthy Fuldheim located in
Cleseland”

Dr ReisMan She was the rhetorician who | was examining.

Senator Merzensat s And that fit in with the application of
Vristotelean theary to mass media effects that wound up being a
study of Dorothy Fuldhenn

Dr Resman It did not wind up. CWRU decided that that was
appropriate Another thesis that was done just before that was on
the analdvsis of the rhetorie of Rabbi Hillel Silver. for the same pur-
prsesd i was o Arestotelean analysis of Rabbi Silver. That is
A apprnpr e stidy

I woald hove prefered to do my thesis, Senator. on pornography.
I s not pernutted

Senator Merzesinve s Then vou did some work at Haifa Univers
ary

RN S WISV S

Sercean MErsesoaove st el s about that

D Berssias The work that boid ot Heata
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Senator METZENBAUM. Yes. :

Dr Reisman | was ainvolved in several research projects at
Haifa. One was on the values of Israeli mass media, as opposed to
public values. We were involved there in a content analysis, multi-
disciplinary—well, cross cultural analysis of visual materials in
mass media magazines in Israel, and we were using a scale of 13
varables that were produced by the Harris poll on quality of life
variables, from family lije to love, sex, and so forth, to assess the
relationship and the compartmentalization between quality of life
as expressed by mass media imagery, and quality of life as ex-
pressed by Israeli sentiment and public documents.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. You stated in your vitae, I think, in con-
nection with your application for the grant, that you had been ap-
pointed as an associate professor at the University of Haifa, is that
correct?

Dr. Reisman. Yes. | have a letter that deals with that, Senator.

Senator METZENBAUM. Do you have it with you?

Dr. ReismaN. Yes, sir.

Senator MeTzZENBAUM. Can [ have it?

Yuou ulso have with you the press release from Haifa University?

Dr Ressman. No, 1 do not have that. Have you seen it?

Senator MeTzENBAUM. No, I would like to.

Dr Rrismax 1 would be more than happy to give it to you.

Senator Mrerzensarm Please do.

Dr Reisman. I should have o copy of that myself, when you look
at 1t because you will have some gquestions.

Senator Merzensatvy. Could you make one available? We will
Just take a copy and keep it ourselves.

Dr Reisman T am afraid it has yellow for your interest, and it
will Xerox black

Senator MeErzessacy. Well, T will read it:

F ol car tetepheae canversation. 1 would hke to certify the following infor-
ettt eentg g vour positinn at the University of Haala, Dsriel

et aretadhy stadving sour CV and vour publication. 1 recommended vou

e Departinent ot Sociology and Anthropology at the University

Pace Bemt v onew anoerant, von were appointed as a lecturer without teaching
fow Tt b s o D prabidens ot lamngiee barrer
Provw o sl tae vears Ao hinve been working with my sponsorship, you

Avre ot eyt e h o hecause o vaour status of anmerant. and beciuse of
ot Rnaanead e the Hebrew Limnigogne

} et vy and senpe patide atens carmed cansaderabbe reputa
SO R L SRR IS
b v LA e dhered o tetaeed track pesitian at the School of
oo o v bt e tatare bead ol thee subdepartnent of Communiea-
* thae it
W e e e ertandy wenbd have beeen preanatedd ta the rank of
. Eotaes Mo et il catees 1t s a0 hamdwnitten note then
1 )

. St e e e e e e e Nt an s [hes are
bie ¢ 1 et b e il s ter syt with the adidy

| I [RUNTE PR thive 1o niaat 1o ”l" l.lu\l'l'\lf.\ of “illl-'!
Pr Bieo vt N tE e s trarn thee Bieed
oot oA e rzENrove s i s e from the Unnversity of Califor
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Dr. REisMAN  Yes, from Dr. Joseph Stephen, who was the head of
the research facility st Haifa University, who was responsible for
the hiring, and that is—that confirms the position.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Well, that is not indicated here.

We spoke with——

Dr. ReisMaN. Well, you can check with that. That is no problem.

Senator MeTZENBAUM. Ms. Reisman, we have, and the director
#eneral's office at Haifa advises us that you were never an associ-
ate professor, they say you worked as a research fellow from Octo-
ber 1 to September 30, 1983, that the university did not directly
pay you. that your job was financed by the minister of absorption,
that situations such as this generally range from those persons who
state a strong intention to stay in Israel, and to seek citizenship,
the director general’s office also states that the university does not
have a department of communications, nor does it intend to have
onhe, and tfmt Ms. Reisman stated in her vitae that her assignment
in the Department of Education was to prepare a new curriculum
for the new Department of Communication, which she would then
serve as Department head, and they will confirm that advice to us
over the telephone, with a letter which we anticipate reading very
shortly. and when we do, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that it may be included in the record.

Senator SerctEr. Whatever letter is received, may be included in
the record

lietter never received for the record.)

Dr. ReismAN. Whatever letter is received, I would like very much
to get a copy of it, because that is absolutely incorrect and untrue,
and Dr. Joseph Stephen was certainly the person who was in
charge of that entire activity.

And, No. 2, there is nothing in that letter that says that there
was a Department of Communication. What it says was that the
l)t-[purtm;nt of Communication was within the School of Education.

)r. Cohen-- -

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Let me just ask Dr. Berendzen, because of
time

Dr Ruisman Was the individual in charge of that, by the way,
and that 1s absolutely incorrect.

Senator MeT2ENBAUM. We have to move along, because there is a
rolleall vote

Fwill ask Dr Berendsen

Setator Sekcrer Wit aomnute

Dr Reisman, sou will have a chance to see the letter, and reply
toat fully

Dr Resstan Yes. I would certainly like that.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Did vou check with the University of
Hovta concermmg Ms Rersman®

Dro Beresnzes 1 opersonally certainly did not. The University
Aappointment process  whereby a person comes in as a researcher
or faculty member 15 handled by others. T do believe someone at
thee universitv s gt Amerwean University, did in fact contact Haifa, |
do not know for sure what they found

Sercator Merzeswac s De Puesag, vou are at American Universi-
oo Did ver check wath the niversity of Haula concerning Ms.
Resna.

9.
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Dr. Turas. I did not, persnnally, but I received communication
from—a written communication from Mr. Robert Norris, that
checks of credentials have been made, and I have also received——

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Who is Mr. Norris?

Dr. Turas. He is a vice provost for university programs, he
works in the office of the provost.

Senator MeTzeNBaUM. And did he indicate that he had checked
with the University of Haifa?

Dr. TuradJ. Specifically, I do not know that he had checked with
the University of Haifa, but that he had checked that she held all
the positions that she said she had held, and that the degrees were
as represented.

Senator METZENBAUM. Do you have a copy of that letter with
you”

Dr. TuraJg. 1 do not, sir.

Senutor SpEcTER. Dr. Berendzen and Dr. Turaj you will be per-
mitted to testify later.

Senator Metzenbaum wants to get on at this moment, because
we are going to have to break in a few moments for a rollcall vote,
but 1 just want you to know that you will have a chance to testify
in the regular course.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. In the House hearing, Mr. Regnery testi-
fied that you had contacted the Office of Juvenile Justice about the
grant. He also said that earlier today, as well.

But in a supplementary vitae that you provided with the grant
application, there seems to be a different story. Let me read you
what you wrote:

A brief summary of events, May 2% to June 25th, 1983. The attached Haifa Uni-
versity pnblicity release regarding my Kinsey research results led to a series of un-
anticipated events, including an invitation to immediately return to the United
Statex in ¢ or to one. present a review of my Kinsey documentation on Patrick
Buchana., s rndio and television programs in Washington; two. to give an interview

to i Time Maganne correspondent on the same issue; three, pursue a book publish-
vr tor the Kinsey research data

First, Ms. Rewsman, would you tell the committee what the Haifa
University publicity release concerned, how was it disseminated?
Who prepared it, when released, and when did you return to the
United States?

Dr Reisman. Well. unless Haifa University decides to say that it
did not happen

Senator MeTzeNsatM. Pardon?

Dr. ReisMAN. I said. unless Haifa University decides to say that
it did not happen. | will be more than heppy to turn that over to
vou That was done by the publicity director at Haifa University,
who mguired of me, since 1 had a great deal of publication in
Israel, mguired of me regarding the kind of research that I was en-
wared tnoat the time.

[ met with him. He wrote and said that he wished to write an
article about the research that T had been doing on Dr. Kinsey. He
did ~o He disseninated 1t and unless they have any kind of con-
tradiction on that, that 1s the way that 1t stands.

Senator Metzensatm Who contacted vou in regard to the
Braden-Buchanan show”

4
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Dr. ReisMaN. In regard to—you mean who called me about the
Braden-Buchanan show? Patrick Bucahanan had called me in
Israel, to ask me if | stood by the material that he had received
from another individual, who had hand carried it, a Dr. John
Court, who happens to be a very well respected man in the area of
pornography research.

Dr. John Court had carried my material to the United States, to
Dr. Gordon Muir, in New Jersey, Dr. Gordon Muir in New Jersey
had sent it, without my request, without my knowledge, to Mr. Bu-
chanan, Mr. Buchanan h::i] read it, and he called me in Israel, and
asked me about it

Did I stand by it? I said yes; I did.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Who contacted you from Time magazine?

Dr. ReisMaN. I do not remember his name, Senator.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Did they publish anything?

Dr. ReisMAN. No; they did not, but it is in the record, ycu can
coll them. John Leo——

Senator MeTzENBAUM. They have no record of it.

Dr. ReisMAN. Of what?

Senator MeTzenNpauM. Of having called you, or ever hearing of
you. But that is not to say——

Dr. Reisman. Well, then they sent a phony fellow down to take
my picture, that is all I can say.

Senator MeTzZENBAUM. It is a big institution, and I do not want to
sai' that they did . ¢, but where was the picture taken?

Jr. REISMAN. In my apartment, in Herzliyya, at the time.

Senator METZENBAUM. In Israel?

Dr. REisMAN. Yes. John Leo was the editor, now, you know, with
all the things that are happening around here, maybe he does not
remember either.

Senator MeTzZENBAUM. Who made the first contact with you from
(tihe g)fﬁce of Juvenile Justice? Can you recall the approximate

ate’

Dr. RuisMaN. Mr. Wooiton did. The date is in my testimony. If
you want to wait, and I will look for it, fine. Otherwise, it was the
day after - Buchanan interview.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Did you pay your own expenses to come to
Washington from Haifa, to do those interviews?

Dr. ReisMaN. | was lent the money, Senator.

Senator MerzeNsacm. [did not ask you that. | asked if you paid
Mour own way.

Dr ReisMaN. [ was lent the money. Then 1 paid it back, yes.

Senator METZENBAUM. Not the Buchanan show”

Dr RrismMan. No: from Dr. Murim.

Senator METZENBAUM. Ms. Reisman, I would like to go through
some dates with you and get some comments.

Your appearance on the Buchanan show was May 23 of last year.
By the end of June you were being recommended by American
Uiniversity tor appointment as a research professor in the School of
Fiducation

How did vou come to approawch American University? Why did
vou approach that unmiversity”?

Dr Reissan Rather simple, sir After my dealings with OJJDP,
and their interest in my work, which 1 was very gratified 1o see—

9
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Jack Martin, who had indicated he wished to publish the book that
1 was working on, on Kinsey, said that he was—I thought that he
said he was an alumnus, perhaps not, but he was affiliated with
American University. I wanted to be in the neighborhood because
my famil'\; is here, and 1 wanted to relocate here.

I had heard about Dr. Myra Sadker, 1 knew something of her
work. She was at American University.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. How did Jack Martin know about you? He
is from Texas?

Dr. ReEisMaAN. He was a friend of Dr. Muir's.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. And who is he?

Dr. REisMAN. Dr. Muir is the gentleman who lent me the money
to come over here.

Senator MeTZENBAUM. Now, you have not done your program
until May 23, but on May 13 Jack Martin, who lives in Daﬁas, and
publishes Texas Business, he calls Dr. Berendzen, and he indicates
at that time, as I understand it, that the Justice Department was
interested in your forthcoming research on possible linkages be-
tween pornography and child abuse.

Now, you have not yet done your program——

Dr. Reisman. No, Senator; I do not mean to be offensive, but
something is wrong there somewhere, and it is not with me.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Tell it to Dr. Berendzen, because 1 am
reading his material.

Dr. ReismaN. Well, I cannot answer that, sir.

Senator MetzENBauM. | am reading directly from—Dr. Berend-
zen, do you stand by the materials that I just recad?

Dr. REisMAN. When was the radio program?

Dr. BERENDZEN. According to my phone transcripts, Mr. Martin
called me on May 13, 1983. I do not have the transcript, or the
notes of what our conversation was. But he does not call me often.

My recollection is that that is the date when he mentioned Dr.
Reisman to me for the first time. He did talk to me at a later date,
[ believe it was in early June of 1983, and it is possible that I have
the two dates wrong in my memory. I do not keep a detailed log of
what our conversations were about; but, in any case, on May 13,
19%3, Mr. Martin and I did talk.

Senator METZENBAUM. And he did indicate at that time that the
Justice Department probably would award a grant to support her
next study and that after you read it and received a draft, you in-
dicated vou did not find the draft version to be convincing, and
then on June 7, Mr. Wootton, of the Justice Department, called
vou, and he said that the Department was—the Justice Depart-
ment was interested in Dr. Reisman's work, and that it would sup-
port her next stage of work, and then there seemed to be some
problems, and | am skipping some of your letter, but on January
Iso 19t Mr Bruce Chapman called ‘ou, and he says he is the Di-
rector of Planning and Evaluation at the White House, and is
urging that—he says, began by asking if you are aware that Dr.
Reisman might become affiliated with American University, and
thist the Justice Department was interested in her research.

4 he siud that he was calling because the White House was
concerned about child abuse, and did he also tell you how he hap-
pened to know that he should call you?

9.
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Dr. BERENDZEN. No. Almost the entirety of the conversation is
what I have in my statement

Senator MerzENBAUM. Did he, at some point, indicate that Mr.
Reg;wry had called him at the White House, or asked him to call
you?

Dr. BERENDZEN. No, I do not recall any comment of that sort.

With respect to these dates, I want to be quite clear that I am
going back to my phone log, and I have two entries for phone calls
irom Mr. Martin one was on the 13 of May 1983; in fact, he called
at 2:15 in the afternoon. .

The other was on June 2, 1983, at 9:45 in the morning. That
degree of precision is there, but the exact content of those conver-
sations I do not know. I am trying to fill it in from memory.

Senator SpecTER. We have a vote now.

Senator Metzenbaum had to aitend to another matter of his offi-
cial duties, and we have a vote in process. So we will adjourn now,
and we will be back. It takes a few minutes. It will probably be
about 1:15 or 1:20.

(Short recess.]

Senator SpecTER. We will reconvene the hearings at this point.

We had hoped to be able to conclude with this panel prior to the
time of the vote, but that was not possible to accomplish because
there were a number of questions.

I would like to return at this juncture to our regular process, and
ask Dr.—how do you pronounce it, Berendzen?

Dr. BERENDZEN. Berendzen.

Senator SPECTER. For you to proceed, Dr. Berendzen, with an
opening statement, as you choose, and we can then come back to
Senator Metzenbaum'’s questions in due course.

TESTIMONY OF DR. RICHARD EARL BERENDZEN

Dr. BERENDZEN. All right, fine.

[ am Richard Berendzen. I am president of American University.
[ am pleased to be here today.

As [ indicated in my written statement, Mr. Jack Martin called
me. Mr. Martin is an Englishman who now lives in Dallas, and
publishes Texas Business magazine. I had been introduced to him
about 2 years or so earlier than this, by a mutual fiiend of ours,
Abelardo Valdez, a former Texan, who was U.S. Chief of Protocol
under President Carter. He is now an attorney in Washington, DC,
and he is a trustee at the American University.

As far as what exactly transpired in that telephone conversation
of May 13, I am going to go by memory. I do know that he called
me that date, and I called a couple of weeks later. He had not
called me for many weeks prior to this, according to my records.

[ believe that that was the phone conversation in which he ex-
plained to me that he publishes not only his magazine, but also
books, which I had not known prior to that tiine. He told me—
either in the May 13 conversation, or conceivably the one in early
June, but I think it was the May 13 one—that he planned to pub-
lish a manuscript by a Dr. Judith Reisman. This was the first time
[ heard her name.
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Her research, he explained, dealt with human sexuality. He said
that she wanted to find an academic base in the Washington, DC
area because she now lives nearby. Before she talked with one of
the other Washington area universities, however, he suggested that
she perhaps talk with the American University, because he had
met me, and he had some familiarity with the institution, although
I am not certain that he had ever been on our campus.

He is not an alumnus, as was mentioned earlier. He asked if she
might become affiliated in some way with the American Universi-
ty. I told him that faculty matters were within the province of the
ﬁrovost, who is the No. 2 person in the university. But from my

nowledge of the situation, I doubted that there would be a tenure
track faculty position available at this time.

The American University, like many other institutions today, is
concerned about the number of tenured slots that it has, and is at-
tempting to reduce them. I point this out, because it is quite ger-
mane.

The appointment of a tenure track person commits the institu-
tion to probably more than a $1 million in salary the professor’s
pro lifetime. It is a very serious, long term—in fact, lifetime—
ﬁrofessional commitment by the institution. The review process for

iring a person for that kind of position is different from that of a
research appointment. The American University, like many other
institutions, has research faculty in contrast with permanent, ten-
ured professors. They come to the institution for a limited period of
time, specifically to conduct research.

At the present time, at the university, there are approximatel
30 individuals, some of whom, indeed, came to the university wit
grants. That is an unusual procedure, but it is not unique.

Mr. Martin told me that the Justice Department was interested
in Dr. Reisman’s forthcoming research and possible linkages be-
tween pornography and child abuse and that the Justice Depart-
ment probably would award her a grant to support that next study.

To give me an idea about the kind of work that she had been
doing, he offered to send a draft of her book, which he did. I read it
and called him back. I think that was the conversation on the 2d of
June, but I could have the date confused with the other one, as I
have already indicated. I told him I was unqualified to make a pro-
fessional judgment about it. I am not a speciaiist in that area. But
a few ¢eneral points struck me, nonetheless.

The manuscript unquestionably was potentially controversial
and possibly provocative. If her assertions were valid, then the
work would be quite significant. But I personally, as a layman in
the field, in a quick reading of it, did not find the draft at least to
be convincing. I thought that Dr. Reisman would benefit from
having collegial interaction, perhaps in particular about methodol-
ogy. Mr. Martin, however, assured me that, even though her work
was polemical, authorities in the field supported it. He cited sever-
al of them. I do not recall their names, but he did mention that
there was a man in Princeton, NJ, who would be calling me about
it; and he did. | did not remember his name. I attempted to call
Mr. Martin to find out the name, but Mr. Martin is in Europe until
the middle of August. But his name, | gather, has already come u
earlier today. It is Dr. Gordon Muir, who I understand is at Squibg
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Pharmaceutical Corp., in Princeton, NJ. He told me that he did
know about the field. He was quite familiar with Dr. Reisman's re-
search, and he thought that it had real merit, although it perhaps
needed some refining.

Then on June 7, 1983, a Mr. James Wootten of the Justice De-
partment called me. He said that the Justice Department was in-
terested in Dr. Reisman’s work and that it would support her next
stage of research. At that point, I passed all of the information I
had about this issue to Mr. Robert Norris, who is the vice provost
for university programs at the American University.

Contracts and grants at our institution fall under his purview,
and all faculty-related matters lie within the office of the provost. I
told Mr. Norris that I could make no judgment about Dr. Reis-
man’s research, but it sounded timely and potentially significant,
especially given the Nation’s increasing awareness of and concern
about child molestation.

I noted that a number of our faculty members in the school of
education, the school of justice, the departments of psychology and
sociology, and possibly even the Washington College of Law, in
theory at least, could be interested in her work. I asked Mr. Norris
to take up the matter following the standard procedures for the
possible appointment of a research faculty member. To the best of
my knowledge, he did so.

On January 1984, Mr. Bruce Chapman called my office. He gave
his title as Director of Planning and Evaluation at the White
House. I was in Los Angeles at the time but called my office for
messages. On the 19th of January, I called Mr. Chapman back. He
began by asking if | was aware that Dr. Judith Reisman might
become affiliated with the American University and that the Jus-
tice Department was interested in her research. I told him that I
had known about this in the summer of 1983 but that I had not
been involved personally since then.

He said he was calling because t . White House was concerned
about child abuse and its effects on families. He wanted to find out
if her research would be forthcoming. I told him, as far as I knew,
it would be.

He said he had heard that there might be problems at the uni-
versity with her appointment. If that were true, he was disappoint-
ed because he was interested in her findings. I told him I was un-
aware of any problems except possibly bureaucratic ones such as
disagreements between her and the provost over her fringe bene-
fits.

He said that such matters did not interest him and repeated that
he had called only to ascertain if her research was in fact proceed-
i Neither he nor [ was certain at that time whether the Justice
Department grant had yet been processed, although we both knew
that it was imminent. Qur conversation lasted on the order of 10
minttes.

Mr Wootten and Mr. Chapman are the only persons in any wa
associited with the Justice Department or the White House witl
whom I had communication regarding Dr. Reisman or the Justice
Department grant to her.

Incidentally, it was not until about an hour or so ago that I first
met Dr Reisman or talked to her.

{ The prepared statement of Dr. Berendzen follows:]
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PrREPARED STATRMENT or RicHARD EARrL BERENDZEN

On 13 May 1983, Mr. Jack Martin = an Englishman who now iives in
Dalias and publishes Texas Business — called me. 1 had been introduced to
him about two years earlier by a mutual friend — Abelardo Valdez, a former
Texan who was U.S. Chief of Protecol under President Carter and who now
is a Washington attorney and a trustee at The American University. Mr.
Martin explained to me over the telephone that he publishes not only the
magazine but also books. He said he planned to publish a manuscript by Dr.

Judith Reisman. Her research, he explained, deals with human sexuality,

He said she wanted to tind an academic base in the Washington, D.C,
area because she now lives nearby. Before she talked with one of the other
Washington area universities, he suggested that she talk with The American
University because of his knowledge about it. He asked me jf she might
become affiliated in some way with The American University. 1 told him
that although faculty personnel matters are the province of our provost, 1
doubted if a tenure track faculty position would be available. (The American
University, like many universities today, is trying gradually to reduce the
number of tenure track positions.) But a research appointment might be
possible. (Like many universities, The American University has research
faculty who = in contrast with permanent, tenured professors — stay at the
university for a limited period specifically to conduct research. At present,
The American University has approximately thirty such individuals, some of

whom came to the university with gran®s.)

Mr. Martin responded that the Justice Department was interested in
Dr. Reisman's forthcoming research on possible linkages between pornography
and child abuse, and that the Justice Department probably would award a
grant to support her next study. To give me an jdea about her work, he

offered to send a draft of her book.

L.



n

After | read it, Mr. Martin and 1 discussed it by phone on 2 June 1983,
I told him | was unqualified to make a professional judgment about it, but a
few general boints had struck me nonetheless. The manuscript was potentially
controversial and provocative. If her assertions were valid, the work would
be important. But I did not find the draft version to be convincing and |
thought Dr. Reisman would benefit rrom collegial advice about methodology,
Mr. Martin assured me that even though her work was polemical, authorities
in the field supported it. 1 conceded that could be the case, for I am not

an authority in the subject area.

In early June 1983, a man In Princeton, New Jersey called me at Mr.
Martin's request. Although I do not recall his name or institutional affiliation,
| do remember that he told me he had done extensive research in Dr, Reisman's
area. In his opinion, her studies had merit, even if they perhaps needed

refining.

On 7 June 1983, Mr. James Wooten of the Justice Department calied
me. He said that the Justice Department was interested in Dr. Reisman's

work and that it would support her next stage of research,

At that point, 1 passed all the information | had about this issue to Mr.
Robert Norris, Vice Provost for University Programs at The American University.
Contracts and grants fal! under his purview and all faculty-rejated matters
lie within the office of the provost. | told Mr. Norris that I could make no
judgment about Dr. Reisman's research., But it sounded timely and potentially
significant, especially given the nation's increasing awareness and concern
about child molestation. I noted that a number of our facuity members - in
the dchool of Education, the School of Justice, the Departments of Psychology
and Sociology, and the Washington College of Law — might be interested in
her work. 1 ask Mr. Norris to take up the matter, following standard procedures
for the possible appointment of a Research Professor. To the best of my

knowledge, he did so.

o 1‘) i
A9 220 O x4 - 1

IToxt Provided by ERI



On I8 January 1984, Mr. Bruce Chapman called my office. He gave his
title as Director of Planning and Evaluation 3t The White House. I was in
Los Angeles at the time but called my office for messages. On !9 January,
I called Mr. Chapman back. He began by asking if 1 was aware that Dr.
Judith Reisman might become affiliated with The American University and
that the Justice Department was interested In her research. | told him that
1 had known about this In the summer of 933 but that | had not been involved
personally since then., He sald he was calling because The White House was
concerned about child abuse and Its effects on families and he wanted to
find out if her research would be forthcoming. 1 told him as far as [ knew,
it wou.d be. He sald he had heard there might be problems at the university
with her appointment, If that were true, he was disappointed because he
was interested in her findings. 1 told him I was unaware of any problems
except possibly bureaucratic ones such as disagreement between her and the
provust over her childrens' tuition remission; that is, fringe benefits. He
said such matters did not intmrest him, and repeated that he had called only
to ascertain if her research, was in fact, proceeding. Neither he nor | were
certain whether the Justice Department grant had been processed, although

we knew it was eminent. Our conversation lasted about ten minutes.

Mr. Wooten and Mr. Chapman are the only persons in any way associated
with the Justice Department or The White House with whom I have had any
communication whatsoever regarding Dr. Reisman or the Justice Department
grant to her. And, incidentally, | have never talked with Dr. Reisman or

met her.
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Senator SpecTER. Dean Turaj, we will hear from you now, and
then the questions will go  the two of you gentlemen, since they
would be along a similar lin

TESTIMONY OF DR. FRANK TURAJ

Dr. TurAJ. Thank you, Senator.

I will skip the first paragraph because it says pretty much what
President Berendzen already said.

Senator Specter. We have your written statement. It will be
made a part of the record fully. So, to the extent you can summa-
rize it, we would appreciate it.

Dr. TuraJ. I would like to simply say that in my written state-
ment I carry us through the process of how Dr. Reisman came to
our campus, how we went about considering the research project
that she would bring to us, who was involved, what the procedures
were, and finally that we agreed to accept this particular arrange-
ment which, by the time of our acceptance, ha changed from the
nature of a grant to a contractual agreement.

I would simply like to read one part of what J Lave here because
I think it might affect some of the way we talk about grants and
univzrsities. That is the last section on page 3, the bottom para-
graph:

What is the role of a university that serves as an institutional
home for a grant? Universities are somewhat different £:om other
organizations. I perceive a certain lack of understanding about that
in some of the material, including transcripts of previous hearings
that I have looked at. A university is a cooperative group of profes-
sionals. It is somewhat unlike a business corporation that proposes
to deliver a certain product.

Grants and research arrangements at universities have a princi-
pal investigator. Sometimes the principal investigator is already a
faculty member at the university. Very often a professional looks
for an institutional home to administer a grant or other research
arrarlxgement. This is not at all rare. In fact, I think it is quite
usual.

I note that President Berendzen said that it is not unique but
perhaps not usual. I think it is more usual that he thinks it 18.

If the university becomes that institutional and administrative
home, it is the role of the university to see that all conditions of
the arrangement are fulfilled, that all laws and regulations are ad-
hered to. and that the expenditure of money is legitimate and ac-
counted for. In addition, to the extent that it can, a university sup-
plies professional help and advice, but professional work is under
the direct charge of the principal investigator. If any laws, regul
tions, or university procedures are being violated, the universit;
needs to exercise its prerogatives and do the appropriate things.
But the university has to allow the investigator to succeed or fail
intellectually. The university as an entity, unlike a commercial cor-
poration, cannot manipulate or dictate the procedures and certain-
Iy not the products of research, except insofar as laws and regula-
tions are violated. The nature of research is that one cannot dis-
miss hypotheses which mav be reasonable, nor may undue pressure
be used to dictate forms of inquiry.
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I simply read that into the record because I do notice that there
is a certain sense of uncertainty as to how universities tend to get
grants and the various ways in which they treat it.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Turaj follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT oF FRANK TurayJ

According to my knowledge, The American University wae first introduced
to thia project when & My, Jack Martin, vho is a publisher for Dr. Refsman's
work, made a telephone call to President Berendzen. President Berendzen
referred the information to My, Robert Norris, Vice Provost for University
Programs. Mr. Norris contacted Dr. Reisman and met with her. She explained
that she was working un a grant application to pursue Tesearch in her subject,
the sponsor to be a division of the Department of Justice. Dr. Reisman
subsequently contacted Dr. Myra Sadker, then Dean of the Scliool of Education
of the College of Arts and Sciences of The American University. 1In the
Beantize, Mr. Norris told me over the phone that Dr. Reisman was looking
for an institutional sponsor. Shortly after thie, Dr. Sadker told me that
she had had a conversation with Dr. Reisman and indicated that Dr. Reisman
was interested in The Ameriecan University as the administrative institution
for this prospective grant. Previocus to thie, to ¥y knouledge, no one at
the university inev Dr. Reisman Or knew about her work.

Dr. Sadker indicated that she was villing to have the School of Education
be the "home" unit for the adainistration of the grant. This made sense
to me because Dr. Sadker haa a long record of successful grant administration
and is expert in the techniques of content analysis,

After that, the application vent through the regular processes. Dr,
Reisdan was aided by our office of Progranm Development and Administration,
which in turn entered fnto discussions with the 0ffice of Juvenile Justice
to work out the terms of phe arrangement.

The prospective grant was revieved by tle Instituticnal Review Board,
1 av 1rpressed that the board did an extremely conscientioys Job, Certain
Caveats were relayed to Dr, Reisman respecting any use of materials in Dr.
Reisman’s possession having to do with material gathered from human subjects
and wvith any material which Bight be gathered in the furure.
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Dr. Reissan's resum; was checked to assure that the resume was genuine,
that is to say, that she did have the degrees she represented herself as
having and that she held the positions that she had entered on her rasuze.
This was simply a basic chack. There was no attempt to make a qualitative
assessment of her previous work. It was my feeling that the professionals
from the sponsoring agency were more expert in the field of Dr. Reiszan's
research than anyona at the university. It was and is my feeling that there
is no reason to suppose that the Department of Justice is not a perfectly
respectable entity with which to have arrangements.

1 do not know the present situation regarding research in the area
of pornography and its effects. Assuming that professionale in the Department
of Justice found merit in pursuing Dr. Reisman's line of inquiry, the project
aeened and seems reasonable. We do know that content has effect. All
of us act in one way or another on the basis of content we assimilate
in one way or another. Ilmportant social and commercial decisions have
been reached on that basis. There are no whiskey ads on television.
Cigarette commercials have beaen removed from television. I take no position
on this. 1 simply point out that we assume cause and effect relationships
as a result of the content of communications, Whether or not such
cause and effect can be demonstrated between pornography and sex crimes
is the open gquestion. That is the subject of this research. Furthermore,
even if a good deal down the line (and no one suggests that Dr. Reisman's
project will be the last word) research reveals a persuasive connection,

1 could not possibly guess as to the form of action that may or may not
b tuhen consistent with our laws and with the richts guarantead under the

First Amendment. I would think, however before anything can be considered,
further analvsis and classification of material would be necessary. The

creation of data and knowledge is the reason for doing research.

As to whether or not Dr. Reisman's project {s potentially valuable,
1 could not say. That would be prejudging the research., If research could

be preudged, 1t Wwould not need to be carried out,
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While ve were considering acceptance of the arrangement with the
Departzent of Justice, which in the Bean tine had changed from a grant
to & cooperative agreezent, & certain gmount of notoriety occurred. A
nuaber of people at the university received calls frea reportera.,
remenber one such particularly. I may have had more than one call. My
own reaction was that academic integrity would not pernit us to baae any
decision on such considerations, Indeed, it was important that ve not be
perceived as timid in allowing the purauit of research that hsy become,
for vhatever reasons, controversial. 1 recomended to the Provost the
acceptance of the arrangement. '

One final note, What is the role of a university that serves as the
institutional home for a grant? Universities are somevhat different from
other organizations, 1 perceive a ¢ tain lack of understanding sbout that
in some of the material, including tra.scripts of previous hearings, that
I have lcoked at, A university is a cooperative group of professionals,
it ia sowewhat unlike a business corporation that proposes to deliver s
certain product, GCrants and research arrangesants at universities have
8 principal investigator, Sometimes the principal investigator is already
8 faculty member at the university, ‘ery often s professional looks for
an i{nstitutional home to administer a grant or other research arrangement.
This is not at all rare, It is quite usual., If the university becomes
that institutional and administrative home, it is the role of the university
to see that all conditions of the arrangement are fulfilled, that all laws
and regulations are adhered to, 3. &' :: the expenditure ¢f minuy i» legitimate
and accounted for. 1In addirion, te the cxtent that it can, a university
supplies professional help and ad+vizc, tut professional wvork is under the
dii.et charge of the principal investigator, 1f any laws, regulations,
or university procedures are being violated, the university needs to
exercise its prerogatives and do the appropriate things. But the
university has to a''ow the investigator to succeed or fail intellectually,
The university as an entity, unlike a commercial corporation, cannot manipulate
or dictate the procedures and certainly not the products of research, except
irsofar as lavs and regulations are violated, The natute of research is
that one cannot disziss hypotheses which may be reasonable nor may undue

pressure be used to dictate forms of inquiry.
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Senator SPECTER. Gentlemen, as a matter of either routine prac-
tice or, specifically in Dr. Reisman'’s case, was any review conduct-
ed at American University of her proposed project or of her qualifi-
cations to carry it out?

Dr. TuraJ. Yes, reviews were carried out bf a number of peolg)le.
In the first instance, we have something called the Office of Pro-
gram Development and Administration. Thei read all proposals,
and they read them with an eye toward the ability of the universi-
ty to carry out its responsibilities and with an eye toward the
budget that is involved. In that process those people worked with

ople from the Department, from OJJ, particularly with Mr. Bob

eck. I have been told as early as yesterday that they found Mr.
Heck to be an extremely hard bargainer in the matter of working
out budgets for the Eroposal.

With respect to the intell~tual content, again, it is read largely
to see if it is a reasonable proposal. By reasonable, I mean if there
is a hypothesis that can be worked with, if there are results which
m%y; be useful——

nator SPECTER. Was such a specific review made at American
University on Dr. Reisman’s proposal?

Dr. TURAJ. At a number of levels. In a certain sense, it is made
at a number of levels. I read the proposal. Dr. Myra Sadker——

Senator SPECTER. You approved it?

Dr.. TuraJ. Eventually fapproved the proposal. Dr. Myra Sakder
read the proposal and proposed it to me, recommended it to me——

Senator SPECTER. And who is he?

Dr. TuraJ. She. Dr. Myra Sakder was dean of the School of Edu-
cation at that time and——

Senator SPECTER. Who else reviewed it?

Dr. TurAJ. The director of the Office of Program Development
and Administration.

Senator SpecTER. Did anybody else review the proposal?

Dr. TuRAJ. Not to my knowledge.

Senator SPECTER. Who, if anyone, reviewed——

Dr. TuradJ. Mr. Norris, I am sure, read it.

Senatoir SPECTER. Who, if anyone, reviewed Dr. Reisman'’s qualifi-
cations?

Dr. TURAJ. I think that they were reviewed in three ways, and I
am not exactly sure in how much detail. Mr. Norris reviewed those
qualifications and made some telephone calls concerning them. I
think he even asked the registrar of our university to call and as-
certain the degrees and when they were received.

The department in which the appointment is made, in this case
it is the School of Education, which is a department of the College
of Arts and Sciences, has the obligation to propose an appointment
of any kind, either a research appointment or a tenure track ap-
pointment. In that procedure, there is something called the rank
and tenure committee. The rank and tenure committee looks at the
vita and decides whether or not such an appointment should be
recommended. It then comes to me, and I look at it. If the recom-
mendations are pretty much favorable when it gets to me, I tend to
pass them on as a favorable recommendation.

I do want to make this point. In recommending people for re-
search appointments. it is trus—perhaps it should not be, but it is
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true—that we tend to be less rigorous than for those who would be
coming for tenure track appointments. The nature of such appoint-
ments for people that come with grants or with contractual ar-
rangements is temporary, maybe a lyear. It may be 2 years. We
simply want to know that those people are truly who they say they
be, that they are not masquerading urder false names or false
identities or have false qualifications. And usually those people are
already being recommended %0 us in some fashion or_another by
professional organizations or by qualified institutions. In this case,
for example, it was the Office of Juvenile Justice which we knew
was interested in Dr. Reisman’s work and believed that Dr. Reis-
man'’s work was——

Senator SPECTER. Are you saying that you accepted the recom-
mendation of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency——

Dr. TuraJ. They made no recommendations, but I am sure of the
fact that they found her to be a potential valuable investigator car-
ried weight in our minds.

Senator SpecTer. What input did American University have in

putting together or evaluating the cost components of Dr. Reis-

man’s proposal?

Dr. 'FURAJ. The ultimate cost?

Senator SrecTeR. Yes.

Dr. TuraJ. I think we had a great deal of input. I talked yester-
day or the daty before with a person who worked on the udget
with Mr. Bob [{eck and with Dr. Reisman, presumably. And he in-
dicated that it was in fact a joint design. He also indicated at that
Egint. as I have just indicated to you, that he found Mr. Heck to

a very hard bargainer in terms of costs and things which were
asked for and which would be allowed or not allowed.

Senator SPECTER. Dr. Reisman identifies herself on page 5 ¢ ner

B?;gram narrative as a, quote, “full research é)rofessor. "\~ Mmote.
?s such a positio:: differ from any other kind of research : fes-
sor”

Dr. TuraJ. Yes. We have research ranks which roughly rin par-
allel to the regular rz.ks. There could be an associate research
professor. There could be an assistant research professor.

Senator SpECTER. I« there a full or less than full or part-time re-
search professor?

Dr. Turas. Yes, there could be an associate research professor.
; Sengtor SPECTER. Is there a position known as full research pro-
essor’

Dr. TURAJ. Research professor is it. But, yes, you would say it is
a full research professor. The official title is research professor.

Senator SpecTER. Research professor is it, but you can say it is a
full research——

Dr. Turad. It is the equivalent of a full——

Senator SprcTER. Have you seen anybody else put on their
resume full reseaich professor?

Dr. TuraJ. I do not remember, but it is not unusual for a person
who has attained the highest rank of a professor to say I am a full
professor.

Senator SpecTER. Have you seen sotneone put that on their
resume” g i

Dr. TurAs Yes.
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Senator Specter. Having heard all that you have heard today,
and knowing more about Dr. Reisman’s program than you did
when you undertook it, do you have any doubts, Dr. Berendzen, as
to the valie of the program or American University’s interest in
continuing the arrangement?

Mr. BERENDZEN. Well, with respect to the benefit that an institu-
tion obtains from a research professor and the grant, let us be

uite clear what it is and what it is not. Earlier on, the sum of
2800,000 was mentioned. That, as I understand it, would be for a 2-
year period. I gather, at the current rate it is being expended, it
would be more like $350,000. In any case, the overhead of the uni-
versity in this, so I am told, is 30 percent. This would mean that if
it went for completion in 2 years at the full amount, it would be
$240,000. If it is at the reduced rate, it would be more on the order
of $100,000, or $50,000 per year.

There is the other side of the coin, too. That is the amount of
time that is taken on the part of the president, the dean, the pro-
vost, the vice provost, and a host of other people. On a shear mone-
tary basis it would be hard to prove that this grant or some others
in fact add much financially to the institution. It really does not
make much difference to us financially.

The other component is nonfinancial. That is augmenting the in-
tellectual base of an institution, presumabli collegial interaction—
one faculty member interacting with another in stimulating new
research and new ideas. In that context, it is still a moot question
what this particular grant will lead to, because the project is still
S0 lyoung.

t is certainly true that, so far, it has been so controversial, in-
volved so much discussion that the benefits are fairly slight com-
pared with——

Senator SPECTER. Produced substantial collegial interacticn——

Mr. BERENDZEN. Well, Dr. Reisman could answer that better
than I could, but I do know——

Senator SPECTER. | could even answer that.

Mr. BErRenpzeN. Well, I perhaps did not hear your question ex-
actly, but I thought yc-1 were referring to collegial interaction with
our faculty in a campus. And if that is the question, she does cer-
tainly interact with Dr. Sadker and others.

Senator SPEcTER. Do you have any intention of abandoning the
project as a result of these J)roceedings?

Mr. BErenDzEN. No. To do so, I think, would probably be a viola-
tion of academic freedom, and we try to guard that very carefully
in our campus.

Senator SPECTER. Aside from the issue of academic freedom—and
[ very much appreciate what you are saying about that—you do
not have any second thoughts about the value of the entire project?

Mr. BERENDZEN. No. That question has not come to something
that I would try to reach a judgment about. Whether the provost or
others at the institution would, I do not know; but to the best of
my knowledge, no.

Senator SPECTER. Dean Turaj, would you agree with what Presi-
dent Berendzen has said?

Dr. TuradJ. Yes, I would. I would not prejudge research, nor
would I prejudge this research any more thar I would any other,
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unless it were patently absurd. I would not like to entertain re-
search at the university to prove that the world was flat. But, on
the other hand, we do know that content has effect upon people. If
we did not know that, we would not have taken whiskey ads off
television; we would not have taken cigarette ads off of television;
we would nut be talking now about taking wine and beer sds off
television. We are worried about the influence and effect of content
upon people.

This is a grant which wants to get at the nature of content, clas-
sify it, have it appraised by other professionals. I would hope that
the grants procedures would be refined as they go along and
become more skillful. The university is in fact invclved in working
with Dr. Reisman to that end. But I find that the purpose is honor-
able, a perfectly plausible piece of research. It may prove to be
helpful. We do not know that.

q But if we could prejudge a piece of research, there is no point
oing it.

Senator SPECTER. Senator Metzenbaum?

Senator MeTzENBAUM, First, Dr. Berendzen, even if you are mis-
taken about Mr. Martin’s phone call of May 13 concerning the Jus-
tice Department grant—and I do not think you have indicated that
you are mistaken, and your notes confirm the May 13—but, if you
were, it would not have been later than June 2. Is that correct, ac-
cording to your logs?

Mr. BERENDZEN. According to mt; logs, we have entries during
that timeframe of only two calls, when Mr. Martin called me. One
was on May 13, 1983. The other was on June 2, 1983. From there
on, I have to go by my recollection.

My recollection is that in one instance he called and mentioned
Dr. Reisman. On a second instance, he called to discuss it further.

Weblcould have failed to enter something in the phone log; that is
possible.

Senator MFETZENBAUM. Mr. Regnery, your office first talked to
Ms. Reisman on May 24. But by June 2, 9 days later, Mr. Martin is
telling Dr. Berendzen that she may have a Justice Department
grant.

Would you explain that to me? Is not that pretty fast service
when we are talking about grants being awarded?

Mr. ReGNERY. We had not, in fact, awarded her a grant, I guess,
by June 2.

When did we award the grant?

Mr. WooTToN. It was not until the fall that it was actually
awiarded.

Mr. Recnery. We may have mentioned to her that we were in-
terested in the subject matter and that, if she wanted to pursue it,
we would be interested in discussing it with her further. I suspect
that is about the nature of the conversation.

We do not have the ability to promise people orally to make
grants. In fact, nobody has a grant until the grant has been signed
and returned to us, signed by the recipient,

Senator METZENBAUM. But yet a man out in Texas is calling Dr.
Berendzen and is saying that the Justice Department was interest-
ed in Dr. Reisman’s forthcoming research on possible linkages be-
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tween porno%;raphy and child abuse, and that the Justice Depart-
ment probably would award a grant to support her next study.

Mr. REGNERY. | have no control over what some.ody says in
Texas about whether or not the Justice Department is going to
award grants.

Senator METZENBAUM. Ms. Reisman, from July 11 to July 15, you
attended a 4-day workshop at Sam Houston State University in
Huntsville, TX. And you spoke on behalf of the Office of Juvenile
Justice. For whom were you working at that time?

Dr. REisMAN. First of all, Senator, I do not know that I spoke. 1
accept you must have an affidavit there.

Senator METZENBAUM. Pardon?

Dr. REisMAN. You must have some sort of an affidavit that I am
g:;)t aware of. I will just assume that you are correct. I have no
idea.

Senator METZENBAUM. | have the schedule, I think it is, or the
program.

I will come back to that, because I have the program of that 4-
dagl workshop at Sam Houston.

ow, the question that I have of you is, were you working for the
Office of Juvenile Justice at that point?

Dr. ReisMaN. | was absolutely not. I was not employed. No, I
never worked for the Office of Juvenile Justice. I was employed by
American University at the signing of the grant, which was {’ebru-
ary, and my first pay began at that time.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Who paid for the trip to Huntsville?

Dr. REisMAN. You will have to check with OJJDP on that. I be-
lieve it was the criminal center there. But I do not know. You will
have to check with them. I did——

Mr. REGNERY. We had a grant to Sam Houston State University
in Texas to put on some seminars. And I believe there was some
money in that grant for them to bring people to those seminars.

Senator METZENBAUM. So, you arranged for them to bring——

Mr. ReEGNERY. No; Sam Houston University would have arranged
tll:at. That was a grant that we had made sometime previous to
that.

Dr. ReisMAN. But I did lecture there.

Senator MFETZENBAUM. Let me ask you this. You just arrived
from Haifa. You had been here for a little bit of time at that point.
My question is, how does Sam Houston University see fit to call
you and know that there was money available to pay your way? |
am sort of curious.

Mr. WoottoN. Senator, let me explain that. We gave a grant of
about $1:37,000, T think, to Sam Houston State University, where
they have a criminal justice center. And that meney was partly our
money and partly from the National Institute of Justice. It was to
deal with a wide variety of issues, from sexual exploitation to serial
murder. Bob Heck, who had made contact at this point with Dr.
Reisman, is the project monitor of that grant. He suggested to
Doug Moore, who was the recipient or the primary director of that
project at Sam Houston State, that Dr. Judith Reisman would
make a good presentation as to the subject matter. And she came
down there and made a presentation.
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I assume, as Mr. Regnery said, that the travel funds came out of
that $137,000 grant to Sam Houston.

Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Wootton.

'I‘ohen it is a fact that you did make a presentation at Sam Hous-
ton”

Dr. Reisman. I certainly did, sir.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. 1 thought you had said that, if I had an
affidavit to that effect——

Dr. ReismaAN. No, you said that I spoke on behalf—please correct
me. You said that | spoke—what was it? Something about that I
spoke for OJJDP or something. And I said I did not recall that I
had said that. I do not know that I could have said that. And so |
asked if you had an affidavit to that effect.

Senator METZENBAUM. I do not wish to——

Dr. REisMAN. I certainly did lecture, yes, sir.

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Regnery, prior to May 24, 1983, had
you ever heard of Ms. Reisman?

Mr. ReGNERY. I do not know the exact date. I had never heard of
Ms. Reisman before she came in to see me, after she was on this
radio show. In fact, I had not heard the radio show. So, it must
have been probably the—what was the date of the radio show?

Senator METZENBAUM. May 23.

Mr. REGNERY. OK, I probably first heard of her on May 24.

Senator METZENBAUM. And yet it was on May 13 that Mr. Jack
Martin called the president and said that she was going to get a
grant. Now, how do——

Mr. REGNERY. I think somebody is probably mistaken, because I
had never heard of Jack Martin. Unless she was going to get a
grant from somebody else at the Justice Department, I think some-
body has some dates mixed up.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Had Pat Buchanan discussed her with you
at any time prior to her appearance on his show?

Mr. REGNERY. No.

Senator METZENBAUM. Now, Dean Turaj, on June 30, you re-
ceived a memo from Myra Sadk°r, dean of the School of Special
Education at American University ——

Dr. TuraJ. School of Education.

Senator MrTzENBAUM. Of Education, fine, OK. Thank you for the
correction.

Ms. Sadker writes that she supports the rank and tenure com-
mittee's recommendation of the appointment of Ms. Reisman as a
research professor, but then goes on to say, only if she brings with
her the money. She says: “Obviously, my recommendation that Dr.
Reisman be appointed as a rerearch professor is contingent upon
receipt of external Federal funding.”

Dr. TURAJ. Yes, sir.

Senator METZENBAUM. And that you would not have appointed
her without her holding out the possibility of receiving a Federal
grant in the sum of 3%200,000. Is that correct?

Dr. Turas. The appointment would have been contingent upon
not necessarily the receipt of that amount of money particularly
that you have mentioned, but it wouid have to be upon the receipt
of a grant. Otherwise, Dr. Reisman would have nothing to do at
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our university. If she was coming in order to run a grant that had
to do with pornography, we needed to have a grant for her to run.

Senator METzENBAUM. I think Dr. Berendzen is asking to com-
ment.

Mr. BERENDZEN. Yes; I might be able to clarify that for you, Sen-
ator. We have a manual of information, regulations, and proce-
dures dealing with the faculty personnel policies. The latest edition
was put out on September 1, 1980. I will be glad to give it to you, if
you like. Page 12 states the following with respect to research fac-
ulty, and I will truncate most of it:

Such an a‘)‘pointment does not confer membership on the faculty. Persons in these
ranks shall have no prssumption of a right to reappointment. These appointments

carry no implication of or credit toward academic tenure. Appointments may be
made on a part-time or full-time basis.

Then the final sentence:

A person holding such an appointment must have his or her salary entirely
funded by sources outside the university.

Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you, Dr. Berendzen.

Now, Ms. Pamela Swain, what position do you now hold at the
Department of Juvenile Justice?

Ms. SwaIN. | am the Director of the Research and Program De-
velopment Division.

Senator METZENBAUM. You are a director———

Ms. SwaiN. Director of the Research and Program Development
Division for the Office of Juvenile Justice.

Senator METZENBAUM. When were you made Director of that de-
partment?

Ms. SwaIN. In August 1983.

Senator METZENBAUM. This memo is a review of Dr. Reisman’s
application by you. I would like to take the time to read the entire
memo because I think it is very important to this committee.

BACKGROUND

This proposal consists of review and assessment of existing litera-
ture in the areas of sexual exploitation, with an emphasis on por-
nography and juvenile delinquency. Experts from a variety of disci-
plines will review pornographic materials and studies in their own
disciplines related to sex, juvenile delinquency, with an emphasis
on violent behavior. The final product will be a report synthesizing
this material and summarizing what is known about the relation-
ships between child sexual exploitation and delinquency.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION

For the following reasons, I believe this project can be accom-
plished in a much shorter time and at a considerably reduced cost
to the Federal Government.

One. the literature on the relationship between sexual exploita-
tian and delinquency is very limited. Furthermore, there have been
several comprehensive reviews which involve the critical assess-
ment of the research of media violence on behavior.

Two. the assessment center program conducts similar reviews in
t to Y months, for a range of $20,000 to 340,000 depending on the
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topic area. Since it would be desirable to increase the usual
number of outside experts involved to 10 or 15 for this topic area,
this may increase costs to ap roximately $60,000. It appears we
would be paying for the establishment of an office in order to
obtain an assessment of what is known about the relationship of
sexual exploitation to juvenile delinquency. Therefore, I recom-
mend that the assessment center be asked to develop a plan includ-
ing a statement of work and budget estimate. Given the impor-
tance of this topic, a separate recommendation for it to be part of
their new work plan has already been forwarded to the TDS.

Alternatively, it would be possible to competitively select an or-
ganization to conduct this assessment. [ believe that either of these
two alternatives would result in more timely completion of the
project at a greatly reduced cost. Conceivably, more funds could be
made available to implement the program and/or research recom-
mendations which would be produced as a result of the assessment.

Ms. Swain, one has to assume that you read Ms. Reisman’s grant
proposal at the time you wrote that memo. Is that correct?

s. SWAIN. Yes, Senator, I did.

Senator METZENBAUM. And that proposal is about 40 pages long,
as I understand, and goes into reasonable detail of the project. Ms.
Swain, would you tell the committee what occurred when you sent
this memo to Mr. Regnery, what was his reaction, and what devel-
oped as a consequence?

Ms. SwaiIN. I did not discuss the memorandum with Mr. oReg-
nery.

Senator METZENBAUM. With whom did you discuss it?

Ms. SwaiIN. I did not discuss the memorandum. I sent it forward
through the usual channels for reviewing an application.

Senator MeTzensav M. Did you discuss it with Mr. Heck?

Ms. SwaIN. No, I did not.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Nobody discussed your recommendaticn
and your analysis with you?

Ms. SwaiIN. No, they did not.

And I would like to add that this is not unusual, because the pro-
posal at that point was not being handled in my division. It was
being handled in another division. Often, reviews are requested
from various divisions considering a proposal.

The discussions were held with Mr. Robert Heck and the other
people who were directly involved in processing the application.

Senator METZENBAUM. You were not a par:y to those discussions?

Ms. Swain. No, I was not.

Senator METZENBAUM. When you testified in the House, you ex-
plained that the project differs in two important ways from what
vou understood at the time of the original review. First of all, you
suid: The scope of the literature review was broader than I had
originally und¢ rstood. I had thought that ¢t was going to be focused
on examining research that directly looks at the link between por-
nography. child exploitation, and juvenile delinquency. It will look
atavariety of disciplines and look at research and media effects on
juventles and aduits and examine the implications of that research,
looking at the effect of pornography on juvenile delinquency and
exploitation.

As a laivman, would vou explain to me what vou just said?
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Ms. SwaIN. That the scope of the literature review was to be
broader than I originally understood. In other words, you can talk
about a core of research which specifically has examined the rela-
tionship between pornography, exploitation, and delinquency. In a
field such as this, where the effort is exploratory, it is also impor-
tant tu look at research in related disciplines such as the whole
area of the effect of media on behavior in order to better under-
stand the specific topic area you are interested in.

I did not realize in reading the proposal the first time that the
literature review was to include those other areas as well.

Senator METZENBAUM. What other disciplines were you talking
about? You said in areas of other disciplines.

Ms. SwaIN. Psychology, sociology, biology, a variety of disciplines
were to be included.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Well, certainly nobody would make a
study that would only just look at the literature itself. Whether
you paid $20,000, or $40,000, or $60,000, you could just go—that
would not get you very far. And certainly you had in mind that the
$60,000 study you were talking about would certainly be doing
something more than just looking at the literature, becausz that
would not be a very valuable kind of look, just to look at the maga-
zines and say there are a lot of pornographic magazines around.

So, what were you contemplating for $60,000?

Ms. SwaIN. Let me clarify that. When I talk abtout a review of
the literature, | am not talking about the pornographic literature
itself. I am talking about review of research that has been done on
a particular area. And that can be a very complicated process. You
are looking at the design of that research and assessing the conclu-
sions.

Senator MeTzZENBAUM. When you looked at the proposal original-
ly, you knew that she was talking about, because, on page 24 of the
original proposal, it points out particular attention to the issue of
juvenile, biological, neurophysiological imperatives, as viewed by
our judging experts in response to mass media will be the overrid-
ing commitment of the project director. Now, that is what you just
said were the other disciplines you were talking about. Now, she
had already mentioned that. You had seen the application. You
said it could be done for about $60,000, and it is being done for
3200,000. You told the House you did not understand that.

Now, give me the distinction, because I am having $740,000 of
difference difficulty.

Ms Swain. The difference is, I originally thought that the litera-
ture review, the research review would focus on research that had
been done in this area, of which there is not a lot. That means re-
search which has directly tried to measure and understand the re-
lationship between pornography and exploitation. The difference,
as I understand it now, is the literature review was to be much
broader and also look at studies, while not directly focused on por-
nography and exploitation and delinquency, they have important
implications for that area because they deal with the effect of
media on behavior. And those studies come from a variety of differ-
ent disciplines.
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Senator MET.ZENBAUM. Mr. Regnery, now you had this memo
from Ms. Swain, who is a trusted member of your staff, as a matter
of fact, she gets a promotion from you not teco long thereafter——

Mr. REGNERY. She is one of my best employees, Senator.

Senator MerzenBauM. OK. She tells you you can do it for
$60,000. So, you sign off on $800,000. [ have a little difficulty in fol-
i-v ‘'ng that, particularly for one of your best employees.

Mr. REGNERY. It is not exactly that simple, Senator. I do not re-
member saying it, but people have told me several times, that the
way I put it was. “Why in the hell does this thing cost so much
money?" And I was told by the people, by Mr. Heck and by other
people who had reviewed it at Sam Houston, that it very likely
could cost so much money.

What we did is, instead of making it a grant, we made it a coop-
erative agreement. And 1 said, OK, fine, if you can show me that it
may cost $800,000, I am willing to take a gamble on it, but I have
control of it. It might only cost $50,000. If it only cost $50,000,
under the cooperative agreement arrangement that we made, then
that is as nitch as they would get.

So, by doing it that way, we controlled the amount of money that
was spent, and at the same time gave the possibility of using that
much if they needed it,

Senator METZENBAUM. You know, Mr. Regnery, that the Ameri-
can Psychological Association, in its issue of July 1984, has your
picture on the front cover and an article, ‘‘Discretionary Justice,
the Furor over Juvenile Research Funds.” They point out that, of
the grants you have made, the 2-year $800,000 grant to Reisman
has drawn the most criticism from the media and Members of Con-
gress,

They go on to say:

Retsman said that quite a few experts have commented favorably on her proposal,
although she refused to name any of them. Several well-known social scientists who
were asked by the Monitor to look at Reisman's proposals had differing but, in gen-
eral, neygutive opinions on ity quality.

As a matter of fact, they guote a psychologist from the Universi-
ty of Irvine by the name of Gilbert Geiss. He is the reviewer for
the Center for Crime and Delinquency, now known as the Center
for Violence and Antisocial Behavior at NIMH. He was adament:

L have never seen anything like this in thirty-three vears of looking at grant pro-
posals It 1s just a crazy. wild proposal. She doesn't know anything atout statistics

ar the Delphi Oracle | wouldn't fund *his grant in a million years. | don't know
anvone in the whole world who would fund this ygrant.

The article goes on to say that. as for the consultants, she wrote
in her application:

We have every reason to believe that participation may be gained from such
scholars as Neal Malamuth, Bruce Bettelheim, Jessie Bernard. Rollo May. George
Gerbner, Jerry Levy, Donald Symons, Sarah Hardy. Kenneth Clark, and the like.

One year later, Reisman said she had ngt yet contacted any of
the persons on her list and would prefer thet their names not be
published. It goes on to say that Ms. Reisman cites no sources for
various statistics in her application such as the estimate tt at there
are 2.4 million teenage prostitutes or that () percent of convicted
teenage rapists rape again.
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“It is hardly in the empirical world we all grew up in,” com-
mented psychologist Dean Fixon of Boys Town, who reviewed the
application for this article. It is a whole lot of personal opinion
stated as fact. It is very dramatic. My mouth was watering as 1
read the application. I kept thinking that she knew something the
rest of us did not know. | was appalled by the lack of references, he
said, though he noted that she had cited material from Ladies
Home Journal and Woman's Day.

Then, well, there is so much more in this article where the psy-
chologists, almost to a man and woman, come to the conclusion
that they question how anyone could get a grant of this kind from
your department and of these dimensions. I just wonder whether in
retrospect you do not have some second thoughts as to whether the
university, whether or not your department should have gone out
and sought this woman, based upon a radio program, which, as I
ur .erstand it, mainly had to do with a critique of Dr. Kinsey's re-
potts or certain portions of it, selected her, and chose to give her
through the university $800,000.

I just question how the Federal Governinent's {unds are being
spent if in two casges, two of your biggest grants—you said to Sena-
tor Specter that you had grants more than $4 million, a iiumber of’
them. I must telfyyou that I have looked through the list, and I do
not—-—-

Mr. RecoNery. That is nct what | said, Senator.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Wha! did you——

Mr. RecNEeRy. | said that this is a $2 million grant and that, for
{his year, the Missing Children’'s Center was larger at $2.3 mil-
ion——

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Wait a rainute, wait a minute, wait a
minute. Is it not the fact that the children’s—which one did you
say was larger?

Mr. REGNERY. The Missing Children's Center.,

Senator METZENBAUM. Is not the Missing Chiidren grant $3.3
mill{i(()n un(d Ehe figures that you gave the House is that this grant
is 3:3,990,000"

Mr. ReEcNERY. Now, vou are talking about Pepperdine. That
could be that much if they get the second year.

Senator MerzeNsauM. Well, so, what I am saying to you is that
this 1s one of the biggest grants, as | look through this linst——

Mr. ReGNERY. [t is a large grant.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Pardon?

Mr ReGNERY. It is a large grant.

Senator MeTzZENBAUM. And the whole psychology community
<seems to have real reservations about it. And f‘haw a concern that
does not really relate to this woman who appears before us. 1t has
to do with you and your department and hearing somebody on a
radio program and deciding after that radio program that you are
goy to make a grant to her. And when the university does not
mave tust enough, the White House winds up calling the university
and savs. what's holding things up.

[ hive to only assume you got the White House to do it, because
[ cannot assume anything else. because it is right in your depart-
ment

Senator SeEcteER Why do vou not ask him, before assuming?
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Senator MetzensauM. Well, I am leaving the question right now
so he may respond in any way that he wants, because I covered a
rather broad-based area. I certainly have no problems, Mr. Reg-
nery, in your responding. So that I will satisfy my chairman, I am
asking E{ou. Did you ask the White House to call?

Mr. REGNERY. You did ask me quite a few questions, Senator. I
guess that I probably could not answer all of them if I tried, unless
they were read back to me one by one. I do think you mischaracter-
ized grossly what has gone on at this hearing. I am astounded, I
guess, to listen to your question, after having listened to all that
has gone on here about how the grant was made.

In any case, let me say that I think that I would agree with Dr.
Berendzen that I have trouble because people criticize something
we are doing, claiming we shouldn’t have done it after all, it was a
bad idea. I think that, with the controls, as I explained them, that
we have on this grant, with the cooperative agreement and the
ability to change the thing as we go along, with the way we can
appoint new people as advisers, with our ability to change the
methodology of the grant, and other things which we are in the
process of doing, then we can come up with a product that is
worthy of the amount of money that we spend on it.

As | said before, we are not necessarily spending $800,000. In
fact, it looks as though we will spend closer to $300,000, $350,000 in
the 2-year period.

As | looEeback at grants that are made by my office in years

ast, at the millions and millions and millions of dollars that have

en spent on various programs where nothing has resulted, no, I
am not ashamed at all of the fact that ‘e are looking into some-
thing as serious as the exploitation of children and pornograph
for a sum of $300,000 or even $800,000, if we can corne up wit
something that will shed some light on what is certainly a very,
very difficult problem and which a lot of people, most people, in
fuct, do not know very much about. As far as the White——

Yenator MeTzENBAUM. Nobody would question your looking at
the: subject. Some might question the amount involved and also
milgdht question whether you have obtained the best experts in the
freld.

Mr. ReGNERY. Well, that is fine. And if that is so, | would think
that the people that belong to the American Psychological Associa-
tion would have the guts to come to me and tell me what their
problems arv instead of writing it in a magazine. Nobody has ever
called me about it. Nobody has ever called my office that I know of
to complain abeut it. I would think that, if they are so concerned
about it, chey w:uid be in my office, either with letters or in
person, to describe to us what they think should be done, because,
in fact, we have the ability under the agreement wita American
University to change any of those things. We can change, as I said,
the methodology. We can change the people on the grant or any-
thing else in order to make it a good product. I just have to believe
that many of those people are not really concerned about the tech-
nical aspects of the grant as much as they ure the substance, be-
cause [ think, if they were really concerned about the issues we are
talki w about. they would be here trying to help us do a good job.
But they are not.
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Senator MeTzENBAUM. | might say [ find nuihing in their articie
questioning the matter of gc.nug .nio this area. That i not the
thrust of——

Mr. REGNERY. Of course, they would not say that on the surfece.
But [ think that that is alleged throughout.

As far as the White House is concerned, I have had ongoing dis-
cussions with Mr. Chapman for about as long as he has been in the
White House, wlich is sometime after I came, on family issues. He
was aware of the fact that we were discussing with American Uni-
versity a grant on pornography. I believe that the way Dr. Berend-
zen characterized the phone call, as far as I know, is correct. Mr.
Chapman had called my office to find out where it was. And | said,
as far as [ could recall, we had signed the grant, it was at Ameri-
can University, and I didn't know what is going on out there.

He did call me, in fact, before he called Dr. Berendzen to find out
who he should call. And I said, I really do not know; I would sug-
gest you call the President.”

Senator MeTZENBAUM. | have one last question. Ms. Reisman, in
that article there were a number of names mentioned that appar-
ently you had used in your application. Are any of them onboard
now, or have they been retained, or are they being consulted pro-
fessionally? If not, what prominent psychologists or biologists or
neurologists or whatever are a part of your grant as of this point?

Dr. ReisMaN. First of all, Senator, I am going to have to make
one statement regarding that article. It misstates the matter in
very many respects, and it is untruthful, flatly, in other respects.
And I have been advised by counsel not to seek to defend those par-
ticular untruths in this forum.

Now, having said that, I have been contacting various people.
One of the people that [ did contact was Neal Malamuth, a person
who was mentioned, that happened to be correct, and quite a few
other people.

I am hesitant at this point, perhaps I should not have even men-
tioned Dr. Malamuth, because I am not quite sure now what the
next step is in terms of checking with people to make sure that
they, you know, that they have agreed or not agreed to participate.

I have contacted reasonably important people. And as soon as—
we have several people, by the way, who have agreed to be in-
volved in the project and will be involved in the project. We will
announce that as soon as it is official in a document.

Senator M..czenBaurM. Well, I am just asking you, whom have
vou hured to date” The award was made December 22, 1983. Who
hits boen hired--—

Dr ReisMan. No, the award was accepted by the university, Sen-
ator, in February. We have actually been onboard, in 1erms of our
project. only since February. So, that is less than 6 months, or ap-
proximately 6 months. We have changed the nature of the project,
in fact, so that we are now involved in phase 1. Phase 1 does not
involve significant use of any other top-flight academicians at this
point

I did contact Dr. Malamuth and several other people. mainly be-
cause they will. [ hope, be involved in a peer review of our content
analvsis mstrument. That will go out to them for a peer review,
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We have been working on that and developing it for the past sever-
al months. That will cross all ikose sections.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. | guess | am trying just to ask one simple
questicn: Whom hav you hired professionally?

Dr. ReisMan. I do not think 1 made myself clear, Senator. We
have cut or changed ——

Senator METZENBAUM. Is the answer no one?

Dr. ReisMAN. We have changed the position of the grant, so we
are now engaged in phase 1 of the grant. In this phase, we do not
require additional assistance from large important individuals out-
side the institution.

Senator METZENBAUM. Whom have you hired to date?

Dr. REISMAN. In consultance, or——

Senator METZENBAUM. Anybody.

Dr. ReismMAN. You would have to check——

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Do you have a large staff, small staff? I
have no idea.

Dr. REtsMAN. Well, I think you would have to be the judge of
that. We have a secretary, not an administrative secretary, a secre-
tary. 1 have two graduate students. We have an editor, writer,
person who helps with the coding. We have the people necessary
for l:he content analysis part of tﬁe project. That'’s it. That is who
we have.

Senator MerzEnBauM. Has anybody that you have contacted de-
clined to join your team?

Dr. Retsman. I think I would have to presume to say that that
could relate to the article in question, am;) this is not the appropri-
ate forum for that, Senator.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Well, the answer is either yes or no. Has
anybody declined to join your team?

Dr. RuisMAN. T am not in a position to state that, Senator. That
would have to be referred to another forum.

Senator MeTzENBAUM. Well, then may I infer from your answer
that there have indeed been some who have declined——

Dr. REisMAN. You can decide whatever you wish, Senator.

Senator METZENBAUM. Can you explain to me why you cannot
answer that question?

[ir. RetsMAN. Under advice of counsel that this is not the appro-
priate forum to deal with that particular matter.

Senator METZENBAUM. My question has nothing at all to do with
the article. My question is, have—I am not asking about the article
or names in the article. I am asking you whether or not, is it not
the fact that some prominent people in the field have declined to
Join your team”

Dr. RreisMaN. No, that is not a fact. Senator.

Senator MeTZENBAUM. What is the fact then?

Dr. RE1sMAN. Some have not.

Senator MeTzZENRAUM. Pardon?

Dr ReismaN. I mean, that is not correct.

Senator METZENBAUM. What is the fact?

Dr. ReismaNn. I will have to refer to counsel on that. If you
prefer, 1 can go out and call and find out how I am suppo to
deal with that particular part of it.
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Senater MeTzEnBauM. | can only ask the questions, Ms. Reis-
man. You have to provide the answers. If you do not waut to
answer, that is up to you.

Dr. RrismMaN. OK.

Senator SpecteR. Thank you all very much. We will now move to
the next panel.

The next panel is Robert L. Woodson and Robbie Callaway.

While the next panel is coming in, I am going to read into the
:l'ggc;rd the letter from Mr. George Nicholson to me dated July 25,

Thank you for your courtesy and interest in connection with preparing for Senate
oversight proceedings of the Federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention, to be held——

Let there be order, please. If you choose to leave, leave quietly.

I hope the follown:g is useful in these proceedings. During late 1983 the Adminis-
trator of OJJDP was referred to me in my capacities as a former Senior Assistant
Attorney General and Director of the California Department of Justice's School
Safety Center and as a then member of the California Governor's Office of Planning
and Research. In those contexts, I was assigned to provide background and assist-
ance and to help OJJDP's Administrator to better understand campus climate
issues, especially as they relate to school safety.

During the next several weeks, in an effort to assist OJJDP's Administrator and
the Federal Government, | provided substantial assistance personally on behalf of
this State. As time passed and OJJDP's Administrator and other Federal officials
began to formulate their views, | was asked to consider the possibility of becoming
more directly involved. Thereafter. | and others devoted considerable time and at-
tention to analyzing what might be done nationally and how I and they might help.
Eventually, | became directly involved, as did Pepperdine University at my sole per-
sonal invitation. | had ‘no prior relationship with or interest in the university. In
fact. my first contact with the university was made by calling Los Angeles tele-
phone information, asking for a university telephone number, dialing it, getting a
receptionist, and asking for the person in charge of the university.

I was then fortuitously and directly connected late on a Friday afternoon with Ex-
ecutive Vice President David Davenport, whose secretary happened not to be there.
Both my and Pepperdine University's involvements were prompted by a proper invi-
tation halmd encouragement of appropriate Federal officials acting lawfully and re-
sponsibly

At no time did Presidential Counsellor Edwin Meese 111 personally initiate or seek
in any way to involve me or Pepperdine.

Once commitments were made, both by us and the Federal Government, we vigor-
vusly pursued those commitments. Thereafter, certain critics, some of whom were
staff and/or members of either the Congress or the United States Senate and cer-
tan OJJDP ataff. often anomymously, precipitated or participated in news media
accounts which were unjustifiably and inaccurately derogatory to OJJDP's Adminis-
trator. to me, and to Pepperdine University.

One news chain or network after another has picked up the same identical theme
days or often weeks apart and has presented it as if it is original and never before
published or seen When ABC's national news aired the matter recently, long after
it had widely appeared numerous times elsewhere in the news media, it was la-
belled on screen as a major new investigative report. That investigative report used
one Congressman, a Senator, and three OJJDP employees to attempt to create a
story where in fact there was none.

The bottom line of all this is very simple. OJJDP's Administrator was appointed
by the President and confirmed by the United States Senate to do the job, among
others. that he has done in our case. | and the others on the staff of the National
school Satety Center and Pepperdine University were lawfully invited into all of
this by that presidentinl appuintee. who was confirmed by the Senate. We are all
dedicated to doing good for America’s public schools and the children, teachers. and
staff 1n them and the communities in which they exist.

Nevertheless, the immense potential for good. which our relationship with the
Federal Government continues to hold, has been unnecessarily and senselessly tar-
nished by o seemingly endless collaboration by certain Federal governmental offi-
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cials and the news media to crente an apparent issue of impropriety where there is
most emphatically none.

We hope these proceedings can help put that to an end.

Most cordially, George Nicholson.

Copies to David Davenport, executive vice president of Pepperdine, and Mr.
Alfred Regnery, Administrator of OJJDP.

Gentlemen, thank you very much for joining us at this proceed-
ing. Will you please identify yourselves? I see that we have called
for two and gotten three.

STATEMENTS OF ROBERT L. WOODSON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
CENTER FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ENTERPRISE, ACCOMPANIED BY
MARK THENNES, DIRECTOR OF PROGRAMS, AND ROBBIE
CALLAWAY, DIRECTOR OF GOVERNMENT/UNITED WAY RELA-
TIONS, BOYS CLUBS OF AMERICA

Mr. Woobson. Mr. Chairman, I am Robert L. Woodson, president
and founder of the National Center for Neighborhood Enterprise. I
have asked my staff member, Mr. Mark Thennes, to join me in re-
sponding to questions.

Mr. CaLLaway. My name is Robbie Callaway. I am director of
Government/United Way Relations for Boys Clubs of America.

Senator SPECTER. Is it Dr. Woodson or M‘:- Woodson?

Mr. WoobsoN. Mr. Woodson.

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Woodson, would you proceed, please?

Mr. WoobsoN. Yes. Senator, I have monitored the Office of Juve-
nile Justice since its inception. I cor.ducted a study, “A Review of
the Office of Juvenile Justice and De}inquency Prevention of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,” for Congressman
Rodino’s Subcommittee on Crime, Judiciary Committee in 1978. I
have spent many years working in the fields of juvenile justice and
child welfare in our native city of Philadelﬁhia and have worked in
its juvenile institutions, with inany of the young men you sen-
tenced. You were a prosecutor, Senator.

One great concern that I share with others is the issue of fair-
ness, and that is, the relationship of fairness to the effectiveness of
the Juvenile Justice Act in controlling delinquent behavior and
bringing about juvenile justice.

In the first place, in a 5-year period $650 million was spent by
the Office of Juvenile Justice. Yet the American public is con-
cerned about the rising number of violent offenses by youth against
the public. Children between the ages of 15 and 21 comprise about
9 percent of the total population, and account for half of all proper-
ty crime and one-fourth of all crimes of violence. Half of these
youngsters are minority—black, and Hispanic youngsters. If you
examine the record, however, you will find, that although many ad-
vocates of OJJDP use the statistics about violent offen-lers to justi-
fy expenditures, most of the moneys expended by the uUffice of Ju-
venile Justice was spent to deinstitutionalize status offenders.

Therefore, if we look at the effectiveness of the Juvenile Justice
Act over a long period of time, we will find that many violent of-
fenders, have been ignored by the Office of Juvenile Justice in def-
erence to deinstitutionalizing status offenders. As a consequence,
the Juvenile Justice Act and its programs have often exacerbated
some of the very problems it was designed to solve. Many black
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and Hispanic youth have been ignored by OJJDP programs and
policies, their numbers are increasing in our country’s prisons.

Senator SpecterR. Do you think that grants ought to be made
competitively?

Mr. WoopsoN. Senator, the competitive grants do not encourage
neighborhood people who have proven themselves to be effective in
working with high risk youth. They do not read the Federal Regis-
ter and they are often unable to respond to the kind of applications
required for funding.

genator SpecTER. Do you think a competitive grant is an irrele-
vancy on programs of this sort?

Mr. WoobsoN. Yes. Competitive process has not resulted in fair-
ness in terms of getting funds to the problem.

Senator SPECTER. Wait a minute. You say competitive process
has not resulted in fairness. Where has the competitive process
been tried?

Mr. WoobpsoN. Say it again, Senator?

Senator SPECTER. Where has the competitive process been tried?

Mr. Woonson. The competitive process has been tried in the
Office of Juvenile Justice since its inception.

Senator SPECTER. Prior to Mr. Regnery’s——

Mr. WoonsoN. Yes, there nave been some competitive grant proc-
esses in the Office of Juvenile——

Senator SPECTER. Has that worked badly?

Mr. WoonsoN. Yes.

Senator SpeCcTER. Can you be specific?

Mr. WoobsoN. In the period covered in my study, 1976-71, there
were 260 grants zaxwzaxrde«fe Only six of those grants went to minority
groups. Most of the grants went to organizations not addressing the
issue of serious violent offenders. So, therefore, the money is not
getting——

Senator SPECTER. Are you saying minority groups do not have a
fair shake if it is competitive?

Mr. WoonsoN. Yes, I am saying that, Senator, because many
groups at the local level, who are addressing the problems effec-
tively. do not read or have access to the Federal Register. They are
not able to hire the sophisticated writers that enable them to apply
fur these moneys.

Senator SpecTeR. Well, might there be a distinction as to the ap-
plications involving minorities and other groups? You might have
an affirmative action program of the sort——

Mr. Woobson. No. f do not think that is the route because——

Senator SPE¢TER. Let me finish before you respond.

As [ was saying, you might have an affirmative action program
af the sort for minorities, if you are dealing with, as you character-
tze 1t. people who do not read the Federal Register but have com-
petitive grants in other lines.

Mr Woopson. No, I am not advocating an affirmative action pro-
gram to address that. What I am saying, Senator, is that sole
source yrants enable an administrator to reach creative programs
at the local level and, therefore, assist the minority population
more effectively An example is the CASA Program funded by the
Otfice of Juvenile Justice under Mr. Regnery that addresses the
Issue of foster care.
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Senator SPECTER. Mr. Woodson, you yourself have been a recipi-
ent of a grant, correct?

Mr. Woobson. Just recently for the first time.

Senator SPECTER. Was that on a noncompetitive basis?

Mr. Woobnson. Yes, it was.

Senator SPECTER. Tell us just a little bit about how much you
were awarded and how you went about it, what it involved.

Mr. Woobnson. I have written two books on youth crime and writ-
ten numerous articles on neighborhood-based approaches to the
control and prevention of youth crime and neighborhood revitaliza-
tion. I edited the only book that I know of that expresses the view
of young reople who have been successfully reached at the grass-
roots level and their advocates. It was reviewed favorably by the
Vanderbilt Law Review.

I approached Mr. Regnery and the Office of Juvenile Justice with
a program concept that will provide vouchers to grassroots organi-
zaticne that ure already controlling and preventing youth crime
success.ully at the local level and are not OJJDP applicants.

Senatur Specter. How did that work? You are going to have
vouchers to prevent crime at the local level——

Mr. WoobsoN. Many of the local dgl'ou that I described are of
modest means and cannot respond directly to OJJDP, they do not
have the money to resr?ond to competitive applications but never-
theless are doing an effective job. They often need only a minimal
amount of money, $2,000 or $3,000, to help them to be more effec-
tive.

Senator SPECTER. Who is going to make the decision as to which
groups get that money? You?

Mr. Woobpson. No; an advisory committee.

Mark, do you want to address that?

Mr. THENNEs. We will review group applications internally.
There will be a process that we go through locally. But I think the
more important point here, Senator, is that these groups will
define for themselves what their needs are. When they respond in
a national competition, the Office of Juvenile Justice has designed
a program that says what the communities need——

Senator SpecTER. What are these groups going to do with the
money?

Mr. Woobnson. What they are already doing.

Senator SPECTER. Give me an illustration of one group.

Mr. WoopsoN. There is a tremendous gang violence problem in
Los Angeles. Leon Watkins worked closely with a neighborhood
street gang that was intimidating local merchants, in fact the gang
demanded that local merchants leave food and money on their
back steps. Leon met with local merchants and organized them to
meet with the local gang leader. As a consequence of approaching
this young man positively, Leon persuaded him to stop gang vio-
lence and use his influence with the gang constructively. Gang ac-
tivity was neutralized in the neighborhood. Later that same gan
leader and an associate prevented a store from being buarglarized,
brought the offender out, and they and Mr. Watkins called the
police.

Senator SPECTER. And you are suggesting that a man like Mr.
Watkins get these funds?
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Mr. WoousoN. A man like Mr. Watkins and the organization
that he has founded several years ago is operating on a very mini-
mal budget. His group is representative of the kind of organization
that would receive technical assistance to help develop programs to
expand its influence to other gang members and also assist these
young people in getting jobs and a number of other positive things.

Senator SPECTER. And you are going to be—you or your group
would make the selections for such disbursements?

Mr. WoobsoN. Yes.

?enator SpecTER. And how much money do you have all togeth-
er’

Mr. THENNES. $427,000 for 1 year.

Mr. WoonsoN. How much of that goes to neighborhood groups?
slgdorbo'guennns. We expect to provide vouchers in the amount of

Senator SPECTER. It is $427,000?

Mr. THENNES. Yes.

Senator SPECTER. For 1 year?

Mr. WoobsoN. Yes.

Senator SPECTER. And who is the recipient?

Mr. WoonsoN. The National Center for Neighborhood Enterprise.

Senator SpecTER. That is a nonprofit corporation?

Mr. WoonsoN. Yes.

Senator SpecTER. Who are the incorporators?

Mr. WoobnsoN. Mr. Clifton Henry, chairman of the board; Mr. M.
Carl Holman, National Urban Coalition; Dr. Brigitte Berger, chair-
man of the sociology department at Wellesle: College; Dr. Paul
McCracken of the University of Michigan; M.. Carl Hardrick, a
geligll:porhood leader in Hartford, CT; Sister Falaka Fattah, Phila-

elphia——

Senator SPECTER. Where is this——

M. WoobsoN. In Washington, DC.

Senator SpecTER. In Washington?

Mr. WoobnsoN. Yes.

Senator SPECTER. And how much of that do you expect to go to
your group in Philadelphia?

) {Vl;" WoonsoN. We have not selected any of the groups in Phila-
elphia——

Senator SPECTER. | see.

Mr. Woobson [continuing]. Or anywhere. We are in the process
of putting the program together.

Sc;nator SpECTER. And you work with this group out of Washing-
ton”

Mr. WoonsoN. Yes; we work with groups around the country
that are not part of national networks. They are a source of solu-
tions to many of our social and economic problems but are often
ignored by the larger organizations.

Senator SpECTER. We very much appreciate your coming. We will
put your full statement into the record, without objection.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Woodson follows:]
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Prerared STATEMENT OF RoBERT L. WooDson

Since OJJDP was first funded in 1975, the Office has been
distribati: its discretionary funds by national competitions
and by sole source grants. During this time, nearly all of the
major national youth organizations have received grants sole
source applications, and some through a competitive process
limited to applications from national organizations {the De-~
linquency Prevention Initiative of 1970).

So, it comes to pass in 1984, an election year, OJJDP once
again is under attack, this time for its sole source approach to
grants,

Those attacking the sole source process favor the national
competitive process, and would seek to eliminate sole source
grants. They arque that a competitive process is a fair pro-
cess. But is it really?

OJJDP has committed tens of millions of dollars to national
competitions. From the $2 million Capacity Building Initiative
to the $6-$10 million Initiatives on Delinquency Prevention,
Division, Alternative Education to the $15 million Initiatives
on Restitution, Advocacy and Deinstitutionalization, OJIDP has
consistently received 500-1000 applications for each Initiative,
when only 10-20 could be funded. These competitions have had at
least three major flaws:

1) They raised false hopes for hundreds of neighhorhood

groups who applied, as they are never told the odds
against them could be 50 or 100 to 1.
2) They wasted thousands of hours of staff time writing

proposals. It has has been estimated conservatively

that it costs communit¥ groups from $1,0C0 to $3,000 to
create an application forf government funds. Struggling

Adeneiies Witk oseares resources are misled by these

sl coarpetitions, and forean seeking more likely
L7 1! resources,
1 They taraely farled to fund indigenous neighborhood
dioapn working effectively with serious offenders.
Ms peraanal research and chservations show that the more
scphistieared, tradirienal institutions are the ones Who get
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funded. The money fgoes to those who hire the hest writers, not
those delivering the best service.

Sole source grants and contracts can be abused, too. Since
OJIDP was created, juvenile justice advocates--myself included--
have never agreed with any OJJDP Administrator on all his
grants. If we did now, it would be a sure sign Al Regnery is
not doing his job.

The snle source process is the only way a neighborhood
group can come to OJJDP with the needs they have identified in
their commuriity. All national competitions~--the types of pro-
grams, the process and priorities--were created at the national
level, almost always without consulting indigenous neighborhood
groups. National competition has forced local groups to change
their needs to meet federal government regulations,

But the current OJJDP Administrator has used the sole
source process to greatly expand the scope of work OJJDP in
involved in. The sole source grant that created the National
center for Missing and Exploited Children is an outstanding
example. Despite the longstanding suspicion that prolonged
stays in foster care contributed to delinquency, it is only now

that OJJDP has contributed to the Bureau of Social Science
Research and Dr. Robert Hill to research this. The involvement

of the juvenile court judges and their CASA program in reducing
foster care drift is another, The grant to our National Center
for technical assistance vouchers for neighborhood groups who
previously couldn't obtain OJJDP funds is another example. These
sole source grants allow OJJDP to reach new constituencies and
1ssues a4 national competition could never do.

The OJJDP Administrator probably is not on his way to
scoring a “perfect 10,” but that does not justify changing the
rules for scoring in the middle of the event. But we know we

are living in an age when a 9,95 gets booed.
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Senator SpECTER. Mr. Callaway, or is it Dr. Callaway?

Mr. CaLLaway. No, it's Robbie.

Senator Specter. All right, Mr. Callaway. we would be very
pleased to hear from you.

TESTIMONY OF ROBBIE CALLAWAY

I Mlti CaLLaway. I know you want me to be as quick as possible, so
will.

I am testifying on behalf of Boys Clubs of America today. I have
testified before on behalf of other organizations in the past.

Senator SPECTER. Yes.

Mr. CarLaway. This is Boys Clubs of America, representing 1.2
million kids. We have got 45 clubs in Pennsylvania, 10 in Philadel-
phia, your hometown.

Boys Clubs of America is the recipient of a noncompetitive, sole-
source grant, the reason being Boys Clubs of America is the only
one who could do the work that we proposed to do.

Senator SpecTeR. How much does the grant amount to?

Mr. CaLLaway. It is $632,000 over a 2-year period.

Let me explain. None of that grant goes into—I am director of
Government and United Way Relations. None of that goes into my
office or my salary. It is done by a program staff in New York City
and it is put out to the clubs.

The reason we are the only ones who could do it, Boys Clubs of
America has been in this business before any of us were here. In
1860 the first Boys Club was founded. In 1906 the national organi-
zation was founded. In 1956 Congress chartered the organization to
do this type of work.

Boys Clubs are neighborhood based, building centered. Seventy-
five percent of the kids are from families with incomes under
$12,000. Seventy-two percent are from families with four or more
children. Forty-six percent are from single-parent households.
Twenty-five percent of our kids are girls.

We have always had prevention of delinguency as one of our
major target areas. The very first Boys Clubs in the 1860's were
created to serve, and I quote: bootblacks, newsboys, ragamuffins,
and urchins who marauded in packs the streets of our cities.

Those were the 1860's. We moved to 1977, and Boys Clubs of
America received a grant from OJJ to do primary prevention. Let
me read to you from a Justice Department document that says, by
a highly respected Justice Department employee, a carcer person
who has been there for years: The evaluation of the Boys Clubs of
America program clearly establishes that this program exceeded its
objectives. Further, it recorded a significant reduction in juvenile
arrest rates over the 3 years in the demonstration sites. Most note-
worthy is the achievement of the Boys Clubs of America in increas-
ing its capability to support delinquency prevention programs na-
tionwide.

The reason I point it out. this was a primary prevention pro-
gram.

We came back to the Office of Juvenile Justice, a logical next
step, beyond primary prevention is secondary prevention. We pro-
posed—and it was before I was in employment at Boys Clubs of
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America. We proposed a targeting program for delinquency inter-
vention, not prevention, focused on high-risk kids. Youth develop-
ment techniques used in the program make kids feel useful, make
them feel competent, make them belong, make them have some in-
fluence, increase their self-esteem. We involve the families in this
intervention program.

What is an at-risk kid? The juveniles have been arrested previ-
ously. They come from a family with a substance-abusing parent.
Abused juveniles, runaways, failing in two or more subjects, fre-
quent truancy, two or more behavioral contacts.

Talking about 3,750 kids, it breaks down to $90 per high-risk kid
per year. You know what it costs in a detention center.

A real quick one, competitive and noncompetitive. I can see you
are ready to go.

Supporting competition is as American as supporting apple pie,
corn on the cob, and baseball. That is what I came up with at 3
o'clock last -.ght. .

I just think we need to be more realistic in calling for every
grant to be competitively bid. Some can, like the restitution initia-
tive; others cannot.

Quite simply, it is a waste of taxpayers’ money to competitivel,y
bid some of these grants. It is a waste of the program operator’s
money to make them think they have got a chance to actually re-
ceive some of this money.

[ have been on the other end of this stick. I have received com-
petitive grants in my previous employment, noncompetitive grants.

Let me give you a few examples real quick. NACO, the National
Association of Counties—their grant was to train county officials.
Who better?

The Casa Program that Bob mentioned, the judges—it is court-
appointed special advocates.

One of the best grants I have ever seen given from the Office of
Juvenile Justice—and I followed it since it was first created—was
the National Center on Missing and Exploited Children. They ad-
dressed the problem.

Boys Clubs of America—real quick—do we need the money?
Hardly. Our national office has a $16 million budget. Our board
president puts more money of his personal money per year into our
organization than does all the public money that we receive. That
is his personal money.

The last thing, if everything is competitively bid—you asked
about R0 percent; I say 60-40 is a better split than your 80 percent.
If everything is competitively bid, or even if you go as high as 80
percent, the only person and the only group that really benefits are
the Beltway bandits that sprung up. They are consulting firms.
They hire the best grant writers, people who have never operated a
program. When JJ money is gone, these people write grants to do
business ventures in South Africa and things like that. These
people are not going to stay in juvenile justice. I promise you, Boys
Clubs of America is going to be doing it long after all of us are
$Zone,

Senator SPECTER. You may be doing it with or without grants,
too.
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Mr. CaLLaway. Exactly. We will be. Our board of directors’ phi-
losophy in taking government money is very simple. The organiza-
tion does not need it. It takes it to help Government carry out its
mandates whenever appropriate.

Senator SpeCTER. Your organization does not need the money?

Mr. CaLLaway. Absolutely. We can provide good programs that
can be replicated elsewhere. We can show it can be done in the
neighborhoods and in the areas where you want to target.

Senator SpecTeER. Thank you very much, Mr. Callaway. Thank
you, Mr. Woodson.

We are going to make a part of the record a letter from the Free-
dom to Read Committee of the Association of American Publishers
to me dated July 30, 1984, without objection.

(Letter never received for the record.]

Senator SpecTer. We will keep the record open for ceriain adii-
tional questions in writing to Mr. Regnery. And there will be in-
serted, without objection, a statement from Senator Denton at the
outset of the hearing.

Without objection, we will insert the material you have provided.

Thank you all very much.

That concludes the hearing.

[Whereupon, at 2:50 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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