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FOREWORD 

As part of its on-going work in evaluation research, the National 

Institute's Office of Evaluation in the spring of 1975'commissioned four 

concept papers dealing generally with the issue of data analysis in evaluating 

criminal justice progra~s. Specifically, the papers address the problems 

of developing system-wide productivity measurements for evaluation. 

Four working teams -- headed by Professors Alfred Blumstein at 

Carnegie-Mellon University, Stuart Deutsch at Georgia Tech, Richard Larson 

at MIT, and Robert Lind at Cornell -- were asked to provide a research design 

focusing on productivity evaluation and the attendant problems of data 

analysis. Each team prepared a draft working paper, which was first reviewed 

by the Office of Evaluation staff and then presented at a meeting of 

researchers at the Department of Justice in the fall of 1975. Based on the 

comments and reviews resulting from that meeting, each team's principal 

author revised his paper for final submission to the National Institute. 

The papers assembled in this volume are working papers designed primarily 

for the use of the Office of Evaluation staff. However, the National 

Institute believes the papers are of sufficient interest to the research 

community to warrant publication on a limited edition basis. 

Gerald M. Caplan 
Director 
National Institute of Law Enforcement 

and Criminal Justice 

___ ~ _> ______ .l....-___ ~~ ... ~--'-'~ ____ ~ .--- ...... 
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PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT AND THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

by 

Jacob Belkin 
Alfred Blumstein 

Gordon CassidY* 
Jacqueline Cohen 

Urban Systems Institute 
Carnegie-Mellon University 

SUMMARY 

In this paper, the measurement of the criminal justice system performance 

is derived from an initial conceptualization of the "total social cost associated 

with crime and crime control, and the net costs associated with the service pro-

vided by the criminal justice system. The costs of crime are related to vic-

timization risk from one perspective, and "criminality" or crime-committing pro-

pensity from another, and are desired to be minimized. The social costs of 

9rime control include conventional resource expenditures by the agencies of the 

criminal justice system, but also must account for the degree of intervention in 

the lives of arrestees, witnesses, jurors, and others who encounter the criminal 

justice system. The considerations here include those of minimizing disruption 

and assuring equity in the disruption and treatment. 

In addition, the criminal justice system provides a variety of public ser-

vices, including emergency services by the police, conflict resolution by the police 

and the courts, and a variety of remedial and social services by all parts of 

the criminal justice system. These represent benefits, not only for themselves, 

but also for their effect in enhancing people's perceptions of the criminal 

* Director of Evaluation, Ministry of the solicitor General, Ottawa, Ontario, Canada-
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justice system and their identification with it, 

'I'he structuring of the issues in this context leads to the i.dentifica

tion of six major projects: 

1. Assessment of Trends in Criminality 

The basic problem of "criminality" relates to the distinction between 

the crime-comnitting propensity of a given demographic group and changes in the 

demographic mix in the population. The fundamental problem is one of estimating 

the rate at which members of a particular demographic group commit crimes of a 

particular type, and examining the trend in that propensity over ti1'ile. The 

basic data for such an estimation derives from police arrest records, and these 

must be calibrated for intensity of police activity. 

Some initial analyses of this issue have been revealing, and the issue 

should be pursued using more extensive data for longer time periods, in different 

areas, and for different groups. 

Because the predominant data source for demographic characteristics of 

offenders i9 the arrest data, and because of the confounding in arrests between 

individual crime-committing propensity and police arresting propensity, it is 

important to calibrate that bias, and to ascertain whether such bias really 

exists. One initial step that should be pursued is the use of the offender 

identification information in the victimization surveys for such calibration. 

To the extent that the offender demographic distributions in the arr.est records 

and in the victimization survey are consistent, then there would be greater 

confidence in both sources. If they differ, then a number of potential biases in 

both sources would have been identified and bE)COmea subject for subsequent 

examination. 
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2. Cost and Resource Plannin~ and Assessment Using the JUSS~M Model 

It would be very useful to develop means for making cross-sectional 

comparisons of the behavior of the criminal justice system across jurisdictions 

and for making longitudinal comparisons over time within individual jurisdictions. 

These comparisons would reflect changing C03t intensities and their relation to 

changing behavior of the CJS f as x'eflected by probabilities of penetration or 

drop-out at various CJS stages. An appropriate tool for such a comparative 

analysis would be the JUSSIM model, in which the criminal justice system is 

characterized in terms of the flow of people through a sequence of CJS stages, . 
with resources applied to the flow along the path. This general structure 

is already available and has been implemented with extensive data,bases in a num-

ber of jurisdictions, The basic structure is compatible with the OBTS system, 

which can provide ma'ny of the parameters as an aggregation of data on individual 

flows through'the CJS. The JOSSIM model, or some variation of it thus represents 

a well-defined structure for organizing data, is compatible with developing 

data sources, and so represents a useful tool for under.taking cross-sectional, 

interjurisdictional comparisons, and for longitudinal tracking of the changing 

operation of a particul,ar criminal justice system over time. It permits observing 

the changing parameters as an indicator of time trends in various criminal justice 

systems and for comparison among the systems. It also represents a means for 

integrating evaluative information derived from the implementation of various 

new programs in various jurisdictions in order to assess the impact of identified 

evaluative changes on the total criminal justice system. 

Thus t loa major research effort can and should be organized devoted to 

develop'as a pilot project in a number of jurisdictions a JUSSIM model of a 

reasonably aggregate form te. g. , with about 10-20 stages and about 5-10 resources) . 
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That model, with consistent, compatible, and comparable parameters, would 

provide a basis for examining longitudinal trends within the jurisdiction and 

cross-section differences across jurisdictions, Once such a model was developed 

for a single jurisdiction, it would provide a valuable tool for that jurisdi.ction 

to introduce the evaluative information on specific programs to assess the 

impact of those programs on other components of that jurisdiction's criminal 

justice system. The evaluative information used need not be derived from that 

particular district. In '':act, an important national need is the provision Clf 

evaluative information from jurisdictions in which evaluation is conducted to 

other judsdictions so that the lat.ter can more effectively and efficiently assess 

the impact of particular changes in their own operations. 

In this way, a clear national opportunity exists to foster more systematic 

planning by making effective nse of the developing OBTS data, to disseminate 

evaluative information in a useable form, and to provide a national clearinghouse 

of compatible system parameters. 

3, Measurement of Intervention Rates 

One important aspect of the social costs imposed by the criminal justice 

system is the intervention it makes into the lives of citizens in terms of 

disrupting their normal activity, 'l'hese costs al,'e borne by those who violate 

criminal laws as well as those who are called upon to serve in the crime control 

function as witnesses or jurors. 

desirable for all groups. 

In general/ minimum intervention would be 

Current arrest rates (over 9 million in 1974) and projected lifetime arrest 

probabilities (exceeding 50% for males), indicate that the rate of intervention 

of the 'criminal justice system is Significant and has been increasing. A 
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longitudinal examination of variables such as arrest rate, lifetime arrest, 

conviction, and imprisonment probability, and imprisonment rates, are all 

important indicators of the degree of intervention of the criminal justice 

system into the lives of those whO' violate the law. If such indicators are found 

or projected to be too high, then they might stimulate reconsideration of the 

appropriate scope of 'C~e criminal law. 

From a prospec:tive of cooperating citizens, it would be important to 

estimate the degree of imposition by the criminal justice system on witnesses and 

jut't.lrs ,:mct the effects of fru!)tration with the CJS that would be reflected in 

failure of witnelsses to apI)ea~:c t requests for a dismissal from jury duty. The 

frustrations would b':;l r,<;!flect .• e,;J, by thE inefficiency in the use of such citizen 

se-rvice (e.g., as shclwn by the ratio of time effectively serving to total waiting 

time) and thEl opportunity costs of the time spent in serving the needs of the 

crimina.l justice system. 

4. Measurement of Service Effectiveness 

The service role of the criminal justice system is both one of the most 

rapidly expanding and one that has been largely ignored. This service role 

generates benefits in many ways, including the social benefit of the services 

themselves, increased willingness to cooperate with the criminal justide system 

in various ways (e.g., by serving as informants, witnesses, jurors, community 

treatment volunteers, etc.,), and may even have a direct effect on crime-committing 

propensity. 

Measures of the service effectiveness must be developed, including a 

typology of service activit:ies, an assessment of the time allocation by each CJS 

agency'to the different seririoe functions, and an evaluation of impact of this 



vi 

time allocation, including the development of appropriate performance measures 

for service effectiveness. with such a structure, then an appropriate reporting 

syst~n can be developed. 

5. Public Perceptions of Safety and the CJS 

Certainly one of the explicit desires of the CJS has been to reduce the 

objective rate of crime, even though achievement of that goal has been somewhat 

elusive. In addition, however, the public's perception of personal safety, 

an important component of the personal quality of life, must ~lso be recognized 

as an important measure of CJS impact. What is needed is a survey form that 

probes individuals' perception of their safety, relates these perceptions to the 

objective measures of victimization risk (controlled for demographic and 

geographic characteristics), and to objective measures of behavior that might be 

related to perceived risk (e.g., use of the streets at night). With such 

instruments, an important additional measure for longitudinal examination will 

have been provided~ along with reported crime rates and surveyed victimization 

rates.to measure output associated wiL~ CJS performance. With such instruments, 

controlled experiments (e.g., street lighting experiments, preventive police 

patrol experiments) would then have another important dependent variable to be 

measured. 

In addition, such instruments should measure the public's rating of CJS 

agencies, their personnel, and their attitudes, especially as those ratings 

result from encounters with police, prosecutors, courts, or corrections. These 

measures could then be related to more objective measures of citizen interaction 

with the CJS, such as non-reporting rates of crimes', requests for excuse from 

jury, and rate of witness no-shows. 

1 
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6. Measures of CJS Equity 

One approach to the determination of equity in the treatment of 

individuals by CJS agencies is the degree to which "inappropriate" con

siderations, such as the individuai's race or income, influence the decisions 

made by the CJ'S. This measure of inequity could be obtained by regressing 

the various CJS decisions against functional forms that include both appropr.iate 

variables (e.g., prior record, seriousness of offense, etc.) as well as inC\ppro

priate variables. If a significant weight attaches to the inappropriate 

variables, that would be an indicator of inequitable treatment on the basis of 

the variables thus identified. Cross-sectional analyses would indicate any geo

graphic aspects of such inequities. Perspective across different parts of the 

criminal justice system would indicate whether such inequity was more associated 

with one or another part of the system. The data for undertaking such analyses 

\~uld normally be available from any reasonable offender~ased transaction 

statistics system. 
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PE~'ORMANCE MEASUREMENT AND THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

I. INCREASING COMPLEXITY OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM PERFORMANCE 

Public systems are increasingly being faced with the need to 

develop and identify performance measures. This need is driven in 

part by the pressures fostering greater government accountability, 

in part by the increasing concern for the quality of perfonnance and 

service of public agencies, and in part by the growing recognition, 

(reflected in such movements as the MBO) of the benefits simply 

of displaying to public managers measures reflecting the quality of 

their perfonnance as an important stimulus to encourage them to revise 

their performance to improve those measures. 

Any perfonnance measurement of a system should be derived from 

consideration cf the identifiable functions of that system. The criminal 

justice system, comprising the agencies of pOlice, prosecution, courts 

and corrections, serves a complex role in American society. Traditionally, 

its most e~licit function is as a social control system associated with 

enforcement of those laws which prohi.bit an identified set of legislatively 

c'lefined crimes. As a consequence of performing law enforcement, the system 

is put in a position of providing a variety of additional functions, in-

cluding important roles in conflict resolution and emergency service to 

the citizenry. 

The cOnflict resolution role. is thrust on the criminal justice system, most 

particularly 'the pOlice, by being called into a ,dispute between two or 

more individuals. In that role, police, 'with their authority, status, and 

their legal right to intervene, may simply interpose between the adversaries 
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while they proceed to settle their conflict peaceably. The CJS 

might also be called in to exercise a judicial role for actual resolu

tion of the COnflict, when the conflict 'las escalated to the point where 

third-party adjudication becomes necessary. 

Increasingly, attention is being given to the general emergency-ser

vice role of the criminal justir.:e system. In that role, the CJS is viewed 

as providing benefits to the general community, not so much through its 

inte:r:ve11tion or law enforcement roles, but oecause. the system - again, 

the police especially - represents a resource that is always available and 

that has access to both special skills and equipment. Such emergency 

services might i Y :~lude medical aid, animal rescue (the proverbial cats in trees) , 

or opening locked doors. 

The increasing complexity of these roles requires that any measurerr.ent 

of performance take acco~~t of this rich dimensionality, especially in the 

aspects that represent a departure from the more conventional crime-control 

roles o Any longitudinal assessment of resource utilization, for example, 

must accot.Ult for th.e increasing use of CJS resources in these other roles. 

A. The CJS as a Crime-Control system 

The traditional role of the criminal justice system is as a social control 

system, principally to protect the middle class citizens from others who 

wOuld harm them Or deny them their rightful property. This continues to be 

viewed as its primary role, both by most citizens and by most participants in the 

system. Priority attention must be paid to victim crimes, responsiveness 

to victims' calls for assistance, ?tnd the apprehension of predatory offenders. 

I I 

\\ 



-3-

The quality of per.formance on these dimensions is reflected in measures 

like crime rate. Because of the many social factors outside the control 

of the CJS that influence crime rate, CJS variables that presumably ~hfluence 

crime rate are much more commonly used. These include measures like respon

siveness (e.g., response time), or apprehension capability (e.g., clearance 

rate). The important uncertainty here is the nature of the relationship 

between crime rate (which is unquestionablY the conceptually appropriate 

measure) and these variables, which often serve as proxies. 

Despite the extensive amount of work on measuring the crime-related 

performance measures of the crL~inal justice system, there has been very 

little effort to x'elate such performance measures to the pol.icy variables 

involved in the management of the criminal justice system. Only in recent 

years has there been a significant attempt through econometric regression 

models to relate crime rates to various sanotion variables and resource 

commitments, but the effort in these direotions oontinues to be quite primitive • 

. This is certainly a result of data problems but, much more fundamental is a re

sult of the methodologioal complexity resulting from the variety of other 

faotors intervening between the policy variables and crime consequences, or 

because similar forces drive both crime rates and the pOlicy decisions, 

thereby confounding the relationships and making causal inferences extremely 

difficult. 

In view of the extensive literature on the subject of crime rates and 

crime measurement, the central issues in that literature - index questions 

and non-reporting problems - are not of central concern in this paper. An 

extensive body of literature starting with Sellin and Wolfgang's The Measurement 
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of Delinquency covers the question of crime index. The questions 

related to non-reporting (the attempts to estimate the "dctrk figure" 

of crime) received strong impetus from the work of Reiss and Biderman, 

and has resulted in the major LEAA/Bureau of Census victimization surveys. 

The important needs on the problem of crime relate much more to 

developing meaningful and validated proxies and for inquiry into the 

larger question of the criminality in a society and tpe trends in criminality_ 

Another large portion of the activity of the criminal justice system 

is concerned with the class of law violation generally designated as 

"victimJ:ess crimes", where the police intervention is triggered by police 

initiative rather than by a report or call by some citizen victim. Crimes 

such as drunkenness, private sexual misconduct, drug abuse, gambling, and 

prostitution, all involve violation of explicit statutes, but the behavior 

is voluntary and consensual, and so enforcement of those laws involves a 

variety of police stratagems to catch the participants in the behavior in 

order to bring about a legal prosecution and conviction. In many of these 

cases, the crilninal activity simply involves participation in an illicit 

market process fOr which a demand exists, and an illicit supply emerges 

to meet that demand, a characterization that has been articulated very 

well by Th~nas Shelling. 

The probleln in measuring the volume of these victimless crimes is that 

the number of such events that come to official attention are much more 

a function of the intensity of police activity directed at this behavior 

than of the amount of the behavior. The amount of pOlice resources 

applied to the problem and their diligence and subtlety in tracking down 

--------....... -----------.-....----~~~-~~---. 
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and dealing with the activity are very influential in affecting the 

arrest statistics. Any indicators of that behavior that relied on 

arrests as an indicator would miss the basic point that volume depends 

on the intensity of intervention rather than the intensity of the 

behavior. 

Recent trends t~~ard decriminalization by statute, (especially 

m~ijuana) or by practice (especially for consensual sex offenses) 

made this an increasingly important araa in which indicators of both the 

vol urne of I:luch behavior. and the level of intervention are becoming 

necessary. Naturally, perception of citizens and attitudes toward this 

set of crim(~s must play an increasing role in tte assessment of their 

seriousness and developnent of strategies to deal witb them. 

B. Conflict Resolution Role 

The police and the larger criminal justice system are increasingly 

assuming a rClle in which they are being called upon to resolve confl icts. 

Many of these involve disputes between husbands and wives or b~tween people 

who otherwise have a prior relationship. The pOlice are c?lled into this role 

because of their ready availability, and accept it willingly (e.g., Morton 

Bard's crisis Intervention units) because an early succeSsful intervention 

can prevent the conflict from escalating into what might otherwise become 

a serious assault or homicide. In part, this expanded role is being thrust 

upon the criminal justice system because of the gradual disappearance of 

the extended families and the other cohesive sc·cial organizations like clubs 

or community churches that formerly performed that function. 

) 'c:; 
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Also, as more resources have become available, particularly to 

law enforcement agencies,but also to courts and corrections, it has 

become a more plausibl~ and possible role for these agencies. The 

patrolling poli~e officer represents an always available resource. 

With his authority as a disinterested outsider who can also pose a 

potential threat of punishment to any participants who refuse to resolve 

the conflict, he has the capaoity to impose a resolution Of the 

conflict if necessary. 

since these conflict-resolution roles are very different from the 

traditional CJS activities, new strategies have evolved for handling 

them. These strategies have included diversion of juveniles to programs 

other than detention homes or juvenile court; special teams of police to 

handle domestic quarrels; and referral of family problems to the appro

priate social agency. 

The increasing attention to this conflict-resolution role, and the de

sire to distinguish it from the crime-control function in order to avoid 

undesirable labelling will require a separate system of indicators. These 

would have to describe the types of incidents, the nature of the interventions 

by the police and other CJS agencies, the effectiveness (particularly in 

terms of mOre serious crimes averted) of various forms of intervention, and 

the resource commitments and consumption by the various agencies. 

C. service Role 

The criminal justice system, and the pOlice in particular, have always 

had an important emergency-service role in the community. In part, that 

service role has derived from their availability around the cloCk, and from 
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their access to special skills and knowledge as well as to special 

resources that might be needed in an emergency situation. This skill 

and availability is particularly needed in an urban society r where 

individuals ~e increasingly isolated and so are unlikely to call on 

each other for aid, and where the specialization 0-1: the urban society has 

resulted in less and less self-sufficiency in handling the many complexities 

that confront an individual in an emergency. Thus, more and more people 

find themselves dependent upon the police in such a service role to perform 

such functions as opening their locked house or car doors, rescuing cats 

from trees, finding missing persons, and handling medical emergencies. police 

handle this role with a willingness that ranges from reluctance o~ refusal 

(in those departments whose model is purely la'i" enforcement) to encouragement 

(by those who feel the need for generating closer citizen identification 

\'ith the police, even if only to enhance citizen cooperation as a source of 

information and support for other law enforcement operations). 

T.T. GF.NF.RAL OVERVIEW OF CJS OBJECTIVES AND EFFECTIVENESS MEASURE 

The primary goal of the criminal justice system is crime reduction, and 

so at least some components of the measure of effectiveness must address 

the issues of crime control. In addition, there should be appropriate 

accounting for the other benefits derived from the system. one might specify, 

then, the total measure of effectiveness of the criminal,justice system 

as that of minimizing the sum of 1) the social cost of crime plus 2) the 

social cost of crime control minus 3) the service benefits. In this 

section, we seek to explore the various components of this aggregate per

formance measure as a precursor to the desigh of explicit p!.Ojects intended 

to measure the components. 
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As additional resources are committed to the criminal justice 

system (i.e., as the intensity of crime control increases) one would 

expect to find the following effects: 

1. A reduction in crime, and in the associatt'~li social 

cost of crime; 

2. An increase in the social cost of crime control, including 

considerations both of economic ex~nditures and of the 

degree of individual liberty. 

More generally, we might expect that, as resources are added at low 

levels of crime control, the total social cost should decline (because the crime

reduction effects dominate) whereas at high levels of crime control, the 

total social cost should increase (because the crime-controL costs dominate). This 

indioates that if one could compare the different social-cost ccmponents 

here, one would find an optimum level of crime control intensity, at least 

conceptually. At the low levels of crime control, we suffer too much from 

crime, and at high levels, we suffer the cost of too much crime control. 

In examining the different components in this social-cost format, 

we seek to highlight and expand on the basic issues in order to identify 

means of addressing and measuring'the various components involved. Clearly, 

precise measurement will never be possible, but more relevant and appropriate 

surrogates can be developed for each of the areas. 

A. Social cost of Crime 

In exploring the social cost of crime, there are two rather different 

perspectives that are involved. One is the 

concept Of risk of victimization, or the likelihood that an individual, 

1 
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particularly of an identifiable demographic and socio-economic group, 

is likely to become a victSm.. Here the issues relate primarily to 

measures of exposure and vulnerability. 

The second perspective is the concept of "criminality", a reflection 

of the degree to which individuals are becoming more orime'-prone, and this 
.-

involves a concern for the weakening of. the nation's social fabric. 

This concern is less personal than the concern over victimization, but it 

impacts the society itself very deeply. 

These two concepts are indistinguishable in terms of the gross crima 

rate, (i.e o , the number of crimes per person in the population) sinoe th~ gross 

crime rate is a reflection of poth the aggregate victimization risk and 

of the aggregate level of criminality 0 Because of the gross charaote,r of thl"s 

highly aggregated crime rate, it fails to provide adequate fine-structure 

information necessary for dealing in more detail with either the victimization or 

the criminality considerations. A finer treatment is required., 

1. victimization 

The question of victimization has been dealt with extensively in the 

LEAA/census Bureau victimization Surveys, and it is not a primary consideration 

in this paper. It is important to note, however, that efforts to estimate 

the victimization rates have resulted in the dommitment of approximately 

$10,000,000 per year in vir.timization surveys to collect data on only this 

one aspect of the performance Of the criminal justice. system in order to provide 

much better oalibration. of the true crime rate, and to permit separation of 

the trends in crime rate from trends in reporting. 
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It is also interesting to note that the non-reporting of viotimization . 

events to the polioe, whioh was the prime stimulus for viotimization surveys, 

is strikingly consistent from city to city in the surveys, and not 

strikingly different among demographic groups. Thus, at some time in 

the near future, it should be possible to adequately calibrate the non-

reporting rate by crime type, to estimate trends in the non-reporting rate, 

or to conduct victimization surveys at a much lower frequency (say, every 

five year~) than at present. 

2. criminCllity 

The fundamental issue in attempts to measure changing "criminality" 

in the society is the need to partition changing crime rates between 

the changing demographic mix in the society and the changing propensity 

to commit crime by a person Qf a specific demographic group. netween 1960 

and 1970, fOr example, the number of reported index crimes increased by 178% in 

the united states. A critical question for those concerned with this 

rapidly changing crime rate was the degree to which that increase could be 

attributable primarily to the changing demographic mix (e.g., to the much 

larger proportion of young people in the population) or to a changing crim-

inality (o.g., to any increase in the likelihood that a 23 year-Old, white male 

would commit a crime). To the extent that the trend could be attributed 

to the changing demographic mix, then the effect was likely to be reversed 

in tho 1970' s because of the end Of the "baby boom", and there was little reason 

fOr serious concern about a general weakening of the social fabric in the 

nation. To the extent that some demographic groups were increasing in crimi-

nalityv that would be an issue for specific focus.' If there was a mOre 

general increase in criminality across demographic groups that might reflect a more 

serious decay in the social structure and possibly a matter of concern. 

==== == 
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In some initial st~dies in pittsburgh (Blumstein and Nagin) these issues 

have been explored and it was ~ound that arrest trends in pittsb~gh were 

attributable almost entirely to the changing demographic mix rather than 

to any increase in criminality. This effect, of course, cannot distinguish 

between true changes in criminality and changes in police propellsity to 

arrest a person of a specific demographic group. It was fOUlld, for example, 

that the only demographic group with an identifiable increase in criminality 

was the young white fen\ales. Since an offender's group association can only 

be measured from arrest data (uncleared crimes do nbt have an identified demo

graphic group for the perpetrator), ~1e trend in estimates of the criminality of 

young white females precl~des distinguishing between a greater propensity to 

commit such acts (undoubtedly part of the trend towards social equality between 

the sexes) or the increased willingness of pOlice to arrest a woman for an 

act for which they might have let her go at an earlier time. 

statistical methods are available for beginning to address the question 

of criminality more effectively than has been done in the past. This issue,' 

which parallels victimization as an issue of social concern, should be p~

sued much more diligently, particularly in light of the inten8ity Of the 

effort on victimization studies. The offender in~ormation in the incident 

reports of the victimization survey could be used to distinguish the components 

of true demographic criminality and police propensity to arrest. The combi

nation of the arrest and victimization information, together with improved 

application of statistical methodology for identifying the various time trends 

and for discriminating the various effects on reported crime rate and arrest 

rate should reveal some valuable insights about criminality, demographic mix, 

and their combined effect On crime rate. 

» , 
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B. Social cost of Crime control 

The effort to co~trol crime represents a significant generator of costs, 

both economic and social. Fourteen billion dollars were spent in FY 1973 on 

the maintenance and operation of criminal justice systems at all levels of 

government. 

In addition, there are the many less direct economic costs of reduced 

production by prisoners, witnesses, and jurors, and welfare costs to maintain 

prisoners' families. perhaps even more important are the intangible social 

costs deriving from the efforts at crime control. These derive from the 

consequences of erroneous arrests or convictions, from the loss of individual 

autonomy, and from the social conflidt resulting from enforcement of laws 

deemed to be unjust Or outside the proper bounds of the criminal law. More 

generally, the criminal justice system enforces the law through various forms 

of intervention in people's lives. In some ideal sense, it would be desirable 

if the laws could be obeyed while minimizing the degree of such intervention. 

To the degree that social norms were widely adhered to, for example, without 

much CJS involvement, that would clearly be preferable - on both counts - to 

less adherence and more intervention, and the; inequities in that intervention. 

In this section, we address some of these issues in turn, dealing first 

with some of the economic costs, and then proceeding to a consideration of the 

mare complex social costs associated with the degree of intervention of the 

CJS in the lives of citizens. 

1. Direct Operating costs 

'The combined CJS machinery represents a major public sector expenditure. 

The'bur-geting for criminal justice activities involves a number of different 
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crime control agencies, at different 1e7e1s of government, which are both 

functionally and administra~ively separated from one another. This ar

rangement has contributed to a very fragmented view of the benefits and draw

backs that result from the monies spent. It is only recently that these costs 

and benefits have been analyzed from the perspective of the total criminal 

justice system. Such a system-wide view includes a concern for issues such 

as the following: 

(1) the distribution of total costs among the police, prosecution, 

court, and correctional subsystems of the CJS; 

(2) the distribution of these costs over the various crime types~ and 

(3) the interaction of the effects of changes in expenditures in one 

part of the system on resource requirements in the others. 

The actual level Of costs for the total system and for the individual 

subsystems, and for individual crime types,are all of interest. Aside from. 

providing a more detailed and complete description of the different factors 

contributing to costs, they also force the public and the system managers to 

face up to the budget implications of cur~ent or proposed policies. Knowing that 

the prison costs are $10,000 per man-year, or that the average projected 

cost per marijuana arrest is $1,000 may stimulate a reconsideration, at least 

at the margin, of curr~nt policies. In any case, these budget implications 

should enter the choice process, and they rarely do because they are so often 

unknown. 

In addition, detailed cost measures could furnish inputs for cross

sectional cost-effectiveness analyses. cost-effectiveness measures typically 

indicate the rate of benefits received per dollar spent. A variety of 
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possible measures associated with criminal justice activities could be 

postulated. The number of crime~; solved/dollar spent, the nmnbe:c of ar-

rests/dollar spent and the number of convictions/dollar spent are just 

three. In all instances the measures can reflect total CJS expendit~es 

or the expenditures on selected subsystems (e.g., the pOlice or courtS). 

These measures could also be computed for individual crime types, 

thus allowing comparison among the crime types. It is a peculiar feature of 

criminal justice operations that the most common offenses (like drunkenness) 

which may represent the most expenditure are also typically of least concern 

to public safety. 

Estimating the individual cos";s associated with different crimes will pro-

vide policy makers with some insights into the trade-offs they must make. 

Given their estimate of public priorities, they and an informed public 

must then decide whether the present allocation is optimal and whether the 

potential gains, in say, robbery arrests, convictions, or imprisonments to be 

derived from a reallocation, are worth the effects of decreased control of 

lesser offenses. 

Sometimes the objective may be to reduce costs while maintaining the 

same level of contro1 o This might be achieved by using less expensive re-

sources wherever possible o For example a magistrate's trial may serve just 

as well as a trial presided over by a judge, particularly for those kinds 

of offenses for which defendants regularly waive their right to a jury trial, 

plead guilty, and the typical sentence that is imposed by judges is well within 

the sentencing prerogatives of magistrates. Al~o, for SOme offenders and/or 

offense types, sentences of fines or probation which require less CJS resources 

\ L 
I 
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may be just as eff.ective in crime control as a prison term. 

Alternatively, the same control might be achieved by shifting the 

major responsibility of control to agencies outside the CJS. This would 

greatly reduce the cost of this control function for the CJS (although 

the total societal cost may remain the same or even increase). An example 

of this is the creation of alcohol treatment centers within the mental 

health system and the diversion of the control of drunkenness to these 

centers,with the police performing the more limited function of referral 

agents. 

It is also possible, however, that the consideration of costs may un

cover instances in which control is being maintained where there is no longer 

a perceiv8d need or desire for that control. In this case,the costs can be 

reduced or even eliminated by easing the level ~ control exercised. This 

is most likely in victimless crimes where the values and general attitudes of 

the public have changed,alld behavior that was formerly considered criminal 

is now regarded as acceptable. Homosexuality is one such marginal behavior 

that is rapidly losing its seriQus deviant characterization. Truancy is 

a similar offense that represents a significant burden on some juvenile justice 

systems, but which is not Often regarded as an indicator of criminality. 

Clearer indication of the expenditures on such crime types will fuel the 

. process of reconsideration of their appropriateness to the criminal justice 

system. 

In summary, then, performanoe measures that involve the CJS operating 

costs can be useful. Simple itemization of costs and partfr.ioning of these 

costs among the various crime control activities and among the different 
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crime types can illuminate current practice or possible changes. A va~iety 

of cost-effectiveness measures can be derived to permi.t a oomparison of the 

relative effectiveness achieved for the money spent in diffel:ent jurisdictions, 

in one unit over time (i:;lccQu..l1.ting for inflation, of course) ,and over different 

parts of the CJS. 

While a cost-effectiveness analysis is a useful tool for compax:ing the 

relative benefits derived from various expenditures, the results of such an 

analysis must be used very carefully in deciding on the allocation of 

future expenditures. since the main objective of criminal justice systems 

is not to maximize monetary profits, operating in accordance with standard 

economic incentives may often be at odds with the fundamental purpose 

of crime control, In many decisions, such dimensions as equity and humaneness 

may be of substantially greater import than the economic measures. 

2. Degree of Intervention 

In maf¥ ways, the ideal criminal justice system is one that never has to 

be employed, but simply provides symbolic guidelines to shape individual 

beha~ior. ~ecause of the infeasibility of the ideal, the criminal justice 

system is a source of significant intervention into many people's lives in a 

variety of ways. To the extent that individual autonomy is valued, this 

intervention represents an important intangible cost of the control function. 

Some reduction in autonomy, however, represents a price that must be paid for 

living in society. Furthermore, effective socialization in which the behavioral 

expectations of society become the personal expectations Qf individual members 

can greatly reduce awareness of the external controls and simultaneously moderate 

any'sense of diminished personal freedom. 

__ IIIIIiI:::I; ____________________ ~. -~.----~-- •. 
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Intervention is also experienced by those who obey the law scrupulously. 

Many citizens are called upon to serve the system as a juror 9r as a witness. 

There is an tmmediate economic cost associated with that service reflected 

in loss in nOrmal productive employment. More to the pointr this process 

generates, in many cases, an even greater social cost associated with the 

frustration in being used and manipulated hy the system or in being the victim 

of its inefficiencies. For example, a juror who spends most of his time ser

ving en a trial is likely to find the experience inte~esting, stimulating, 

and educational. On the ether hand, if he is forced to spend the great 

majority of his service period sitting in a jurors' rOOm waiting for a case, 

he will undoubtedly leave with a feeling of disillusionment, frustration, 

and contempt for the inefficiency of the judicial system. Improved methods 

of scheduling jurors are being developed, and an important indicator of that 

efficiency would be reflected in a measure like the percentage of juror man

hours spent in actual jury service. 

A related but different problem pertains to witnesses. As with jurors; 

one could simply record the amount of productive time lost by witnesses in 

the process of cooperating with the criminal justice s¥stem. There is, hOW

ever, an added dimension of frustration associated with aborted hearings 

at which a witness appears, but the hearing is continued. Measures like the 

mean number of continuances per case reflect the resulting frustration. The 

number of times witnesses fail to appear serves as a more direct indicator of 

the consequences Of such frustration. 

Aside from those considerations associated with the regular operation of 

the 'criminal jtwtice system, the resource demands it imposes, and the problems 
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it creates for its participants, there are separate considerations 

reflected in the degree of intervention of the criminal justice system in the 

lives of American citizens. Even though those arrested might well be vio
'-

lating some law in some form, there is considerable discretion over the , 

intensity with which many criminal laws are enforced. 

As the major focus of the attention of the system is directed to an 

increasing number of minor offenses, this diminishes the importance of its 

attention to serious offenses. To the extent that there is a general per-

ception that offenses of very different seriousness are being treated similarly, 

there may be a feeling that the more important offenses are not being handled 

with sUfficient concern. This may precipitate a loss of faith in the CJS as 

a means of social control. This devaluation of the importance of CJS actions 

can be avoided by restricting the invocation of at least some responses to 

those offenses and offenders of greatest public concern. 

To some extent the general increase in the numbers of persons subjected 

to CJS intervention may reflect the extension of the "deviance ll label to a 

wider range of acts and people. In part, this may be an indica't.ion that the 

system is out of synchrony with public attitudes. This situation generates 

public cynicism about laws in general and the agencies created to enforce them. 

~s behaviors become widespread in acceptance and yet continue to be treated as 

criminal, this encourages disrespect for other laws and for the CJS. 

The CJS also represents the last resort in the system of social control. 

It is intended to be invoked only when a variety of informal mechanisms fail. 

Relatively recently, this last resort has been increasingly relied on as the 

only resort. This greater dependence on the CJS leads to additional problems 
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for social cOntrol function. Not only does it further weaken the potential 

impact of less formal mechanisms of control, it also reduces the effectiveness 

()f the CJS itself. As j.ts use becomes cornmon, it also becomes cheapened and the 

moral authority of the CJS as an agent of social control is diminished. 

Clearly, then, there are necessarily limits on the extent of intervention 

by the COS and it is important to monitor this intervention and establish 

boundaries. Intervention, beth in lives of clients and those who serve the 

system, represents a unique opportunity to either enhance Or degrade the moral 

authority of the CJS. The impression the CJS leaves on individuals 

as a result of the character and outcome of their interaction with the s~tem 

is a significant factOr influencing their future relationships with it. 

For many citizens, their primary involvement is as one of the 10 million 

arrestees recorded each year. Thus, an important consideration in the 

operation of the criminal justice system relates to the simple number of ar

rests, the relationship between those arrests and crimes committed (e.g., clear

ance rates) and the mix of "discretionary It arrests to a~-::::-ests for victim-type 

crimes (e.g., the index crimes, fraud, embezzlement, etc.), and the probability 

of arrest some time in an individual's lifetime. 

The total arrest rate and its trend are important measures of the degree 

of intervention o Over the 1960-70 decade, the total number of arrests in

creased by about 30%, the index crime arrest rate went up by about 85%, drunk

enness arrests went down by about 20%, and the arrest rate for gambling (another 

discretionary crime) went down by about 40%. We see then a situation in which 

there is considerably more arrest involvement of people with the criminal justice 

system, but that the discretionary intervention for other than narcotics 
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has, in fact, declined. This decline may well be a consequence of the adapta

tiop within the cas as it had to deal with more serious crime, but both 

tndicatora are necessary measures of the degree and kind of intervention. 

More generally, the degree of involvement of clients of the system should 

be traced over time at each of the various stages at which they get involved 

(i.e., as an arrested suspect, as a charged defendant, as a convicted of

fender, as a prisoner, Or as a parolee or probationer under community 

supervision). A time series that investigates each of these indicators 

of involvement both in terms of individual variables and in their relation

ships to crime rate and to each other, particularly for different kinds 

of crimes, will provide an important indication of the degree of cas inter

vention. 

These variables and their ratios also could serve to reflect changes in 

the operation of the various portions of the criminal justice system. It will 

never be clear whether an increasing ratio (say in the convictions per reported 

crime) is desirable or undesirable, since there will always be at least two 

conflicting interpretations of such trends. On one hand, upward trends may reflect 

an increase in the effectivepess of the control system; on 

the other hand, downward trends might reflect an increase in the delivery of due 

process, justice, and more equitable trial. Such effects are possible to 

locate in the system and it is worthwhile finding them, but the inter

pretation of goodness or badness will inherently continue to be elusive. 

3 • Equity of Treatment 

Clearly, one of the objectives of a justice system is that justice be 

delivered in equal measure to all who come before it. This is not to say 

that two individuals charged with the same offense,but with significantly 
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different prior criminal records should not be treated differently. Indeed, 

a central concept in our punishment ~ystem involves one of accumulation of 

vulnerability to punishment, so tm. t the individual with a long criminal 

record can expect to experience more severe punishment than a first-time 

offender. Rather, the concern is over disparity in treatment between people 

wi'eh the same kind of offense' and record. 

with the accumulation of computer-based information about suspects and 

offenders, there ,is a growing trend toward using this information to predict 

future criminality. These predictors use factQcs such as length of prior 

criminal career, number of serious convictions, involvement in drug use, sib-

ling involvement in crime, etc. While there may be some valid legal debate 

over whether such predictions are even legally tenable in considering an 

individual's punishment (an issue that has been :t:aised by the "just desertll 
1 2 

school, including von Hirsch and Morris) it is clear that they do have some 

predictive capability. Furthermore, regardless of how they are used, there 

is widespread agreement that the use of certain variables in punishment 

decisions is at least inappropriate (race, for example),and should be ir-

relevant (for example, income level). 

One could explore this question of equity by examining the difference 

in the treatments, say, of blacks and whites. But that comparison should 

reflect the fact that blacks tend to commit different kinds of crimes than 

do whites, and, if such c:r:imes are more worthy of severe punishment, these 

effects might be responsible for any differences in aggregate punishment 

rates for blacks and whites. Much more careful analysis is required to 

isolate these separate factors. conceptually, one can imagine regressing 

lvonHirsch, Andrew, "Prediction of Criminal Conduct and Preventive Confinement 
of Convicted Persons", Buffalo Law Review. 

2Morris, Norval, The Future of Imprisonment, University of Chicago Press, 1974. , 
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the CJS decisions against a group of "appropriate" variables and a 

separate group of "inappropriate" variables (like race Or income status). 

An equitable system should find all the weight on the "appropriate" 

variables, a.nd should have no significant coefficients on the Itinappropriate" 

ones. To the extent that this is not the case, i.e., that there is a 

significant weight on the inapproPriate variables, then this Should be 

further investigated to see if there is some evidence of discriminatory 

treatment. Corrective measures could then be taken. The magnitude of the 

weights on the inappropriate variables would serve as an important equity 

indicator reflecting the kind of discrirni~ation (which inappropriate variables 

have significant weights) and the magnitude of discriminatory inequity (the 

size of their coefficients). 

A separate dimension of the equity question relates to the disparity 

in treatment, even though there is no consistent bias towards one or another 

group. Thus, in that sarne concept of a regression relationship, two different 

jurisdictions may well both have insignificant coefficients associated with the 

ra.ce variable, but the residual variation could be much greater in one than in 

the other. This greater variation could result from a variety of factors, but 

certainly important considerations would include differences among judges, Or 

differences in the urban composition of the areas. In such an analysis, for 

example, one could identify a reasonable set of "appropriate" variables that 

should explain most of the variation in criminal justice decisions. To the 

extent that the residual variation is large, then that suggests considerable 

disparity (and perhaps arbitrariness, albeit without discrimination) in the 

CJS'decision making or local conditions. Thus, an important indicatOr would 
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be the residual unexplained variance (i.e., l_R2 for the regression equation 

that includes all the"appropriate" variables). 

4G Correctness of Decisions 

Ideally, one would hope that the decisions made within the criminal justice 

system are correct in that they reflect a proper and careful weighing of the 

relevant facts and take into account the appropriate considerations of due-

process. 

! 
I 

If one had an independent s'tandard of comparison for each such deoision, 

then one might generate indicators of the relative frequency of such "correct" 

decisions. since there are no external independent standards for the correct-

ness of decisions, however, there is inherently no good basis for challenging 

or validating any such decisions. Thus, we argue that any attempt to develop 

an indicator of the correotness of decisions is probably doomed to 

frustration. 

c. Public Perceptions of the Criminal Justice System 

In addition to the objective measures of performance which have been 

considered above, it is particularly impOrtant to deal with p~c perceptions 

which mayor may not have a strong relationship to such objective measures. 
\ , 

In fact, much behavior is shaped by people's ~rceptions of issues related 

to crime, crime control, and personal safety and by their peroeption of 

the integrity of the criminal ju;;tice system. For example, effective per-

\ formanoe of the criminal justice system is certainly influenced by the 

willingness of oitizens to cooperate with CJS agencies, tltrough reporting 

crimes to the police; through providing information about likely suspects; through 

oooperation with the courts by aoting as witnesses or jt~Ors; and through 
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cooperating with corrections agencies either through volunteer treatment 

groups or simply as c~mnunity residents willing to tolerate community-based 

treatment programse This readiness to participate 1n itself reflects 

'these perceptlons, and has the advantage that it is linked direotly ·to 

publio behavior rather than the more vague variant of opinion and 

attil~de measurement. 

In addition, the public's fear of crime, whether objectively based or 

not, can well lead to behavior 'that is itself crime-generating, or that 

reflects negatively on other components of the quality of life. Frightened 

citizens, for example, are more likely to purchase weapons, legally or il-

legally, and these weapons could he misused either in an accident or in some 

crimina]. act. Citizen fear could lead to individuals barricading themselves 

within their own homes, thereby restricting their purchases at commercial 

establishments or their U~e of recreational opportunities in a citYr and so 

decreasing the benefit to the publio and increasing theil:' cost by abandoning 

the streets and recreational facilities to those who wDuld wreok havoc. Simply 

reducing the level of fear would increase the patronage and traff.ic and may 

thereby redUce the objective measure of crime in those areas, presumably re-

ducing any prior feeling of insecurity. Extreme cases of feelings of 

insecurit:y could trigger residential movement from the area.s Of peroeived 

high crime into more suburban or rural areas, or to other metropolitan areas 

where there w'ould be less of a feeling of inseourity. These effeots 

on migration could also be measured and used as an indicator of 

public insecurity in certain areas if linked to relevant attitudinal measure-

ments .. 
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More narrowly, even the budget performance of criminal justice 

agencies or LEAA could be influenced by citizens' perception of their 

effectiveness and of their integrity in dealing with many problems 

related to crime and its control. 

The kinds of indicators of citizen perception of security and of the 

criminal justice sys'l::em would include 1) indicators of citizen initiative in 

providing personal security; 2) attit~des towards the criminal justice 

agencies; 3) attitudes about the "crime problem"; 4) the willingness to par-

ticipate with the criminal justice system; and 5) attitudes towards the 

individual criminal justice subsystems. The data for such indicators would 

be derived both from the objective measures of certain attitude-related 

behavior and from explicit attitude surveys designed to elicit citizens' 

views and perceptions. 

Measures that reflect citizen anxieties and concerns would include sales 
.. ' 

of various forms of security systems including burglar alarms p£;..weapons as 

positive actions (perceived to be serving self-protection functions),and 

presumably therefore reflecting a decreased confidence in the 

governmental mechanisms for providing such protection. 

Attitudes towards criminal justice agencies could be probed by inquiring 

into people's willingness to support an increase in taxes, and by their 

attitudes toward using new tax revenues for such purposes as increasing 

police salaries, hiring more policemen, prosecutors, judges, probation officers, 

or prison guards, Or for building additional prisons. 

The attitude towards the crime problem could be probed by inquirihg into 

citizens' views of how the criminal justice system can become more effective 
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both in the direction of enhancing justice and individual liberty as well as 

increasing the effectiveness in crime control. This might be done by ob

taining perceived trends in ratings in the quality of justice and of 

crime-control effectiveness. 

The attitudes toward the various criminal jt~tice subsystems could be 

probed by inquiring into the details and the reactions to encounters 

citizens might have had with the police or with courts, by their perception of 

the effectiveness of the correctional programs, by ranking city police, stqte 

police, district attorneys, judges, and correctional officials on such i te,ms 

as professionalism, corruptability, friendliness, commitment to their jobs, 

concern for public safety, concern for justice, and other indicators associated 

with each of the subsystems. 

In general, then, the surveys would be directed at absolute rankings of 

the participants in the various subsystems. Comparison with their perceived 

ranking five years ago, with their perceived ranking one year ago, and with 

a projection of how they would rank next year could also be undertaken. Time 

series Of these rar~ings should reflect changing public attitudes toward the 

subsystems and should be correlated with various other measures of cooperation 

and participation in the functioning of the criminal justice system. 

In particular, the issue of personal feeling of security is a cr~~ial 

factor influencing the perceived performance of criminal justice systems and 

Should have continual monitoring, just as the objective indicators of the 

FBI crime index and the victimization survey. Correlation of these subjective 

measures with the appropriate objective indicators should be undertaken to 

ascertain the degree to which the subjective indicators are in fact driven by 
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the objective measures, and if so, whether they are driven by the published 

reports, or to identify other extraneous factors which drive theln. 

Furthermore, some key policy variables when correlated with the sub-

jective indicators,might be found to have a very strong influence on their 

values. For example, police patrol methods and allocation procedures, or 

police response time, Or police ·qisihility in high density areas,might all 

be found to have a significant impact on individuals' feelings of personal 

security. To the extent that that happens and is shown to be the case, then 

that might well suggest various tactics for enhancing the feeling of security, 

an important function of a criminal justice system. Similarly, with regard to 

the courts, one might relate such features as architecture of the building or 

of the courtroom, and the treatment of witnesses and jurors by the clerical staff 

of the court,with performance measures such as the percentage of prospective 

jurors seeking to omit jl~ service,or witness no-show rates. All of these 

factors should influence bourt management policies. 

This, of course, raises the much larger issue of how such measures Of per-

ception and values can be used to influence the direction and priorities for 

the CJS and its individual Subsystems. Needless to say, there must be oon-

tinual interaction between the attitude measurement and the policy directions, 

both for political responsiveness and for dealing with citizen concerns. 

D. conflict Resolution 

Within the operation of the criminal justice system, there is a need to 

measure the performance in the two roles of con~lict resolution and service. 

The first Of these roles permeates the total criminal justice process including 
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the police, particularly in domestic quarrel situations; the family court, 

where informality and counseling are major part.s of the operations in 

domestic disputes; and the supervisory part of the system such as probation, 

parole, and community supervision where services are offered to assist the 

offender in reintegrating into the community. 

In measuring the effectiveness of the conflict resolution a<~tivity for 

the total justice process, it is necessary to address it first as an independent 
" 

function. Because of the increasing involvement of criminal justice agencies 

in this role, and the significant volume of resources allocated to it, there 

is a need first to identify the volume of such activities and the agencies 

which perform them. From this, trends can be estimated of the demand for such 

service and the various forn~ of response to that demand. This will require 

independent information on tho development of the demand. This will provide 

decision makers and the public some measure of the present performance of the 

criminal justice system in this role and of its potential need in the future. 

The effectiveness of the CJS performance in this role can only be measured by 

determining the success of the interventions or the initiatives taken by the 

system in each of these circumstances. This would include follow-up of the 

conflicts presumably resolved, and determination of "success" indicators in 

each incident. 

An important rationale for the involvement of the criminal justice system 

in conflict resolution is its implications for crime 90ntrol. The number of 

aborted incidents which might have escalated into criminal violence is of direct 

interest as a specific but indirect crime control measure. Thus, it would be 
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particularly important in attempting to measure the "success" of cOn£lict

resolution activities to estimate the number of potential criminal incidents 

averted. 

A further need in measuring the role of the criminal justice system 

in this area is to identify new and innovative initiatives which might be 

taken or are being taken on an e~erimental basis. Thus, a simple inventory 

of types of intervention associated with measures and data on their success 

or failure would be a useful first stepo 

One problem in obtaini,~ records on such informal activity at the periphery 

of the CJS is that recording and monitoring may be dysfunctional to the 

activity itself. However, sampling of such activity, measurement on a random 

and unobtrusive basis, and later recording by the CJS participants could 

provide the necessary information without interfering with the roles. 

E. service 

The role of the criminal justice system in providing service to the 

community has been largely ignored in most attempts to measure present 

levels of activity. 

Actually, in trying to quantify present activities in this service 

role, there is a need first to identify the types of agencies involved and 

their initiatives. A primary agency is the pOlice. other community service 

roles are undertaken by the majority of agencies involved in the administration 

of justice, and those oriented towards the prevention of further offenses 

(especially in the juvenile area) are important to include. The volume and 

distribution of activities by CJS functionaries ·in such service roles should 

""--~-----~ ... ~ -~.- : ... - ---
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be taken into account more formally so that the nature and extent of 

these activities can be accounted for and properly attributed to the 

CJS. In such measurement, the time and resource allocations to each 

such activity should be identified and the outcome assessed. 
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III. PROPOSED RESEARCH PROJECTS 

In this section, we build on the previous discussion of the problems 

and issues involved in devising improved indicators of performance for 

the criminal justice system, and we identify a number of specific projects 

which could be undertaken to develop, test,and validate criminal justice 

system indicators. These projects are discussed in a form such that they might 

stimulate the development of an RFPfor the actual performance Of the task. 

A. Assessment of Trends in Criminality 

The basic problem of "crimina1ityll relates to the distinction between 

the crime-committing propensity of a given demographic group and changes in 

the demographic mix in the population. Gross crime rates (i.e., crimes 

divided by population) confound these two separate effects. In general, the 

problem may be stated in terms of the following relationships: 

where 

N = Ep M 
it f ijt jt 

Nit is the number of crimes of type i in year t 

Pij is the rate of committing crimes Of type i by persons in 

'demographic group j during year t 

Mjt is the number of people in a demographic (e .. g., 

partitioned by age, race, and sex combination) group j in 

year t. 

The fundamental issue here is estimating p .. t and examining its trend over 
l.J 

time. The basic data for such an estimation derives from arrest records and 

thesp. must be calibrated for the lntensity of police activity. 
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As described earlier, these are the issues that have been addressed in the 

paper "Analysis of Arrest Rates for Trends in Criminality" by Blunsi:ein and 

* Nagine [In that paper, it was found that even though there was an upward 

trend in crime rate, that that trend could all be explained by the changing 

demographic composition and that the within-group crime rate (p .. ) was con
l.] 

stant for ail demographic groups except young white females,among whom there 

was an apparent increase in "criminali ty" .] Further examination of this 

phenomena and the validity of the hypothesis for longer time periods, different 

areas and different groups should be examined. 

It is inherently extremely difficult when using arrest rate information 

to distinguish between trends in inherent criminality and trends in pOlice 

propensity to arrest people from a particular demographic group, so that those 

two effects will continue to be confounded. One important attempt to 

test for such police bias (which could well result from differential 

vulnerability to arrest by the different groups - e.g., 'the inexperience of 

young offenders compared to older ones - as well a~l conscious police dis-

clrimination) would be through comparison of the demographic distribution of 

arrestees with that of offenders reported by the victims in the victimization 

s\uveyo To the extent that those distributions are consistent, tpen there 

would be greater confidence in both sources. If they differ, then a number 

of potential biases in both sources would be focused on. 

B. cost and Resource Planning Assessment Through the JUSSIM Model 

It would be very useful to obtain a basis for making cross-sectional 

comparisons of the behavior of the criminal justice system across states or 

cities. and for making longitudinal comparisons over time of individual 

criminal justice systems. These comparisons would reflect changing cost 

* Blumstein, Alf:t'ed and Daniel Nagin, "Analysis of Arrest Rates for Trends 
in Criminality", Socio-Economic Planning Sciences, Vol. 9, .pp. 221-227. 

iiI_r;, ______ ... ____ ~_=_ ...... ___________ .......... ________ ~ ________ ~ ___ ._ 
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intensities and their relation to changing behavior of the cJS, as reflected by 

probabilities of penetration or probabilities of drop-out. An appro-

priate tool for such a comparative analysis would be the JUSSIM model, 

in which the criminal justice system is characterized in terms of the flow of 

people through a sequence of stages, starting from "crimes committed" 

through arrest, prosecution, adjudication and corrections. In that flow 

process, resources are applied to the units of flow (Le., the suspects, 

defendants, offenders, and prisoners) with a specified workload (i.e., 

the amount of resource time consumed at each stage by each unit of flOW) at 

an associated unit cost. The flow between stages is characterized by 

IIbranching ratios II which depict the proportion of flow from each stage to 

each other stage (e.g., the proportion found guilty at a jury trial, and 

the proportion found not guilty). 

This general structure (with parameters of branching ratios for each 

crime type, workload for each orime type, unit costs for each resource) is 

already available and has been implemented with extensive data bases in a 

number of jurisdictions. The basic structure is entirely compatible with the 

Offender Based Transaction statistics system, which can provide many of the 

JUSSIM parameters, especially the branching ratios, as an aggregation of 

data on individual flows through the CJS. Thus, it is to be expected that 
! 

JUSSIM parameters will become increasingly available as the OBTS is implemented 

more widely. 

The JUSSIM model was developed as an interactive computer program in order 

to facilitate its use as a planning tool for dealing with the total oriminal 

justioe system. As such, it is expeoted to see increasingly intensive use 
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as the data for using it becomes' more widely available. At the same time, 

it represents a well defined structure fOr organizing data, and so 

represents a tool for cross-sectional, inter-jurisdictional comparisons, 

and for longitudinal tracking of the changing operation of a pqrticular 

criminal justice system over time. Thus, it represents a device for 

- observing the changing parameters (i.e., branching ratios, unit 

costs, workloads, all by stage or by crime type) as an indicator 

of time trends in various criminal justice systems and for 

comparison among them; 

- integrating the evaluative information derived from the implemen

tation of various new programs in order to assess the impact 

of identified evaluative changes in the criminal justice system; 

- testing the relation between system resources and system 

behavior. Recent econometric studies have postulated certain 

functional relations but more in-depth and comprehensive examina

tion is required to determine exactly the relation between system 

performance and cost. This in itself is a rare opportunity to 

examine the CJS as a large social institution characterized by a 

well-defined and comparable set of parameters. 

Thus, a major research effort can and should be organized devoted to 

develop as a pilot project in a number of jurisdictions a JUSSIM model of 

a reasonably aggregate form (e.g., with about ten to twenty stages and about 

five to ten resources). That model, with the consistent, compatible, and 

comparable parameters, would provide a basis for examining the longitudinal 

trends within a jurisdiction a,nd the cross-sectional differences across 

---- -~-- ~-- - - -~- "-
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jurisdictions. once such a model is available for a single jurisdiction, 

it would provide a valuable tool for that jurisdiction to introduce the 

evaluative information on specific programs to assess the impact of those 

programs on other components of " that jurisdiction's criminal justice 

system. It also provides an appropriate tool for the introduction of test in

formation on system changes experienced in other jurisdictions. 

The evaluative information used need not be derived directly from that 

particular district. In fact, an important national role would b~ the 

provision of information from jurisdictions in which evaluation is conducted 

to' other jurisdictions so that they can mOre effectively and efficiently 

assess the impact of particular changes in their own operations. 

One particular set of issues and potential program changes that should 

be evaluated through this process are those relating to officially promulgated 

standards such as those presented by the National commission(s) on Criminal 

Justice Standards and Goals. Any jurisdiction with such a model could make 

a rapid assessment of the impact on that jurisdiction of adopting anyone or 

combination of such standards and goals expressible as model parameters. 

The basic data for such models is being readily and increasingly made 

available through the Offender Based Transaction Statistics program which 

provides flow information about individual cases as they are processed through 

the criminal justice system. Aggregation acrOss individuals provides the 

detailed data on branching ratios. cost information can be derived fairly 

directly from budget documents. Workload information is relatively more 

difficult to obtain but could be obtained from various jurisdictions and 

spread more widely. Thus, a clear national opportunity exists to foster mOre 

systematic planning, to make effective use of the developing OBTS data fOr 

planning, to disseminate evaluative information in a useful form, and to pro

vide a national olearinghouse of compatible system parameters. 
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C. Measurement of Intervention Rates 

Clearly, measuring publio proteotion by the or imina 1 justioe system 

as in the previous two projeots, is viewed as of immediate and 

direct oonoern to oriminal justioe agencies. However, the problems of 

individual freedom, partioularly in an era of increasing ooncern with 

oivil liberties, is as important to consider in measuring oriminal justice 

system activity. 

From this point of view there is a real need to examine the increasing 

intervention whioh the criminal justioe system seems to have taken in the 

daily aotivities of the Amerioan public. This implies a better examination 

of the trends of arrest rates partioularly for the different serious types 

of orimes (inoluding violent and ~operty orimes) and for the viotimless orimes 

(suoh as drug abuse and oonsensual sex offenses). By exam:l.ning these different 

types Of oriminal aotivity or devianoe,it is than possible to define life-time arrest 

probabilities for these and to oompare them to previous periods in time. 

Earlier examinations [Christensen, Belkin et al] point out that for a 

male who is born now in the united states, the probability of being arrested 

during his lifetime for offenses more serious than a traffio offense is .. 6.1 

The comparison of this probability with previous time periods, partioularly 

\'1ithin the different orime types., is an important area for further examination. 

It is important to say that such an examination is needed beoause of the 

fundamental inter-relationship of the police resources and arrest rates 

mentioned earlier. That is, both have been inoreaSing, although it is not 

olear to what extent each is the oause of the other. Thus, although violent 

1 
Such a study has been done for all orime types. See Belkin, Blumstein and 

Glass "Reoidivism as a Feedback Prooess: An Analytical Model and Empirioal 
Validation", Journal of criminal Justioe, vol. 1, #1, Maroh, 1973 • 

,', 
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crime may be different, there is a real question .as to whether arrest 

and reporting rates,conviction rates,and incarceration rates for other 

types of crimes have too often been a function of the agency resources rather 

than public values. Thus, an examination needs to be carried out in depth, 

particularly for violent crime types of the lifetime arrest probabilities. 

The increasing resources which have been applied to all parts of the 

criminal justice system must also come under increased scrutiny, partly 

because of their implications for degree Of intervention to keep those 

resources occupied and to identify changing intervention threshholds, and 

to plan future resource allocation. 

Some initial attempts by economists to relate system activities and 

resources have dealt only with the institutional response not with the 

actual crime rates. The extensive and valuable victimization information 

now available provides an estimate of unreported crime Q There is a question 

of how resource allocations have related to this and how they may relate to 

it in the future, i.e., if only thirty percent of crime is being reported, 

there is a large supply that could be handled more formally at some time in 

the future" 

The exponential growth of the resources of cJS agencies must be examined, 

both in relation to the crime problem in the past and to its projection in the 

future. The increasing size of these agencies in recent years is likely to be 

attributable to the expanding crime problem, and may not even have kept pace 

with the growth in serious crime. As one prOjects a decrease in crime in the 

future, largely as a result of the aging of the population, either the recources 

will be reduced, they will go idle, or they will lower the threshhold for 

intervention. Which of these happens is an extremely important public issue, 

and indicators can and should be developed to identify the directions as soon 

as they become visible. 
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Clearly, the intervention probabilities are quite different for 

different sooio-economic and demographic groups. For certain groups, 

such as those with substantial criminal activity, this is to be expected 

and in the interest of publio protection, probably to be encouraged. HOW~ 

ever, for ethnic minorities or the disadvantaged, this should be examined in 

order to identify any inappropriate intervention or formal processing. For 

example, the comparison Of offenses and subsequent dispositions across popu

lation groups would reflect how different groups are handled for similar 

offenses. The JUSSIM b~anohing ratios for each group would provide such in

formation. 

on the other hand; there needs to be more oomplete examination of the 

intervention suffered by these persons who serve the criminal jpstice system 

as witnesses or jurors. Some indicatooc's should be developed here to measure: 

1. the absolute numbers of such participants; 

2. the cost to the CJS as well as the cost to the participants, 

especially in terms of their opportunity cost of income foregone; 

3. identification of other factors in the disruption of their normal 

activities; 

4. indioators of the inefficiency of the CJS in using them. 

From these basio statistics an exploration could be made of alternative 

means for their partioipation in the system or methods of reimbursement that 

are m~e equitable and that would encourage more effi?ient use of them. 

The question of opportunity cost must also be raised for those who become 

clients of the criminal justice system, particularly those who are eventually 

found'not guilty_ The stmstantial opportunity cost to a person charged and 

tried but acquitted needs to be examined over different offense types and 
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population groups.. The expected earnings denied to those incarcera't:ed 

must also be examined, taking account of their employability. Not only 

must expected earnings be examined, but also factors such as direct 

losses to families and longer ferm costs of future handicaps resulting 

from the criminal record. 

D. Measurement of confiict Resolution Effectiveness 

Measurement of the conflict resolution role of the criminal justice 

system is difficult, since this function is normally handled in an informal 

way. In these cases, there is a real and justified reluctance of the criminal 

justice agencies or social agencies to report or make known formally individual 

offender-Or offense-based statistics (orten because of the labelling implica

tions of such statistics). 

However, if such conflict resolution activities are successful, then 

there should be a real attempt (in line with the rational allocation of re

sources by government) to try to measure the serious or public crimes aborted 

by these activities. This could use as a base measurement control grou~s for 

whom. there was no intervention, or have not been affected by .such activities. 

The qualitative measurement on successful and formal diversion of offenders 

may be obtained.on an aggregate 'level from social agencies themselves (directly 

or indirectly concerned with justice systems) compared to similar groups handled 

formally. This has implications for data structure of criminal justice 

sYfi.ltem agencies and other social agencies invol.ved in,such aqtivities and 

raises questions of: 

10 How to kee~ track of offenders and interventions when informality 

is a prime requirement; 
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2. The question of foll.ow-up of the diverted offenders; 

3. The question of follow-up of the incidents in which 

there has been intervention as ~ll as to those ''1here there 

has been no intervention. 

This, then, has real implications ;for measurement of the effectiveness 

of different types of information as well as providing indicators to the 

public on the eva,luation of different types of intervention. 

por this reason, an in-depth study of data and information structures 

fOr such agencies within the above constraints and the development of 

relevant indicators could be pursued as a possible project. 

E. Measurement of Service Effectiveness 

The service function of the criminal justice system, especially of the 

pOlice, has been ignored in the past both because of the image of the police 

as a law enforcement body and because this was not viewed as the primary and 

most important role of such agencies. 

However, recent studies have shown that particularly the pOlice, have 

dedicated up to ninety percent of their time in such service roles. For this 

reason, there is clearly a need to first identify these activities and develop 

a relevant typology of activities. From this it would be possible to examine 

the time allocation ''lhich such agencies make to different service functions and 

to evalua.te this division for better allocations in the future. The question 

of fut\tre allocations raises the problem of developing relevant criteria for the 

involvement Of pOlice and other CJS agencies in such service roles. Having 

developed a set of criteria", performance mea\sures could be related to these to 

determine present service effectiveness and the evaluation of future allocation 

to this area. 
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There is then a need to develop in-depth reporting systems, again 

within the constraints of informality, for reporting these calls and 

follow-up to them. This can then be compared witb either the absence 

of the activity or other similar activities and their impact. 

From this there can then be developed detailed data structures, 

aggregation, and indicators for service effectiveness, both the input 

(i.eol the number and types of events), and the output (i.e_, follow-up 

comparison with other possible activities of the same inputs and compari

son with similar activities of ther agencies. 

F. Public perceptions of the CJS 

Efforts to determine the public's concern for their personal safety 

and to establish along a variety of dimensions the public's regard for 

agencies of the CJS has been spotty at best. For example, no attempt has 

yet been made to establish longitudinal data of public perceptions of the 

CJS. Little effort has been made either to link these perceptions to ob

jective measures of performance or to determine how these perceptions may be 

influenced by CJS policy alternatives. Because these perceptions can shape 

behavior in a number of ways that can significantly influence CJS performance 

it is important that survey instrumen ts be developed that can be used to acquire 

baseline da'!:a. Since these perceptions, particularly those related to fear 

of victimization, significantly shape those facets of the publid'S "reality" 

for which the CJS is generally held responsible, such. perceptions wa,rrant 

continual monitoring in much the same way tha.t such obj~ctive measures as 

reported crimes are monitored. Like the res~lts of victimization studies, 

these data should be analyzed to determine the difference if any between 

geographic areas and demographic groups, and so appropriate sampling sc~emes must 

be devised. 

I 
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In addition, these perception data should be correlated with objective 

performance meaSllres to detel.1nine if indeed thesCZ perceptions do reflect 

objective measures, and to determine the nature of the discrepanoies •. 

correlation of the perception measures with CJS activity indioators will 

also point to means by which CJS polioies can shape these peroeptions. For 

example, ,fear of victimization may be only poorly related to actual victimiza

tion rates, especially for some demographic groups, iike the elderly 'or 

females. These fears may be at least partially allayed by suoh measures 

as inoreased police visibility or improved street lighting. Thus, controlled 

experiments could then be designed and executed to determine how police 

patrolling methods (e.g., foot patrol vs. patrol car) and police allocations 

(e.g., to such areas as housing projects for the elderly and to hospitals 

and parking lots in which women are likely to be alone), influence not only 

such subjective measure's as reported feelings of safety, but also objective 

behavioral indicators of such attitudes, such as transit ridership, patronage 

Of oommercial activities, or pedestrian traffic. 

Data relating to the public's rating of CJS agencies can also be sub-

jected to analysis. For example, survey instruments should be developed to 

determine under wha't oircumstances .individuals observe police (e.g., in passing 

patrol cars, in parked vehicles, directing traffic, as interrogators), and 

how they rate these encounters on a positive-negative scale. The respondents' 

rating of police in such terms as prOfessionalism, corruptability, and com

mitment to their jobs, would then be correlated with the kind, frequency, 

and ratings of these encounters. These data would be collected for both 

municipal and state police. The analyses of these data would provide some 
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indication of how police style, demeanor, uniform, and training can be 

matohed to partioular polioe funotions so as to enhance the image of the 

police as effective protectors of personal security and community decorum, 

and warrant support and respect. Similar measures of citizen attitudes toward

the other CJS agencies can be correlated with such behavioral measures as the 

ratio between reported crimes and victimizations, proportion of prospective 

jurors seeking excusal from service, rate of witness no-shows, and other 

measures of support and commitment to the criminal justice system. 
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Executive Summary of 

"A Conceptual Basis For Effectiveness Measurement of 

La];v Enforcement Activities" 

The general framework for measurement of organizational perform-

ance that is proposed here does not depend on use of any single 

~erformance measure such as effectiveness, efficiency, responsiveness 

or equity. Instead, the procedures conceptualized here can be used 

with little modification for measuring other qualities of performance. 

The majority of previous efforts involving performance measurement for 

public service has been oriented toward specific applications. Little 

has been done toward consideration of the larger issues---the develop-

ment of a theoretical framework for such measurements, a framework 

that is needed to ensure consistent evaluations and a meaningful learn-

ing experience with respect to field experimentation. It is the 

contention of this author that the underlying motivational issues which 

have given rise to the exploration of questions pertaining to the 

evaluation of the performance of the Criminal Justice System would be 

ill served if resulting efforts reflect the direction of previous 

efforts but only differing in the magnitude of effort. 

The purpose of this text is to document the need of developing the 

theoretical constructs of a uniform measurement philosophy along with 

necessary methodological vehicles for its attainment. As such, repeated 

application in an evaluative framework will yield consistent inferences 

which in the short horizon will lead to "empir:Lcal truths." It is important 
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to distinguish between results which are empirica1~ or l1 empirical truths," 

or causal. The former best describes a majority of evaluati0n efforts 

which are not encompassed in a uniform measurem~nt philosophy, whereas 

the latter is considered to be realizable in a longer horizon than that 

described in the text material. However, before causal hypotheses can be 

I tested, there must emerge "empirical truths." The text attempts to 

l demonstrate a logical and systematic approach for determining a methodol-

ogy or family of methodologies for the measurement of law enforcement 

effectiveness and to suggest which topic areas should be considered for 

future development in order to have evaluative proc.esses yield, "empirical 

truths." 

The descriptive material couches the entire Criminal Justice System 

in an organizational format and operates from the following hypothesis ••• : 

An organization engages in certain activities dictated by its chosen 

objectives. Its objectives are chosen in regard to its stated goals and . 

its perception of available technology. Because existing technology and 

existing activities influence the selection of objectives, conflicts be-

tween obj ectives and activities may arise. As "effectiveness" depends on 

the extent to which objectives are met, effectiveness measurement is 

meaningless in the context of conflicting objectives. Considering the 

behavior of an organization, there are a number of different types of 

performance measures that can be utilized to describe the stimulus-

response behavior. Each measure concerns itself with a different aspect 

of performance or reports the nature or magnitude of performance in 

different terms. 
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The text is written in eight succinct sections: 

1. Performance Measurement in Criminal Justice System, 

2. Elements of Organizational Behavior,' 

3. Characterizing Organizational Behavior 

4. Developing Effectiveness Measurement Approaches for 

the CJS, 

5. Identification and Classification of CJS Goals~ 

6. Identification and Classification Measures, 

7. Selection, Application and Validation of Approach, 

8. Research Needs in Effectiveness Measurement for the CJS 

In each section, material is presented to describe fundamental back

ground justification while subs tantive quantitative, hypothetical 

examples in the CJS environment are developed for illustration. An 

extensive bibliography of pertinent reference material is also 

presented. 

It should be noted that a major question concerning performance 

measurement of law enforcement activities has typically revolved 

around the problem of choosing the right source of data concerning 

an organization's performance (~, FBI Uniform Crime Report data 

vs. Victimization data). The text describes various documented 

arguments on both behalves. However, it is the contention that this 

issue has obscured the real issue. First a uniform measurement 

philosophy must be developed before additional time and money is 

spent refining the "quality" of data which is perhaps already suit

able or of inconsistent form for substantive evaluation efforts. It 



is expected that such a development would give specificity of the 

types and quality of data needs. 

Throughout the text, therefore, particular emphasis and 

continuity is achieved via description and need specifications of 

the measurement process. The overall development strives toward 

finding: 

1) performance measure~ appropriate to the behavior to 

be studied 

v 

2) measurement strategies appropriate to the performance 

measure being applied and to the utility of the informa

tion supplied through measurement, and 

3) specific structures or types of measurement processes 

that best support the chosen performance measures and 

~easurement strategies wh~le meeting the purpose of the 

evaluation. 
..' 

________ .. _ .... _.:...........'----- ....0..- __ "--_ 
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Section 1. PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT IN THE CRIMINAL JUSTlGE SYSTEM 

The popularity of performance measurement in Criminal Justice 

System (CJS) applications is growing steadily, yet there is no definitive 

and comprehensive conceptual basis for such measurements. The various 

efforts have been largely application-oriented~ computing different 

measures of performance chosen largely on intuition. Indeed, the major 

issue to this point seems to be concern over what types of data to use 

in analyses, .rather than determining how the measurement process ought 

be designed, or what types of measurement approaches c~n be developed which 

can consistently yield representative results at low cost. In fact, the 

role performance measurement should play in the CJS has become a nebulous 

issue, chiefly because each effort by an individual researcher or group 

tends to center on a small part of the measurement process, rather than 

on establishing a. uniform approach to the entire problem. 

Current Measurement Issues 

The major question concerning performance measurement of law enforce

ment activities revolves around the problem of choosing the right source 

of data concerning an organization's performance. The emphasis on choosing 

between the FBI's Uniform Crime Report data and data from victimization 

surveys has obscured a real issue - whether or not crime rate data of any 

type is suitable for evaluating a law enforcement agency. If an adequate 

basis for performance measurement had been developed before attempting to 

get meaningful evaluations, the real questions about performance measurement 
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would have been answered. As this has not been the case, some effort 

must be made to identify the real issues involved. 

UCR Statistics as Measures of Effectiveness 

The effectiveness of the CJS in dealing with a seemingly rising crime 

rate has become a critical national issue. Increasing scrutiny of the 

CJS, its components, and their pro.grams and policies by the media, Congress, 

and other organizations has succeeded in identifying many of the salient 

deficiencies of the CJS. The problems associated with operating the CJS' 

have been widely publicized during a period when recognized indicators of 

crime levels show both reported crime and possibly actual vIctimization are 

on a general increase. It is only natural that the public has associated 

CJS shortco~ngs with the rise in volume and seriousness of crime as per--

ceived by the public. 

By the process mentioned above, the FBlts Uni.form Crime Report (UCR) 

and other such official crime reports have become de facto measures of 

GJS effectiveness. The reason for this use of the UCR and other crime-

rate type indicators as measures of effectiveness is not difficult to 

understand. Citizens require some information to use in evaluating their 

government. Legislators and administrators need simple, low-cost perform-

ance indicators. Crime-rate type indicators are readily available and 

are seemingly simple to interpret. Therein lies the difficulty. The use 

of crime·-rate indices as performance indicators presumes that, 

1. crime rate data accurately reflects true victimization, and that 

2. changes in CJS effectiveness account for nearly all changes in 
in victimization. 

It can be shown that available research does not support these assumptions. 

--...... ----------------~.--- .-.•.. --.. ~.- . 
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The Validity of Official Crime Statisti~ 

The first assumption, that official crime rates accurately reflect 

true victimization, is subject to great controversy among social scientist.s 

and other researchers. Several researchers, sucrr as Ostrom [54], suggest 

that the FBI Crime Index is widely regarded as being extremely unreliable, 

and that the data maintained by police agencies is not the most useful 

data for measurement purposes, Ostrom reports that even the President's 

Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice considered 

victimization to be best determined by citizen surveys~ Cho [13J acknowledges 

that the UCR data is deficient, but uses the data anyway as it was the only 

available data. Tittle [20] uses the UCR data in his study of certainty 

of arrest and crime rates, but mentions work by Beattie [59] that suggests 

the UCR data is faulty. In. support of the validity of the UCR data, 

Wellford [9] states that: 

1. The UCR is the only major data source currently available. 

2. Official data and victimization da"tal> although different in 
magnitude, correlate quite highly with each other. 

3. Alternatives to official data correlate to the independent 
variables (used ip crime models) to the same degree and the SBnle 
direction as official data. 

Berk [50] insists that: 

1. It is impossible to judge the absolute quality of data. 

2. Data need only be as fine-grained as the perception of those 
who are using it. 

3. All types of measurement have some noise and error. 

4. Most current analysis techniques are insensitive to absolute 
error, since most operate on relative measures. 

5. New techniques are available to remOve or randomize error. 

Shogan [40] offers a complete paper on the validity of official crime 

statistics. Shogan admits that official crime statistics are not on a 

- - -~.~--------"""--'-~-
/ 
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1 to 1 basis with actual crime, but cites several reasons for using official 

crime data. Shogan supports use of the UCR as a measure of crime because: 

1. Official statistics are at least moderatelY correlated with 
victimization survey results. 

2. The UCR is the only source of data that bas been compiled over 
a 40-year period. 

Additionally, Shogan questions the validity of some victimization surveys 

which rely upon respondents to classify the crime. Shogan cites examples 

showing that not all knmm victims of crime report that fact in victim-

ization surveys. 

In a paper concerned with developing a planning-oriented measure of 

crime and delinquency, Narms [39] states the UCR is a useful measure of 

crime because the UCR 

1. has existed for 40 years, 

2. is familiar to police and the public, and 

3. offers a broad national overview of crime. 

On the disadvantage side, the UCR 

1. is too highly aggregated, 

2. does not discriminate between various levels of victimization, and 

3. suffers from different reporting procedures used in different 
jurisdictions. 

To summarize, certain weaknesses have been identified in the accuracy 

of the FBI's UCR. However, the fact that UCR data has been collected 

for many years and it has shoml to behave in the same way as several other 

indicators of actual victimization such as victimization surveys support 

use of UCR data as a good estimate of real crime. The chief problems 

involved with UCR data are more likely to result from the high degree of 

aggregation in the statistics and the differences in methods of reporting 

crime across the nation, rather than in the accuracy of the statistics. 
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Therefore, it is likely that UCR data ~.,ould be useful for a number of re-

search and Practical applications, and th.at the UCR does indicate, to at 

least a moderate extent, the true rate of victimization. 

CJS Impact on Crime 

The second major assumption made by those who would use official crime 

statistics as a measure of CJS effectiveness is that changes in CJS effect-

iveness account for most changes in victimization. This is the weaker of 

the two assumptions. It is the weaker of the two assumptions because 

studies have repeatedly shown that law enforcement activities explain very 

little of the variation in crime levels. Indeed, many researchers find 

that crime doe~ not seem to be a constant flow of criminal actiVities that 

can be II turned-off II by increasing CJS effectiveness. Crime has be.come 

more precisely identified as a feedback process by such researchers as 

Blumstein and Belkin [5], Blumstein and Larson [12J~ AVI-ITZHAK [9], and 

Rardin and Gray [7]. In these feedback processes~ recidivism is usually 

considered to be the primary feedback signal. 

AVI-ITZHAK [6] constructs a crime control model that computes the. 

probability of recidivism on 

1. the seriousness of the previous crime and. 

2. the number of previous arrests. 

To justify this recidivism probability estimator, previous work by 

Wolfgang and Sellin [60] is cited. It is not surprising that, using the 

fraction of cases cleared by conviction as a measure of law enforcement 

effectiveness, AVI-ITZFl.AK's model found that 

1. the crime level is fairly insensitive to increases in effect
iveness unless the average incarceration is quite long, and that 

2. when effectiveness is low, little reduction in crime level can 
be achieved by increaSing penalties at sentencing. 
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Other studies have ~emonstrated the relative lack of impact of law 

enforcement activities on crime rates. In a study by Tittle [20], it was 

shown that a deterrent effect can be achieved only after a certain 

"probability of arrest" has been reached. Logan [19] also found only 

a moderate negative curvilinear relationship between certainty of im-

prisonment and crime rate. Wellford (9] used a mUltiple correlation 

analysis of crime rate aggregated at the city level using social, economic, 

and police activity indicators as independent variables to show that police 

activity and money expenditures for crime control have very little effect 

on variations in the crime rate. In fact, there was a low correlation 

between police effort and expendi.tures and clearance rates~ 

Jones [17] describes results of a study of the effect of changes in 

police manpower and funding on crime rates. It was shown that for the 

155 cities in the study, year to year budget and manpower changes generally 

have almost no effect on crime rates. Swimm~r [10] conducted a non-linear 

regression analysis of the relationship between police and crime in 119 

cities, from which it was concluded that 

1. the data did not support the conclusion that increased police 
expenditure reduced crim.e, and 

2. unemp10yme~t rate and schooling rate were not significant 
predictors of crime in the model used. 

This second conclusion is probably an artifact of the model used, for there 

is a wealth of literature showing a significant relationship between 

30cio-economic factors and crime, 

Socio-Economic Conditions and Cri~ 

In a typical study of social and economic factors and criminal activity, 

Vatey and Phillips [55J write about a study of 18 and 19 year old males 

that showed economic opportuni.ty to be such a key factor in generating 

__________ --"'m ... - __ =-",...""""""""" .... """' ........... ___ ;.-. __ • ___________ ~_ .... _ ... ~~~_ .. 

( 
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youthful crime, that 

" ••• properly weighted, participation rates (in crime] may bea better 
measure of economic opportunity than unemployment rates." 

Several other studies have also identified the significant role economics 

plays in determining crime levels. Articles by Becker (26]) Harris (23]~ 

Ireland [24], Stiglu [61] and Erlich [25J tend to support an economic 

basis for crime. Most of these papers describe economic models for de-

termining the optimal level of law enforcement. Most consider $ocio-

economic conditions as independent variables and crime as the dependent 

variable. 

For. example, Ireland [24] writes that fear of retaliation from victims 

is a much more significant deterrent to crime than fear of retaliation 

from government agencies. Ireland states that because of increasing 

wea~th, victimS are less willing to defend parcels of their property, 

so that increasing wealth contributes to crime by lessening deterrence, 

rega"tdless of government law enforcement efforts. This is the sort of 

evidence that confirms the suspicion of social scientists that di$par;ty 

of income and certain social factors are the real controlling factors 

in crime. 

Indeed, Erlich [25] applied a regression analysis to variations in 

the rate of index crimes across the nation and concluded from his results 

that the rate of specific felonies is positively related to the estimated 

relative gains available through illegit~ate activity. Erlich found 

a particularly strong cor.relation between income differentials and prop-
I 

erty crimes. Erlich did find that the rate of specific felonies is neg-

atively related to estimates of the costs associated with commission of 

the felony (i.e. fines, penalties), and feels there may be some potential 

means of deterrence wrapped up in the result. However, Erlich -does show 
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that evidence exists for dividing offenders into risk avoiders and ~ 

acceptors: He suggests that this accounts for the fact that a distinct 

proportion of criminals exhibit irrational behavior. That is, behavior 

thc;tt is not. geared to maximizing wealth or financial security. 

In a thoughtful paper on crime control management, Repetto [56] 

also points out that current crime control strategy is to deter, detect, 

and apprehend. He shows that this strategy is considerably hampered by 

the irrational nature of criminal behavior. Many current quantitative 

models of the CJS and criminal activities presume that the criminal is 

a rational decision-maker. However, Repetto.points out that rationality 

is not the hallmark of a criminal. Many criminals are young, and most. all 

criminals have little formal education. In addition, many serious crimes 

such as murder,rape, assault, and some drug related crimes are considered 

to be "crimes of paSSion," instances where the target of opportunity is 

attacked without lengthy premeditation and rationalization. Repetto 

even shows the existence of irrational behavior among crimes that are to 

some extent "planned," such as robberies, burglaries, and thefts, by citing 

studies that show criminals ehgaged in these activities often block out 

fear of consequences ent~rely~ or considerably underestimate the probability 

of arrest. 

To summarize briefly, it is. unsafe to assume that effective law en-

forcement is primary determinant of victimization rates for two ba~ic 

reasons: 

1. 

2. 

Law enforcement activities do not generally seem to account for 
changes in crime rates. 

Social and economic indicators are strongly related to crime 
rates, and therefore seem to identify causes of crime. 

-
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as a single feeaback process with recidivism as the feedback signal. 
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Models of this type have been used to show that crime is fairly insensiuive 

to law enforcement effectiveness increases. Police manpower and budget 

increases have been shown to have little effect on year to year crime 

rate changes, and deterrence effects related to certainty of arrest, which 

is a measure of effectiveness in itself, have been shown to take effect 

only after a critical certainty has been reached. 

Social and economic indicators, particularly employment and income 

disparity have been shown to explain variation in crime rates by several 

reseaI:chers. In addj.tion, studies have identified a distinct type of 

criminal behavior, risk acceptance behavior~ which defies the popular 

deterrence-oriented crime control strategies. Criminals exhibiting this 

irrational behavior are probably not deterred by increases in law enforce

ment effectiveness, whatever we define that effectiveness to be. 

The Need for a Uniform Measurement Philosophy 

The majority of effort done involving performance measurement for 

public services has been oriented toward specific applications. Little 

has been done toward consideration of the larger issue, that is, the de

velopment of a theoretical framework for stJ~ch measurements t even though 

the need has been widely recognized by such authors as Poland [32], and 

Holzer (8J. This paper is directed toward defining some of the larger 

considerations involved in measurement, and toward identifying Some 

specific areas where further development work is required. 

The Need for Measurement 

From a managerial standpoint, there are clear advantages to be had 

from a certain knowledge of the performance level of a law enforcement 
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agency. In general, there are a number of important purposes toward which 

performance information can be directed. Specifically, the optimal allo-

cation of tax dollars among competing programs or agencies requires a 

knowledge of their performance. l-Then possible, resources will be spent 

for those activities that are deemed effective, and ineffective programs 

are terminated. Implicit in this optimal allocation is the determination 

of an optimal level of effort (expenditure) for each program, and for all 

programs considered together. 

Another action taken on the basis of measurement information is the 

restructuring of public agencies. Taken in terms of the optimal response 

of a law enforcement agency to variations in crime levels and other social 

and economic conditions, changing the composition of an agency can be 

best effected when there is reasonably accurate performance information 

available. 

Purpose of the Paper 

Havirtg cost sufficient suspicion upon the use of crime rate statistics 

as measures of law enforcement effectiveness, it is logical to determine 

I what means can be used to evaluate thit l'erformance of the CJS, its; member 
..... 

. organizations, and their programs. It is the purpose of this paper to 

"demonstrate a logical and systematic approach for determining a methodology 
',' 

:: .. ·.or family of methodologies for measurement of law enforcement effectiveness, 
: . 
. , and to suggest which topic areas shoul';:! be considered for further' development 

,. In particular, it will be shown that ~ organization engages in certain 

,:" activities dictated by its chosen objectives. Its. objectives are chosen 
,'f " 

in regard to its stated goals and its perception of' available technology. 

j!'",BrS!ause existing technology and e.xisting activities influence the selection 
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of objectives, conflicts between objectives and activities may arise. As 

effectiveness depends on the extent to wh~ch objectives are met, effective

ness measurement is meaningless in the context of conflicting objectives.

Considering the behavior of an organization, there are a number of different 

types of performance measures that can be utilized to des~ribe the stimulus

response behavior. Each measure concerns itself with a different aspect 

of performance, or reports the nature or magnitude of performance in dif

ferent terms. 

To evaluate an organization, a general outline for selecting a meas

urement approach is proposed. The outline describes what information about 

the ?rganization must be known, and how the measure, measurement strategy, 

and measurement process define a general measurement approach~ A few 

examples will be given to demonstrate how the general outline for selecting 

a measurement approach operates. Both the CJS and component organization 

perspectives are discussed, and the concept of an effectiveness function for 

an organization and for the CJS is to be put forth. In addition, the dif

ference between the Ittop-down" and "bottom-up" philosophies of measurement 

will be emphasized. It will be shown that a careful researcher can de

velop a set of lIinduced objectives" which account for all the observable 

effects of an organizationls behavior to a greater degree than the formal 

objectives. Finally, several areas of research that need be explored 

to develop a secure basis for performance measurement will be presented. 

These new areas are relatively young. It seems that several may give rise 

to significant research efforts into the very foundations of the Criminal 

Justice System itself. 

Throughout the paper, effectiveness is the primary aspect of organiza

tional behavior considered. However, other performance measures are not 

..... 
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disregarded. Indeed, the value of using multiple complementary measures 
" 

is demonstrated, and nearly all the arguments and developments offered 

apply to these other performance measures as well. The general frame~ 

work for measurement of organizational performance that is proposed here 

does not depend on use of any single performance measure such as effect-

iveness, efficiency, responsiveness, or equity. Instead, the procedures 

conceptualized here can be used with little modification for measuring 

other qualities of performance. 

Each of the sections to follow' serve the purpose of the paper by 

attempting to develop a logical rationale for performance measurement and 

to discuss conceptual basis for selecting measurement approaches. Section 

2 serves to recognize the basic elements of organizational behavior, and 

Section 3 discusses some of the general aspects of measuring organizational 

behavi0r. Within Section 4, the concepts presented in Sections 2 and 3 are 

used to generate a process for finding effectiveness measures, measurement 

strategies, and the measurement process. Collectively, the measure, 

strategy, and process define a measurement approach. 

Sections 5, 6, and 7 suggest how the process for finding measurement 

approaches can be applied to CJS applications. The applications demon-

strated are included not to show the particular application, but to demon-

strate the process for finding measurement approaches. Section 8 contains 

an analysis of current social service measurement efforts. The analysis 

points out some of the critical deficiencies of the way in which measure-

ment approaches are being selected and applied, and suggests that many of 

the problems result from the lack of a uniform, coherent rationale for 

performance measurement in the social services area. Also contained in 

the section is an outline of the major topic areas that need be investi-

gated in order to build a uniform and coherent measurement rationale. 
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Section 2. ELEMENTS OF. ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR 

A logical approach to examining the performance of an organization 

which underlies the philosophy of measurement is through behavioral analysis. 

'ntis type of analysis is simple and its theoretical. backgl~ound is ful).y 

developed. Its major advantage is that it only deals with observable 

effects. 

Objective-Oriented Behavior 

An organization is characterized by its behavior. Its behavior 

consists of the observable activities engaged in by its components. At 

least nominally> the organization seeks to bring about an ideal target 

condi tion, a goal, by engaging in certain activities to reach one oX' more 

objectives. The attainment or the set of objectives is perceived by the 

organization to be the best means for pr.oducing the target condition, 

that is, the goal. In certain cases, the activities of an organization 

do not serve the stated objectives of the organization. Analysis of the 

effects of the activities of the organization in these cases can yield 

an induced objective, which can be used to ascertain a more accurate 

estimate of the value of the services provided by the organization. 

Organizational Behavior. 

An organization is known to its environment by its behavior. Behavi'or 

can be defined as "an observable change. n For the organization, the· 

observable changes are the activities of the organization, as those are 

the "observable changes" associated with its existence. For organizations 

composed of people, equipment, and procedures, thE!c activities of the or

ganization are the activiti~s o.fits personnel.-

Behavior is usually analyzed in terms of stimuli and responses. In 

other words, a given stimulus evokes a certain response from the organ-
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ization. Using simple notation as used by Keller [81]" this stimulus

response pair is denoted 

S -+ R. 
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From a systems standpoint, the stimuli presented to an organization are 

the inputs to that organization, and the response of the organization are 

its outputs. It can be seen that the nature and magnitude of the response 

to a given stimulus are determine.d by the goals and objectives of. the 

organization. It is the observable response of an organization which is 

considered its behavior. 

Goals and Objectives 

Having described goals and objectives as determinants of an organiza

tion's behavior ~ it is necessary to discuss goals and objectives. A goal 

of an organization is best defined as the formal reason for the existence 

of an organization. A goal is the overall mission of an organization. 

It is a target condition to be achieved, usually by reaching a set of 

objectives. Whereas a goal is normally an ideal state or accomplishment 

specified without reference to how it is to be achieved, objectives are 

the operational expression of that ideal state. The objective is an event 

that the occurrence of which is perceived to contribute to the overall 

target condition: the goal. The activities of an organization are its 

observable behavior. These activities are directed toward accomplishing 

one or more objectives. 

As an illustration, consider Figure 1, ~nich shows the conceptual 

relationship between goals, objectives, and activities. The concept..,. 

ualization is based on \vork by Hirsch [16], and uses an urban police de

partillent as a model organization. 



GOALS 

OBJECTIVES 

ACTIVITIES 

Emergency Response 
Temporary Detention 
Investigation 
Crime Lab Operation 
Liason with Prosecutor 
Courtroom Testimony 

Maintain the 
Safety and 
Well-Being 

of the 
Public 

Apprehend 
All 

Criminals. 

Deter All 
Potential 
Criminals 

I Remove All 
Public 
Safety 
Hazards 

Preventive Patrol 
Surveillance 

Emergency Response 
Non-Emergency Services 
Ordinance Enforcement 
Vehicle Insp~~~ion 

Administration, Record~Keeping, Trai~~ng~ Special Programs 

Figure I 
The Relationship Between 

Goals, Objectives, and Activities 
of an Urban Police Department 
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The figure demonstrates that several activities may serve multiple ob-

jectives. This causes difficulty in properly assigning expended resources 

to observable outcomes. The challenge is to separate the resources ex-

pended during some activity and fairly Charge them against each of the 

objectives served by the activity to the extent which that each objective 

is served by the activity. This question has been rather thoroughly 

described by Ostrom [35]. It is shown that there are three factors in-

vo1ved in determining the degree of difficulty experienced in allocating 

the responsibility for expended resources to various consumers. (For the 

purposes of this paper, it is suggested that this allocation to consumers 

is identical to allocating responsibility for resources expended by a 

group of activities to the objectives they serve.) 

The three factors mentioned above are; 

1) exclusion, 
2) choice, and 
3) divisibility. 

Exclusion refers to the costs of excluding indi~dua1 consumers from the 

benefits of an activity. For the situation at hand, exclusion costs are 

the costs for preventing an activity from serving an objective. Obviously, 

if it is very expensive or difficult to prevent any single activity from 

serving any objective, it will be difficult to decide how tel allocate 

the responsibility for resources expended in any activity to the proper 

objective. In a consumer alJplication, choice refers to the cost to the 

consumer of enforcing the decision whether to consume or not. There is 

no direct significance for this in the situation at hand. Hance the term. 

\vill not be used in this context. Divisibility, in the consumer sense, 
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refers to the extent to ,.fiich benefits can be "used Upll by any single 

consumer. In the activity-objective application~ divisibility refers to 

the extent to which the effects of one activity are "used Upll by a. single 

objective. Higher divisibility leads to easier allocation of expended 

resources. For example, the police patrol provides a number of fairly 

indivisible benefits, serving a number of objec.tives. The operation of 

a bicycle safety program, however, would provide. benefits mostly to a 

public safety objective. 

Technology and the Perception of Objectives 

In many cases, it can be shown that the goal of an organization is 

completely or partially determined by factors external to the organization., 

For example, a corporation reports to its stoc.kholders on its goal, profit

making. At least theoretically, society enfranchises a law enforcement 

agency with a single goal, public safety, as its reason for existence. 

Even the objectives developed by those who must enforce the law are subject 

to public scrutiny, particularly when stated objectives lead to activities 

not in accordance with the public perception of the role of law enforce~' 

ment agencies. 

However, to a ~reat extent the objectives chosen as appropriate for 

reaching a goal are deterll1ined by the existing technology of the organization 

and historical experiences of the organization. For example, it might be 

said that prior to the late 1960's) major u.s. corporations did not place 

great importance on pollution control. This was because 

1. there was no historical precedent within the organization, and 

2. the technology for pollution control was not available. 

Therefore, those at 1:he operational .§Ed policy-making levels \V'ithin the 

corporations did not perceiVe pollution control as an objeceive. Today, 

major corporations pursue pollution control because legislation has 



served in the place of historical precedent, and becaus"e the technology 

of pollution control has emerged as a unified technology available to 

the corporations. 

This goes to demonstrate that objectives are the organization's 
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own perception of the best means for attaining its goals, and that these 

perceptions do not necessarily lead to the best objectives. The lesson 

to be learned from this is simple. Objective-oriented measures of per

formance will always be limited in their meaning by the technology of 

the organization. For example, consider the objectives set by a public 

health organization prior to the introduction of polio vaccines. These 

objectives might reflect a policy of containing the disease. Any leveling 

of the rate of spread of the diseases might then be considered to be 

an indication of effective performance. However, after the advent of a 

new technology, that is, polio vaccine, the objectives are changed to 

reflect a new policy of eradication of the disease. It can be seen that 

although the organization has maintained a uniform level of effectiveness 

based on its objectives at any given time, there is a real difference 

between its effectiveness prior to the introduction of new technology 

and afterward. This demonstrates the limitation technology places on the 

meaning of a performance measure. 

The Induced Objective 

Given. that an organization chooses objectives .that seem to best 

serve its goals, it is logical to assume that the organization also en

gages in those activities that the organization perceives as the best 

means for reaching its objectives. Again the organization's restricted 

perception of its role is brought to bear, so that there is reason to 

suspect not all activities serve organizational objectives. Therefore, 
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it may be useful to carefully examine organizational activities, their 

intended impact, and any secondary effects of the activities to determine 

what actual objective is being served by each activity. 

In accord with the concept of organizational behavior, this exam-

ination of activities and impacts would necessarily hinge on identifying 

observable effects relating to the activities of the organization. It 

is not necessary for there to be a single common denominator that ex-

presses both organizational behavior and its impacts. There may be dif-

ferent measures which may be quantitative, qualitative, obj ective, or sub-· 

jective. For example, a crime prevention program could be described in 

terms of the labor hours, citizen contacts made, and so forth. The impacts 

might be specified in terms of police visibility, number of houses secured, 

and citizen approval of the program. As a second example, consider the 

prostitution situation found in major urban centers. Following the desires 

of elected representatives of the urban constituency, police administrators 

put forward as a formal objective the elimination of prostitution. However, 

an objective observer reviewing police activities and conditions "on the 

street" might surmise that the actual objective toward which police were 

laboring was: 

1) reducing the visibility of prostitutes' activities in certain 
neighborhoods, 

2) confining pick-up areas to a small downtown area, and 

3) eliminating crimes secondary to prostitution (such as robbery). 

This second objective is the "induced objective". When the induced objective 

is different f.;:om the stated objective, one of three causes can usually be 

identified. A variance is caused when either 



20 

a) the stated objective is infeasible, 

b) the stated objective can be achieved but the chosen activities 
do not serve the objective, or 

c) the stated objective is served by the activity, but significant 
secondary effects result. 

As presented, the concept of induced objectives is important because, 

as defined, effectiveness is an objective-oriented measure of validity. 

If there is a dual set of objectives at play, then those seeking an 

evaluation of a law enforcement organization must first decide which set 

of objectives should be utilized in the evaluation. This is a serious 

theoretical and practical concern. There is no doubt that a case can be 

made for using either set of objectives in evaluation. If measurements 

are based on formal objectives, then the results are more likely to reflect 

the effects of objective-objective and objective-activity conflicts, and 

also the effects of striving toward an unattainable objective. If measure-

ments are based on induced objectives which are developed from observations 

of the organization's activities, there will be less likelihood of the 

effects of objective inconsistencies and infeasible objectives appearing 

in the results. The question then is choosing between evaluating an 

" organization on the basis of objectives it is supposed to be working toward, 

or on the basis of the objectives it actually seems to be working toward. 

Activity: The Expenditure of Resources 

The activities of a la~y enforcement agency are the observable day-to-

day operations) the actual expenditure of resources to achieve an objective. 

Those activities of a la~v enforcement agenc.y directly affecting in a useful 

or beneficial manner individuals or organizations external to the law 

enforcement agency are considered to be "services". These activities 

represent observable behavior on the part of the organization, they can 

to some extent be desct'ibed and quantified. Activities of an organization 



21 

can be quantified in terms of resources expended. This is best under

stood by considering the basic laws of thermodynamics that demand the 

expenditure of resources for all observable behavior. This suggests that 

a useful alternative definition of "activity" is "the expenditure of 

resources". 

"Service" is a more difficult concept to evaluate. First it must be 

determined that the activity in question is beneficial. Then the second 

problem faced is in quantifying the value of the service. Hopefully, the 

service afforded by an activity is of greater net value than the resources 

expended in providing the service. Given this assumption, the value of 

resources expended in providing a service becomes the lower bound on the 

value of the service provided by an activity. There is however, no guarantee 

that the value of a service provided is of greater value than the resources 

expended to produce the service. In many cases, the value of the services 

is not known in economic terms, giving rise to the popular use of the cost/ 

benefit ratio for analyzing the ability of the organization to provide 

the service in question. The rationale is that the use of the ratio does 

not require economic interpretation of the value of a service, only some 

quantification of the magnitude of the service provided, be it a subjective 

or objective quantification. 

Indeed, the entire concept of determining the value of a service is 

a study unto itself. This paper deals with determining the value of a 

service in that some types of measurement techniques for police effectiveness 

may be based on the process of determining the value of services provided 

by law enforcement activities and then relating the value to a desired 

level of service. 
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Service Levels Over Time 

The time element can be a significant factor in an organization's 

response to its environment. First, there is the question of consistency 

of behavior., Obviously, consistency of performance of an organization is 

a desirable behavior trait. Any observer of corporate behavior recognizes 

this when he notes the great efforts taken by most corporations to pay 

regular dividends. Second, there seems to be somewhat more value in 

receiving benefits immediatelYt rather than at some future date. This 

principle is widely recognized in economics~ where the benefits are monetary~ 

but there is little existing work toward use of any type of weighting 

factors to non-monetary benefits being delive1::'ed over a continuum of time. 

Certainly, however, there is an added value to receiving more immediate 

benefits, be they monetary or not. For example, which is better, a 

pennanent reduction of crime rates by 50% beginning this year, or a 60% 

permanent reduction not beginning until next year'? This is the nature of 

the question which might be addressed by this sort of analysis. 

------'~----~.----------------------------------------
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Section 3. CHARACTERIZll~G ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR 

There are several different elements of an organization's behavior that 

can be evaluated through use of a measure of performance with some measure-

ment strategy. A measurement strategy is a single set of procedures derived 

from the general measurement process. The appropriateness of a measurement 

strategy depends on the procedures that compose it~ the measure of perform-

ance it is applying, and the behavior it evaluates. 

Strategies and Measures 
, 

A measure or performance is an indicator that expresses the magnitude 

or direction of an organization's activities, or the degree to which the 

behavior of the organization is perceived as desirable. Many quantities 

can be put forth as performance measures. The basis for any measure depends 

on the basic proces-s, 

S ->- R, 

since this process describes the observable behavior of an organization, 

and because what is not observed is not measured. In this sense, measure-

ment is equivalent to observation. 

Measurement strategies are the means by which the quantitative values 

of performance measures are determined. A measurement strategy is a pro-

cedure designed to estimate the value of a performance measure based on 

observations of behavior of the organization or the effects of that behavior 

on its enviornment. In short, measurement strategies are methodologies 

for applying performance measures, iV"hich in. turn quantify some aspect of 

behavior or the imp~c.ts of behavior. 

The Nature of Measures 

Examination of the concept of perform.<:.u.ce meaaurement as it applies 

to an organization reveals that the different measures of performance can 



be characterized by the specific features of the organization's performance 

measured and by the terms in which the results of the measurement are 

expressed. All measures can be classified as either being absolute or 

relative. The absolute performance measures quantify the organization's 

performance in terms of the absolute value of the measured feature. For 

example, the number of arrests made by a police patrol would be an absolute 

performance indicator. Many absolute measures are of the uvolume" variety. 

Relative measures compare some aspect of the organization's performance 

to a standard or ideal performance, or to the same aspect of anoth~r or

ganizationts performance. The key distinction of a relative measure'is 

that it is given in terms of a unit-free ratio. 

A second characteristic of a performance measure is in its directness 

to the performance being measured. Direct measures evaluate performance 

as expressly as possible. For example, a typist's performance might be 

evaluated in terms of pages typed. Indirect measures are those performance 

indicators t~at are separate and distinct from the measured feature of 

the organization t s performance, but whidt is related to that aspect. of 

performance. Surrogate measures are useful in situations where the element 

of performance to be evaluated cannot b'} measured directly because of the 

difficulty or expense of gathering the necessary information. For example, 

the protection afforded a neighborhood by a police patrol might be measured 

in terms of annual patrol miles. The development of surrogate measures 

depends on locating certain elements of performance or the environments 

response to that performance that can be shown to be correlated to the aspect 

of performance to be evaluated. The desirability of developing surrogate 

measures lies in the need for inexpensive and practical maasures of per

formance. In some cases, surrogate measures can be used to assess intangibles, 
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such as the effectiveness of a crime deterrence program. Although there 

is no way to specify exactly how many crimes did ~ occur because of the 

crime deterrence program, any decrease in reported crime would be viewed 

as,an indicatio~ of the program's success. 

A third characteristic of a measure of performance takes rise from 

the distinction between the behavior of the organ~zation and the response 

of the organization's environment to that behavior. The behavior of the 

organization in relation to the stimuli it receives from its environment 

is modeled as 

S*. ~R 
env~ronment organization 

The behavior of the environment specific. to the organization's response 

can be shown as 

R • . ~S . . env)R 
organ~zatl.on olcgan~zat~on environment 

The recognition of the process, (~)~ brings added detail to the 

meaning of the Simple behavioral mode1~ because it accounts for the nature 

and structure of the organization, its resources, and its technology. 

Certainly these factors must be recognized irt the determination of an 

organization's responses to stimuli. These factors are discussed in 

Section 5. They in~lude 

1) The goals, objectives, and actiVities of the organization 
2) The relationship to other CJS agencies 
3) The technology and environment of the organization 
4) The internal structure 
5) The i~ternal workflow 
6) The internal flow of resources 

All these factors are included in the "process" portion of the model 

represented by 

*8 environment refers to a stimulus produced by or received from the 
environmen t • 
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used between the R organization, (the responses provided by the organization), 

and the S organization (the stimuli provided to the environment by the or-

ganization. ) 

If the process t (org ), by which the organization produces a response 

to a stimulus is recognized, it can be shown that performances measures 

fall into three categories. These are: 

1) Process-oriented measures 
2) Response-oriented measures 
3) Impact-oriented measures 

Process-oriented measures are likely to be quantifications of some aspect 

of the internal workings of an organization. Response-oriented measures 

deal with evaluating the external response of an organization, that is, 

the activities of the organization that interface directly with the 

environment. Impact-oriented measures are those measures of the environ-

mentIs response to the activities or the organization. 

A fourth quality o~ a performance measure is its objectivity. For 

example, the number of investigations completed by an investigative agency 

is an objective measure of its level of effort. It might be possible to 

conduct a citizen-survey to ask whether or not the agency app~j.ared to be 

in operation at a proper level of effort. The results of the survey would 

represent a subjective measure of level of effort. It is known that certain 

measures of performance are meant to evaluate quantitative features of 

performance, such as number of arrests, man-bo1l:t:s expended, and so on. 

Other performance measures are quality-oriented, and describe the precision 

or the level of excellence corresponding to the measured behavior. 

Finally, measures of performance can be divided in two other categories: 

those performance measures which are primarily concerned with the expenditure 

of resources, and those measures concerned primarily with the achievement 

. §.; .i 
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of objectives. The first measure is resource-oriented and the second is 

objective-oriented. The two types of meas~res are not necessarily both 

applicable in the.same situation, but when used together, each measure 

tends to enhance the meaning and significance of the other. 

To summarize briefly, performance measures can be typified in at 

least six ways. Specifically, performance measures may be 

1) absolute or relative, 
2) direct or indirect, 
3) process, response, or impact-orieuted, 
4) objective or subjective, 
5) quantitative or qualitative, 
6) resource-oriented or objective-oriented. 

Any given measure may embody several of these characteristics. In addition, 

it is often useful to apply two or more measures together in order to in-

crease the significance of the results obtained. 

MultiEle Complementary Measures 

Multiple complementary measures are performance measures of different 

orientation that provide a better definition of organizational performance 

when applied simultaneously than when used individually. Orientation 

relates to the specific type of measure applied.. As has been suggested, 

there are resource-oriented measures, objective oriented, and so forth. 

Multiple complementary measures are currently used in many· social se~ce 

measurement efforts such as those reported by ~Iantel et.a1. [78] and 

Ostrom [30]. Sometimes these measures are considered together as a set 

of criteria for use in evaluation. These criterion are then tied into a 

general performance eqt.i:ation that is developed in a 'tyay similar to the 

method by which an overal1 effectiveness measure is determined, as given 

in Section 4. 
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That multiple complementary measures can give a more accurate repre-

sentation of behavior is not surprising, particularly if the examined 

behavior of the organization elicits multiple responses from the org-

anization's environment, or if the organization provides multiple responses 

for eaCh stimulus it receives. Ostrom [14] writes that the difficulty 

in evaluating police performance is that police provide a multiplicity of 

services. In behavioral terms this means that police provide multiple 

responses (outputs) to a given stimulus (input), and that these outputs 

elicit mUltiple responses from the environment. This leads to use of 

mUltiple measures. 

As an example of the use of multiple complementary measures, suppose 

that a prosecutor's office sets an objective of clearing the 20 most 

serious cases on its schedule during a one year period. Further-

more, ~uppose that an expenditure of $3,500 in salaries and suppiies is 

considered the standard cost of such a case. Uuder these performance 

criterion, we can analyze, two interesting situations, where efficiency 

is defined as the percentage of excess expenditure to the standard. First, 

consider the outcome where 18 of the 20 cases were cleared, but an average 

$7000 was expended in the pursuit of each case. Were effectiveness the 

only criterion, a 90% rating (18/20) would result, even though only a 

7000-3500. . 
0% efficiency (1 - 3500 ) rat~ng had been achieved. This shows good 

effectiveness, low efficiency. Second, the expenditures for the year may 

have been held to an average of ~400() 'per case, but with only 10 cases 

being cleared. Judging by effi.ciency alone, this would correspond to 

4000-3500 . ~ 
86% efficiency (1 - 3500 ), but only 50% effectiveness. This clearly 

demons trates hotll' misleading conclusions may be drawn if only a Single 

aspect of performance is surveyed. Conversely, it shows that there is 

more meaningfulness in using multiple complementa~measures. 
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Elements of a Measurement Strategy 

A measurement strategy is a policy that defines which data is to be 

gathered, when it will be gathered, and how much will be collected. The 

data consists of information about the behavior being evaluated. It is 

also apparent that performance measure selected partially contributes to 

the determination of they type of data that is gathered. Conceptually, 

a particular sampling strategy for collectj.ng data can be represented as 

a set of points in a three-dimensional vector space. For example, con

sider Figure 2. The figure shown how the strategy of gathering a single 

type of data at regular intervals, but with every second collection being 

only a small II check-up 11 on the larger quantities of data gathered at the end 

of every other time epach. 
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It is important to be able to select an appropriate measurement 

strategy. Even if a meaningful and reliable performance measure is 

chosen, and a highly efficient measurement process is designed, failure 
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of the measurement strategy can lead to inconsistent or unreliable results. 

For example, suppose it is desired to estimate the number of cases being 

handled at any time by a group of investigators within an investigative 

agency. Further suppose that the measurement strategy chosen was: 

select an investigator at randoIDy calculate the average case load handled 

by the investigator over the past year, and multiply the figure by the 

number of investigators in the group. The results thus obtained are 

entirely dependent on the individual selected. If the individual worked 

on a great number of trivial cases, the measurement would be biased toward 

the high side. If the investigator handled only a few major cases annually, 

the measurement would be biased toward the low side. Obviously, as muCh 

care must be taken in selection of a measurement strategy as in choosing 

the measure of performance. 

Determination of the measurement strategy is a challenging problem 

~vhen the organization is a component organization of the CJS. The single 

element of the measurement strategy that has thus far received the greatest 

attention is the type of data. As has been mentioned, there is great con

troversey as to whether UCR data is the best indicator of criminal activity 

Or victimization surveys are best. This type of question seems to have 

distracted researchers from developing better understanding of the other 

t,vo elements ,nthin the measurement strategy,. when the data \yill be 

gathered, and how much data will be gathered .• 

There is good cause for attending to the logistics of data gathering 

rather than concentrating on the single question of choosing a source of 

t 



32 

data. There are currently be developed massive data collection and storage 

centers for handling criminal data. Most of these programs under development 

are taxpayer-funded. Logically, it is reasonable to expect government 

agencies to attempt to provide maximum se~ices at minimum cost. In this 

context, it is apalling that very little consideration has been given to 

'development of measurement strategies that do not require all possible data 

to be gathered. The theory of sampling is well developed and is currently 

applied in many areas by private industry and certain government agencies. 

From reports of current research, it also appears that costs involved 

in data gathering are non-existen~. Very little attention has been given 

to performance measurement within the larger context of an ongoing periodic 

audit of government performance, particularly with regard to costs. Most 

reported efforts deal only with selecting or applying a performance measure 

that is chosen without regard to the way in which it will be use.d in thEl 

long run. Typically, performance measure.s turn into quotas, and evaluative 

programs are so poorly designed as to be seen as obstacles by many involved 

in the CJS such as Conrad [53]~ To summarize, there is a dear~~ of research 
~ 

into determining the quantity of data that should be gathered, and into 

choosing the best time to take data and the best data interval. Current 

work neglects the long run logistics of performance measurement. However, 

there are a few researchers who have attended to the other elements of the 

measurement process, usually because they seek to apply a new measurement 

approach that requires it. 

One researcher, Ross [18], based a study on the use of an interrupted 

time series design, and produced rather significant results concerning 

the effects of a social reform. The work was productive because more 
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emphasis was placed on the realization that the sampling interval and 

the quantity sampled must be considered along with the type of data 

gathered. This would not have been possible ~vi.thout: realizing the relation 

between measurement and sampling. 

Measurement vs. Sampling 

Measurement is the process by which dimensions are determined. 

Sampling is the process by which individual. elements of a population of 

elements are examined. Sampling techniques are used fer making an es.timate 

on some feature of the population. ~~en data is collected concerning the 

behavior of an organization such as a law enforcement agency, it is 

usually produced by compiling information on the agencies' behavior during 

a certain time epoch called the study period. In the sense that not. all 

information about the behavior studied is gathered, that is, only data 

acquired during the study period is available, the information acquired 

constitutes a sample. This suggests ,that the process of data collection 

is really sampling. Because of this, the measurements obtained by applying 

a measure of performance with a measurement strategy are really estimates 

obtained by Sampling. Knowing this, full advantage can be taken of 

statistical theory when developing a measurement strategy. 

The Measurement Process 

The means by which a particular measurement strategy is executed is 

but a single phase of the complete measurement process. The measurement 

process is a set of procedures and flows of information that describe the 

interaction between the evaluators, the evaluated organization, the 

organization's environment, and the measu!;,ements and measurement strategies 

used. The measurement process for organizational behavior consists of 
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identification and classification of the behavior to be evaluated, 
analysis of the organization and its environment, 
selection of a measure and measurement strategy, 
execution of the strategy, 
validation and analysis of the results, and 
improvement ·of the measure and/or measurement strategy. 

. The measurement process is graphically depicted in Figure, 3. 
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The diagram shows a highly compressed version of ahe true state of affairs. 

For example,' the information flows shown leaving the organization could 

be divided into two components, one representing flow of information about 

the structure of the organization, and the other component representing 

floW .of information about the behavior of the organi.zation. J.:n addition,. 

the entire process of selecting measures and measurement strategies, the 

qw?s:tion this paper discusses, is a major process in itself. 

The measurement process has been studied rather incompletely as it 

applies to evaluating the CJS. Instead, much effort has been expended on 

considering only single questions within one of the steps of the measurement 

process. Typically, reported works dwell on describing or developing 

sources of data. Although this is important, source of data is only one 

characteristic of the overall measurement process. For example, a paper 

by Hirsch and Riccio [16] proposes a variety of separate measu+es of police 

effectiveness and efficiency, but nothing is said about 

1) when and how the data is to be gathered, 
2) what it will cost to gather the data, 
3) how the measures will be updated, 
4) who will evaluate the measurement results. 

In addition, the measures proposed are given in certain knowledge that many 

of the quantities i~volved relate to behavior police cannot control; the 

measures were chosen through intuition rather than observation. No at-

tention at all is given to the more important consi;derations of determining 

\low the overall measurement process will fit in wi'th police activities. 

This well-meaning effort, however, is typical of all first attempts at 

applying the relatively new management sciences to public service applications. 

There is usually a considerable time lag between the first applications of 

management science techniques and the serious, well conceived efforts 

required for the long run. Other work, such as that done by Larson [2], 



Avi-Itzhak and Shinnar [6J, Hirsch [16], Zacker [44], Reppetto [56], and 

others goes as far as to thrust forw'ard particula"t' lImeasures of effect

iveness" and cite applications or models deveLoped on the basis of these 

arbitrarily selected measures. Yet each work has failed to recognize 

the importance of developing and testing a complete measurement process. 

Without a completely developed and tested measurement process~ it 
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is doubtful that consistent, accurate, and useful information about the 

performance of an organization Can be obtained. Consistent results can 

only be produced when a careful attempt is made to define data gathering 

and analysis activities. There must be a systematic approach to continuing 

measurements, rather than a single massive effort which may be completely 

flawed by data or poor methods. As technological, social and economic 

changes develop'; an effort must be made to adapt the measurement process 

to the new conditions so that consistency of results is maintained. To 

cite a previous example, the introduction of a polio vaccine for use by 

a health organization would so drastically change the data that the measure

ment process would need adapt itself to the new technolgoy by changing 

the objectives and data used in evaluation. 

Accurate data is required for accurate results. Unusual effects not 

under control of the agency evaluated must also be removed to a degree 

determined within the measurement process itself. Also, data collection 

methods must be ~yell-defined to avoid introducing artifacts of the collection 

method into the data. Finally, useful results cannot be consistently 

obtained unless there is an ongoing review within the measurement process 

to determine which information is relevant. Dat:a gathering efforts, just 

as any other operational activities, tend to develop a life of their own, 

independent of the purpose toward which th.ey were initially directed. This 

can result in mounds of useless data at enormous cost. 
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One authors Caputo [21], does describe a model for urban public 

policy evaluation developed for policy evaluation in Gary, Indiana. The 

model was based on a systematic application of subjective evaluations. 

An interesting feature of the model was the use of more than one body of 

evaluators. Different groups of evaluators worked with the process in order 

to legitamize the evaluations in the face of political realities. 

Hhat should be done by those seeking to evaluate social services such 

as law enforcement~ is to develope the concept of a measurement process for 

certain. measurement strategies using quantitative measures of performance. 

The overall development would necessarily need to strive toward finding 

1) performance measures appropriate to the behavior to be studied, 

Z) measurement strategies appropriate to the performance measure 
being applied and to the utility of the information supplied 
through measurement, and 

3) specific structures or types of measurement processes that best 
support the chosen performance measures and measurement strategies, 
while meeting the purposes of the evaluation. 

This 3-step procedure defines a logical approach to the determination of 

a measurement approach. 

In the development of the measures, measurement strategies, and the 

measurement process for a particular organization, there are an immense 

number of considerations that enter iilto the problem, but these can be 

dealt with by dividing them into a new' categories. In other words, there 

are a number of factors affecting the nature of the "best" measures, 

m~asurement strategies, and overall structure of the measurement process. 

These factors depend.on the organization to be evaluated and its environment. 

Some of the factors affecting choice of a measure include; 

1) the nature of the activity, 
2) the features bf the activity to be measured, and 
3) the data gathering capability of the evaluators. 
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The activity may be economic in nature, which would call for a r~source-

oriented measure. However, if there are certain non-economic features, 

an objective-oriented measure may be appropriate. Finally, if the evallJ.?--

tors cannot afford. direct measurement, surrogate measures may be chosen. 

Factors involved in choice of a measurement strategy include; 

1) the nature of the measure chosen, 
2) the nature of the data or observed behav~or, and 
3)' the costs for data gathering. 

Some measures require massive amounts of data, ather depend on simple 

questionnaires. In some cases, the observed behayjor occurs on a regular 

schedule, such as a work schedule, whi.l'~ in others the behavioral events 

occur more or less randomly, Each type of behavior suggests different 

measurement strategies. Finally, the quanti~ of data gathered will likely 

be inversely proportional to measurement costs. 

The overall measurement process is designed in accordance With; 

1) the chosen measure, 
2) the chosen measurement strategy, 
3) the purposes of the measurement, and 
4) the identity of the evaluators. 

Obviously, the process must complement the measure and strategy selected. 

What value is there to having daily meetings of the evaluators if the measure-

ment strategy allows for data gathering only once a year? 

The process need be designed with its purposes in mind. For example, 

if the measurements are made. for internal evaluations of the agency~ it 

could suffice to utilize agency personnel as evaluators. However,:i.f the 

measurements are part of an audit of the agency' with results given to the 

public, prudence dictates a group of outsiders must participate on the 

evaluating committee. Conversely, the identitY of the evaluators will 

. determine the· nature of the process. Managers are interested in more, 
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frequent appraisals than outside auditors. !ha identity of the evaluators 

is quite closely associated with the purposes of the evaluation, as is 

suggested by the sim:i.lar relationships to the measurement process chosen,; 

To briefly summarize, there are a number of factors at play in 

determining a best measure, strategy, and process. The measures~ strategy, 

and process are chosen so as to best accomodate the purposes of the,measure

ment within the restrictions imposed by these. factors. The procedure for 

identifying these factors is discussed in Section 4. 

y~lue of Measur~ments 

When a measurement strategy is used to complement a particular per

formance measure, an important consideration in developing that strategy 

is, the value of the information provided by operating the chosen performance 

measure over the sample data. Obviously" it is desirable for the value of 

the information provided to exceed the costs incurred during the entire 

measurement process. Determining the value of the information provided 

by a measurement is a difficult practical problem, because it is difficult 

to determ..i.ne hmV' much closer to its objectives a law enforcement organization 

will operate given that it receives an additional increment of information 

from a measurement. Despite the difficulty inherent in this determination, 

it should be attempted; an estimate of the value of measurement information 

as a function of the type and quantity of measured data should be developed 

to prevent excessive expenditures and t9 determine best sample sizes. There 

al:e \>lell developed statistical decision methods available for assisting in 

determining the best quantity of data to gather~ There is no excuse for 

not developing this decision methodology to CJS applications. 
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SECTION 4. DEVELOPING EFFECTIVENESS MEASUREMENT APPROACEES FOR THE CJS 

This section is directed at applying the principles involved in 

characterizing organizational behavior, as discussed in Section 3, to the 

problem of developing performance measurement approaches for the CJS. 

Particular emphasis is placed on developing approaches suitable for ef~ 

fectiveness measur,ement. The first effort made in this section is to con

sider several important performance measures that are useful for CJS 

applications. Thereafter, the problems involved in determining the overall 

performance of an organ;i.zation, including recognition of inconsistentob

jectives, are discussed. The use of functional and empirical models for 

determination of the effectiveness function is described. 

Defining Performance Measures 

This paper is primarily concerned with laying the guidelines and 

ground work for effectiveness measurement in CJS. Other performance mea

sures, however, are not ignored. Indeed, the informational value of "apply

ing multiple complementary measures has. been clearly demonstrated in 

Section 3. There have been a number of attempts at applying performance 

measures to CJS applications; several efforts have already been cited. 

Not all these efforts are uniformly successful, but the authors cited have 

recognized some of the more important perfo~~ance measures. Four of these 

are efficiency, equity, responsiveness, and most importantly effectiveness. 

The 3-part procedure for designing a measurement approach described 

in Section 3 begins with the selection of a performance measure. The 

choice being made according to the factors previously mentioned. The se

lection therefore depends on certain information aQout the organization 

gathered according t()a process menti()ned, later in this section. When 

the information is gathered and analyzed, the evaluator has a variety of 

-~~---- -------'--- ~--'------'------
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" performance measures to select from. Effectiveness and efficiency are 

t'i10 of the most useful performance indicators. 

Effectiveness and Efficiency 

Effectiveness can be defined as validity: the d.egree to which ob-

jectives are met. Effectiveness is a relative, objective-oriented per-

formance measure. In terms of stimuli and responses, the degree to which 

objectives are met can depend not only on impact, which is essentially a 

measure of the environment's response to the activities of the organiza-

tion, but to some extent depend on the actual response of the organization 

to stimuli. In short, depending upon what the objectives have been de-

fined to be, the effectiveness. of an organization is determined by its 

response to stimuli and the environment reaction to that response. For 

example, a police patrol force may have two objectives: 

1. emergency response within two minutes in all parts of the city~ 
and 

2. deter all street crime. 

The first of the objectives depends almost entirely on the patrol force, 

so a measure of effectiveness based on that object~ve would be response-

oriented. A measure of effectiveness based on the second objective would 

be impact-oriented, as the objective calls for a specific behavior from 

the environment. 

This is a critical issue that has been raised in relation to effect-

iveness measurement. There is a great difference betw~en evaluating an 

agency's performance in terms of that performance's relation to au expected 

performance and evaluating the performance of the organization in terms 

of its environments response to the organization's activities. For exam-

ple, consider the hypothetical situation where a new patrol program has a 

total'deterrent effect on neighborhood crime." Were we to evaluate the 

patrol on arrests, there would result a low effectiveness rating. How-
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ever, if the changes in crime were Considered to be indicative of effect-

iveness, total effectiveness would be the finding. This clearly demon-

strates the difference between the measurement of the organization's be-

havior and the response of the environment to that behavior, and points 

out the type of pitfall encountered when using a single measure of effect

iveness. Relative to the behavioral notation, given 8environmental as 

the stimulus presented to the organization, the first effectiveness measure 

is made with respect to some standard set as a function of 8environmental, 

say R* (8environmental). This measure of effectiveness would then "be 

R * organization/R (8. t 1)' 
env~ronmen a 

The second effectiveness measure is defined in terms of the response from 

its environment that the activity of the organization elicits and some 

function of the stimulus presented to the organization by its environment. 

This would then be 

Renvironmental/f*(8environmental). 

As can be seeu, the second measure of effectiveness depends on events 

that are further away from the control of the organization than those on 

which the first effectiveness measure depends. 

When it is difficult to determine whether or not the objectives set 

for an organization'are feasible, the performance of the organization can 

be compared to that of another organization giving relative effectiveness. 

When it is difficult to assess the impact of the organization upon its 

environment in monetary tetms, the cost effectiveness index, as discussed 

by Grant and Ireson (74] and Fisk [371 can sometimes be used as the meas

ure of effectiveness. The index is defined as the ratio of the quantifi-

cation of some useful consequence to the resdurces expended. An example 

of a cost-effectiveness ratio might be the number of prisoners detained 

-----A __ "'-' ______ --"'---
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in a prison per dollar expenditure in the prison budget. It can be seen 

that the cost-effectiveness ratio is a resource-oriented measure of effect-
, 

iveness. However, in many cases, the cost effectiveness index is not valid 

for use as a measure of effectiveness. The difficulty lies in the attempt 

to correlate expenditure of resources with benefits produced. This tends 

to overly compress available information into a single ratio. Therefore, 

the single ratio does not always provide the evaluators with a broad enough 

basis for accurate measurement. This problem is recognized by a few re-

searchers such as Hatry [79]. Further discussion of this problem will 

follow in this section and in Section 8. 

Efficiency is the output of resources from the organization divided 

by the input of resources to the organization, as normally defined. Ef~ 

ficiency is also a resource-oriented measure of effectiveness. The term 

efficiency is most frequently applied to such questions as the efficiency 

of the police patrol, where efficiency is computed as the ratio of net 

total ma.n hours on the street in actual patrol duties to the total number 

of man hours assigned to patrol duty. Efficiency can also be applied to 

other allocation of resources questions, such as calculating the efficiency 

of manpower allocation as the total number of individuals assigned direct 

patrol duties divided by the total number of employees. 

Responsiveness and Equity 

Responsiveness and equity are social indicators of performance. As 

discussed by Whitaker [l~9], responsiveness is the degree to which th~ pub~ 

lic is served by the activities of a law enforcement agency or other or-

ganizat;ion under study. Equity is an indicator of how uniformly the ben-· 

efits of the law enforcement activities are dist;ributed. Both these indi-

cators serve as useful complements to the performance measures of effect-
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iveness and efficiency, and wou~~ naturally be considered at any time 

effectiveness is being measured. 

Multidimensional Measures 

In order to fully express each of the important aspects of an organ-

ization's behavior, it is beneficial to develop a multidemensional measure 

of performance as discussed in Section 3, different measures that comple-

ment each other can be applied to good advantage. Effectiveness, effic-

iency) responsiveness, and equity measures are typical of these types of 

complementary measures. These measures can be included in a multidimensional 

measure of overall performance in order to provide a more complete picture 

of organizational behavior then could be had through use of a simple cost 

effectiveness index or other single performance measure. 

As an example, consider how a multidimensional measure of performance 

might be defined for an organization under study. Assume that the organ-

ization pursues j objectives, that k measures of efficiency are included, 

and that a single measure is used for quantifying responsiveness and 

equity ¢f distribution. One might then characterize the performance of 

the organization with a multidimensional performance measure P defined as 

In this situation, if absolute measures are not available for responsive-

ness and equity, subj ective ratings can be substituted. The main po:tnt is, 

however, that there. is no overriding need to atte~t to compress all as-

pects of organizational performance into a single performance index, and 

that any multidimensional measure developed can be conveniently repre-

sented with simple vector notation. 

Determination of Organizational Effectiveness 

The overall effectiveness of an organiza.tion depends on how well the 

-------~---"-. ---- -



activities serve the objectives, and, in turn, the,relationship between 

the objectives. From a practical standpoint~ an observer of an organization 

with given objectives must rely on the effectiveness achieved with regard 

to each objective and the relationships between objectives when attempting 

to determine an overall measure of effectiveness. In some cases, however, 

it may not be desirable to compute a single value for the overall effect

iveness of an organization. In these cases a multi-dimensional measure 

can be utilized. In most situations, the relationship bet~een the effect

iveness associated with each objective and overall effectiveness is not an 

exact one, so that an interval estimate may be appropriate. 

The Effectiveness Function 

The overall effectiveness of an organization is a function of the 

degree to which it meets each of its objectives. For an organization with 

n objectives, an effectiveness vector of the form 

e = (el~ eZ' "" en) 

can be constructed. The variable e i repres.ents the degree to which the 

ith objective is met. The overall organizational effectiveness might 

then be expressed as. 

where f represents the function that transforms the effectiveness vector 

e into a scalar value E. The challenge to the evaluators is in selecting 

the objectives to be used in the evaluation, and in determining the 

effectiveness function, f. The question of selecting a set of objectives 

was discussed in Section 2, where it was suggested that it is possible to 

use either formal or induced objectives in the evaluation, and that the 

interpretation of the effectiveness calculated in the evaluation depended 

1° 
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on which set of objectives was used. 

Finding the effectiveness function, f, is a separate question. In 

the trivial case where n = 1, the overall effectiveness E equals the effect-· 

iveness of the single objective el • However, it is difficult to find sin

gle objective organizations, particularly in the CJS. For the more gener

al multi-objective case, there are two alternatives available. The first 

alternative is to merely use the effectiveness vector e as a multidemen

sional m~asure of effectiveness, without any attempt to compute an overall 

measure of effectiveness. This is the approach suggested by Hatry [79] 

and others. The justification is that the specification of the effective

ness function is a political decision, not rightfully the task of the eval

uators. A second justification is that in some cases, there may be a 

mixture of economic and non-economic objectives, and that weighting the 

value of the non-economic objectives may call for attaching some dollar 

value to the achievement of these objectives. Attempting to express non

economic values in monetary terms for the convenience of the evaluator is 

a dubious endeavor. This practice is all too common among social research 

efforts. The weakness of this compression of subjective values into econ

omic terms is that there is no simple tradeoff between money and the sat-· 

isfaction of a non-economic objective that does not depend on the degree 

to which other objectives are satisfied. That is, the tradeoff between 

money and a subjective value depends on the degree to which other object

ives are satisfied. 

For example, citizens might be willing to say more to improve the 

appearance of their local police force by purchasing new uniforms and 

equipment if the police are able to arrest most offenders quickly rather 

than if the police are able to make few arrests •. 1'herefore, in the exam-
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pIe, the monetary value of appearance depends on apprehension effective-

ness. This shows that dollars and services are both commodities, and 

that there is no simple value relationship between any sin~le service by 

itself and dollar expenditures. However, as was suggested at the end of 

Section 2, there may be some merit in setting upper and lower bounds on 

the economic value of a service to estimate its monetary value. 

The second alternative available for calculating overall effective~ 

ness involves determining or estimating the effectiveness function, f. 

This approach is more applicable when there is relative homogeneity among 

the objectives and is applied when the evaluators determine that an over-

all measure of effectiveness is needed, and desire to express the results 

of measurements as a scalar value. There are a number of methods avail-

able for determining the effectiveness function, but each approach corres~ 

ponds to a particular model of organizational effectiveness. 

Empirical.Models of Organizational Effectiveness 

The most commonly used model for overall organizational efffectiveness 

is an additive model using weighting factors to adjust for the difference 

in value of achieving the various objectives. For this model, a weight-

ing vector w is defined such that for an n-objective organization, 

where wi is a positive weighting factor for the fth objective, chosen 

such that 
n 
1. wi = 1. 

i=l 

In the weighted model) the effectiveness achieved is in regard to that 

any objective contributes to the overall effectiveness. The overall 

effectiveness is computed as 
n 

E = L wie., 
i=l ~ 
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or in simpler vector notation, 

With this particula.r model, the weights can be assj.~~ned through a number 

of techniques, several of which will be discussed later in this section. 

This weighting factor model is a simple linear first order model, that is, 

there are no effects of interaction between objectives accounted for in 

the effectiveness function. The advantage of the model is its simplicity. 

Among its more current applications is the effort by Mantel et. a1. [781, 

which is discussed in Section 8. 

A second type of model is the second and higher order model, which 

allow for interaction between the various effectiveness scores. As an ex-

ample of this sort of effectiveness model, consider an organization with 

two objectives, with el representing the degree to which the first object

ive is satisfied, and 8 2 the degree to which the second is satisfied. 

Again using coefficients serving as weighting factors, the overall effect-

iveness of the organization is expressed as 

which can be expressed as 

E = 

This type of model has the advantage of being able to account for inter-

action between the achievement of different objectives. The disadvantage 

is not great, simply that the model is somewhat more complicated and has 

only an empirical basis. That is, there is not necessarily any specific 

rationale in nature for selecting a particular set of coefficients for 

use in s~ch a model. 
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Model Coefficients 

The coefficients used in either the simple linear model or the higher 

order empirical models cannot be determined exactly except in the simplest 

of cases. What may be done however, is to choose a set of coefficients 

that produce results that are both intuitively reasonable and consistent 

over a number of applications. There is a general method for finding a 

set of reasonable coefficients which relies upon agreement between evalu

ators on the overall effectiveness of an organization. The general idea 

is to apply some correlative analysis for relating the achievement of 

various objectives to the evaluator's estimates of the overall effective

ness of the organization. After an empirical relationship is established, 

the empirical model is compared to the judgements of the evaluators for 

purposes of testing and adjustment, and for setting limits on the appli

cation of the model. 

There are several techniques available for performing the correlative 

analysis. There are simple linear regression methods and polynomial curve 

fitting methods, to merltion just two. The more interesting aspect of the 

search for weighting coefficients is a process by which the judgements by 

the evaluators of the effectiveness of the organization are combined and 

analyzed. The most promising such technique is known as the Delphi Method, 

which combines informed opinion, directed questioning, and feedback of 

responses to produce a convergence of opinion. An application to finding 

weighting coefficients is described by Mantel et. al. [78J. 

With an approach using correlative analysis and a method for analyz

ing and compiling the estimates of organizational effectiveness made by 

informed evaluators, it is generally possible to develop a model for de

termining. the effectiveness function, f, even if it is decided not to 



attempt to estimate overall effectiveness directly, but to bracket it in .... 

a confidence,interval. This might result from the diversity of opinion 
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of the evaluators in the original estimation of organization~l effective-. 

ness performed prior to correlation with the e. values related to each 
]. 

estimation. For example, a group of evaluators assesses the effectivene~s 

of an organization three times in an 18-month period, each time calculating 

the individual e. values and also applying the Delphi Method in a series 
J. 

of iterations which produce an interval estimate of the organization's 

effectiveness each time. A typical interval estimate might be specified 

by stating that the overall effectiveness lay between 70% and 80% with a 

probability of .95. After the 18-month period terminated, there would be 

-an e vector for each of the three evaluations, and a corresponding inter-

val estimate of overall effectiveness. After adapting a correlative 

analysis technique to handle interval inputs rather than point e~ti~tes, 

and applying the analysis to the interval estimates and associated e 
vectors, a w vector could be specified. Testing of the w vector would 

essentially involve testing the predictive power of the effectiveness 

function given by 

that is, comparing the overall effectiveness calculated using the effect-

iveness function to the estimate produced by the evaluators. 

One comment about the nature of the effectiveness function should be 

made here. The order of the polynomial describing f is an arbitrary in-

teger that is set by the evaluators at a level giving the best fit, that 

is, the order is chosen such that the predictive power of the fUnction is 

maximized. There must however, be some restrictions. First, there is no 

basis in nature for using an effectiveness function of order greater than 
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the number of objectives, as only n objectives may interact. Secondly, 

once the effectiveness function is determined, it should be examined to 

identify any higher order terms that can be dropped without significantly 

reducing the power of the function to give accurate estimates of organi-

zational effectiveness. Indeed, one would intuitively suspect that a 

great deal of the weighting will be on the linear and second order terms, 

showing near additivity of the individual effectiveness ratings with some 

interaction between pairs of ratings. 

Deterministic Models of Organizational Effectiveness 

A second general cl~ss of models of organizational effectiveness is 

the deterministic models. This type of model is founded on the assumption 

that the effectiveness function, f, can be rather precisely specified 

through observing the organization, developing cause and effect relation-

ship~ between each of the e., and thus subsequently reducing the dimension-
~ . 

-ality of the e vector by eliminating redundant measures of effectiveness. 

For example, in evaluating a local police force, similar objectives such 

as, 

1. reducing property crimes, and 
2. reducing auto thefts 

may be shown to be so highly related as to eliminate the need for the 

second objective in calculating overall effectiveness. Thus an analysis 

of effectiveness need only center on the first objective. 

Deterministic models rely upon the ability to find a single commOD. 

denominator of each of the selected performance measures, or the ability 

to compress a group of objectives into a single objective. Recall that 

in the discussion of the effectiveness function, it was suggested that 

determining the effectiveness function is a simpler task if there exists 

relative homogeneity of the objectives. For deterministic models of or-
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ganizational effectiveness, absolute homogenity must be stlown. That is, 

there must be a single element common to all objectives or there must be 

a way to precisely compute all the e. from a small grouping of precisely 
l. 
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determined information about the organization. An an example, consider a 

small police force in an urban area. Although there may be several activ-

ities involved and multiple objectives, it may be possible to apply ana1y-

ses of the flow of resources, information, and casework to produce a gen~ 

eral effectiveness function. These types of analysis are discussed and 

exemplified in the next sections. In general, the "common denominator" 

into which the objectives are reduced is the unit of flow t such as the 

flow of casework or the flow of dollars. 

This then represents the general id~a of applying functional models 

as a means of developing the general effectiveness function. Each of the 

objectives is expressed in flow units or a similar expression, and then 

the contribution made to overall effectiveness made by achievement of 

each individual objective is tested by determining how the various flows 

affect each other. The nice property of this type of model is that it is 

based on physical transactions, rather than on empirical relationships, 

so that the relationships determined have, in fact, some basis in nature. 

Determination of CJS Effectiveness: Two Methods 

The question of determining the overall effectiveness of the CJS is 

identical to the situation described concerning determin.ing the ove!ral1 

effectiveness of a component organization. This is because, just as the 

component organization is a mUlti-objective multi-department organization, 

the CJS is a multi-objective multi-component entity. As in the component 

organization, there is the possibility of conflicts between activities 

and objectives, or between objectives. The ultimate difference is that 

* 
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even though its component organizations have formal communications and 

assist one another, there is no real chain of command in the CJS. As 

such, coordination and optimization of activities is a matter of cooper-

ation rather than authority and responsibility. Xt is possible that cit-

izens are frustrated by this lack of a nationwide chain of command and 

the lack of a repository of responsibility, particularly when each subse-

quent UCR indicates crime is on the general increase~ 

Regardless of the lack of a chain of command, there are available 

two basic approaches to determining an o~era11 measure of CJS effective-

ness. The first is to relate crime rates or some other obse~able feature 

to CJS effectiveness. This would indicate that the CJS is completely 

effective when reported crime or victimizations fall below a certain 

"noise" level. The drawback to this approach is this: the approach is 

the one in current 'lse, and not yielding a clear picture of laweriforce-

ment effectiveness. It is not truly indicative of the limitations on 

what way latV enforcement system, operating within the bounds of the Con-

stitution, can do toward reducing crime. The use of the single measure 

on such a large scale without any major validation is questionable. Be-

sides these arguments, there is the implicit, and perhaps faulty, assum-

ption that police can significantly deter all types of crime because 

there is a cause-effect relationship at work. On the contrary, as has 

been mentioned, property crimes appear to be generated by income differ~ 

entiaIs, and violent crimes against persons occuring off the street are 

only very sligli~ly deterred by police activities. 

A final damnation of the UCR as a measure of CJS effectiveness li.es 

in the fact that UCR statistics as such do not indicate what specific 

role marty police, judicial, and detention organizations play in determin-
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ing and contributing to overall effectiveness. The citizen perceives only 

that crime in his city has risen or declined. There is no information 

given about the role poor corrections centers on slow adjudication played 

in an increase of reported crime. This leaves police to accept responsi

bility for events outside their control. For example, suppose that a 

police force in an urban area is very effective in making quick arrests, 

maintains high public viSibility, promotes citizen involvement, and makes 

efficient use of its scarce resources, labor and capital. Assume that the 

local courts, however, do not sentence offenders to incarceration of any 

appreciable duration. Under these circumstances, Avi-Itzhak and Shinnar 

[6] have shown that reported crime rates will be insensitive to changes in 

the effectiveness of police. Crime rates can then rise without regard to 

police effectiveness. 

A second means for estimating the overall effectiveness of the CJS 

can be found in the approaches offered for the component organizations. 

In short, the idea is to develop a conceptual model of the contributions 

each component organization makes toward the overall system effectiveness. 

The model may be either empirical or of the functional variety, as dis

cussed previously for component organizations. 'Ihe flow of resources and 

the flow of crimina~s would be logical candidates for quantifying any 

fUnctional models for estimating the effectiveness relationships between 

each component organization and the CJS overallw Quantitative modeling 

offers the specific advantage of being able to pinpoint weak links in the 

CJS. That is, instead of using a single nationWide measure, all of the 

operations are considered and analyzed. In addition, quantitative models 

have usually met popular use in planning; as it is much easier and less 

costly to manipulate a model than to experiment in the field. 



To cutline this approach fot:' determining a general quantitative re-

lationship, be they empit:'ically or functionally based, between agency 

effectiveness and CJS effectiveness, it is suggested that it would be 

best to, 

* a) make a quantitative evaluation of the effectiveness of each 
component agency, 

b) study the relationships between the component organizations. to 
determine the influence of each agency upon the behavior of the 
CJS, and 
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c) use the knowledge gained in a) and b) to derive a general relat
ionship between the effectiveness of each component organization 
and overall CJS effectiveness. 

In part c, some mathematical expression such as was discussed previously 

in this section might be developed from the data to yield the overall ef-

fectivertess figure. The major modification is that conflicts of object-

ives and activities can be accounted for in the expression in order to 

make the effectiveness estimate realistic. The major effort is to develop 

the set of relationships mentioned in part b. Several authors such as 

Hatry [79] have come to recognize the importance of interaction between 

component organizations. 

In summary, it is recommended that an overall measure of CJS effect-

iveness be developed as a function of the individual effectiveness achj.ev~ 

ed by each component organization and of the relationships between organ-

izations. It is eXpected that this will provide the specificity necessary 

for identifying difficulties within the system, and that it will not be 

subject to unproven assumptions about the cause-effect nature or crime 

such as is the practice of selecting some single indicator of overall per-

fbrmance, such as UCR trends. 

* (\,\ 
or th\:~ group of measured effectivenesses if it is determined that mUltiple 
objectives prevent combining individual measures. 
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Inconsistency of Objectives and Activities 

As has previously been discussed in this section, real organizations 

can often be found to have either, 

1) inconsistent objectives, or 

2) activities supportive of some objectives but inconsistent with 
other objectives. 

These concepts are represented in Figure 4 and Figure 5, respectively. 

Recognizing these inconsistencies is of importance when relating the over-

all organizational effectiveness to the individual objective-effectivenesses. 

This inconsistency concept suggests that in some cases, more effort ex-

pended in an individual activity to serve a specific objective may reduce 

the effectiveness associated with another objective. This is a serious 

and obviously inefficient situation for an organization, and should be 

identified before developing an overall organizational effectiveness 

model, lest there be produced spurious results. 

Indeed, a distinction must be made between the goals, objectives, and 

activities (GOA) of a single component organization and any GOA as might 

be assigned to the CJS itself. When seeking any measure of effectiveness, 

ther must be stipulated a set of uniform and consistent objectives which 

serve as logical stepping stones to a given set of goals. The problem 

lies in determining which set of objec:tives to utilize. If the set of ob-

jectives espoused by a component organization of the CJS is selected to 

be used in some measure of effectiveness, the resultant measurements can 

be entirely meaningless if, in fact, the component organization's object-

ives do not complement CJS objectives. For example, a 1972 report by the 

New York City - Rand Institute [51] cited work by S. J. Press that involved 

increasing the number of police officers on patrol in a certain precinct 

in New York City. It was found that although significant reductions ih 
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some outdoor crimes within the precinct were noted~ the decrease was at 

least partially negated by an increase in the same type of crime in an 

adjoining precinct. 

This serves to demonstrate the possibility of conflict between ob-

jectives and activities, in this case for two precincts. It also points 

out the need for applying a larger perspective to th~ measurement of ef-

fectiveness. In particular, it shows that for determining the effective-

ness of any component organization~ we must include some information about 

the relationship between the objectives of the organization and those of 

the CJS~ and the contribution effectiveness of the organization makes 

toward the overall effectiveness of the CJS. If the objectives are not 

selected correctly, it might be possible to have a CJS with zero effect-

iveness composed of component organizations, each having 100% effective-

ness but objectives or activities that conflict with those of other agen-

cies. 

Developing the Measurement Approach 

The measurement approach is the group of measures, strategies~ and 

the related measurement process chosen for a particular application~ as 

shown in Figure 6. Certain practical requirements for information about 

the organization and its environment must be met for choice of an approp-

riate measurement approach. Those requirements dictate the process by 

which the measurement approach is developed. This simple means that, 

since different types of behavior call for ~ifferent measures, and because 

the nature of the measurement strategy and process selected depend on 
/ 

when and how the organizational behavior to be evaluated can be observed, 

the elements of the measurement approach necessarily vary with the appli

cation. To design a test measurement approach,' evaluators must make some 
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preliminary determinations, there must be a preliminary investigation of 

the orggnization and its environment. When the general nature of the or-

ganization (its behavior, and its environment) is known, evaluators can 

then proceed to select a measurement approach. 

The overall development of the measurement approach, for which a 

general outline is given in Section 3, calls for the determination of the 

effectiveness measure, then the measurement strategy, and finally, the 

measurement process. In order to do this, there must be an orderly method 

for gathering information about the organization and its environment to 

assist in determining th~ appropriateness of various measurement approaches. 

One such method for analyzing a particular component organization is 

given as; 

1) Identify and classify the goals, objectives, and activities 
of the organization. 

2) Analyze and quantify the structure, flow of information, 
and flmV' of resources related to the activities of the or
ganization and,characterize the organization's relationship 
with and the nature of its environment. 

Once these steps have been performed, possible measurement approaches 

are identified and then classified as to their suitable applications. 

:I!'inally, the measurement approach is selected and applied. There can 

then be chosen some means for validation of both; 

1) The applicability of the measurement approach, and 

2) the accuracy of the results obtained. 

Without validation, there can be no certainty placed in decisions made 

based on the measurement results. Validation, therefore is a crucial 

part of the feedback loop shown in the measurement process as illustrated 

in Figure 3. 
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Analysis of Purpose and Practice 

A necessary step in the procedure for developing a measurement phiJ.-

osphy is the identification and classification of the goals, objectives, 

and activities (GOA) of the CJS. Because effectiveness is an objective-

oriented measure, it is important that the objective be determined to 

give the result of any measurement meaning. Because the CJS is operating 

under a multiplicity of objectives, these must be checked against the 

goals for consistency. Since the activities are the observable behavior, 

these must be identified so that the evaluators know what is being evalu-

ated. Classification is important because s0111e measures of effectiveness 

and some measurement strategies are activity-specific. The classification 

is meant to apply primarily to activities, which are grouped together 

based on similarities in objectives and tasks related to the activity. 

Analysis of Structure and Operations 

The second 'step toward developing a measure of effectiveness and com-

plementary measurement strategy, both within a measurement process, is the 

analysis of the organization and its environment with respect to struct-

ure, flow of information, and flow of resources. As the CJS is composed 

of component organizations and the relationships between them, the study 

most first examine the CJS from a systems perspective, and then proceed 

to consider the member agencies and their inter-relationships in fine 

detail. It is during the consideration of the component organizations 

that the environment of each organization is considered. It is during 

these analyses that criteria for selection of a measurement approach are 

implicitly stated. 

\ 
Identification and Classificat;ion of Ml~asurement Approachtas 

\ 
The third step toward developing a measurement philosophy lies in the 

\ 

\ 
\. 
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identification and classification of measures~ strategies and policies 

that may be appropriate to the task of measuring effectiveness in the CJS. 

The philosophies are developed from a variety of sources. Classificatio~ 

is performed after the measures, strategies, and processes have been 

analyzed relative to their applicability to different types of activities. 

In other words, the measure, strategy, or process is considered in light 

of its characteristics and an assessment is made as to its suitability 

for various types of activities. 

Given that a complete analysis of the structure and function of a 

component organization has been completed~ and that its environment has 

been considered, there will be enough information about the activities 

of the organization to group them into sets of similar activities. This 

grouping is based on the objectives toward which each activity is directed 

and the types of tasks involved. Secondly, if the measures, strategies~ 

and processes considered have been classified by the nature of applications 

for which they are suitable, then a selection of a measurement approach 

can be executed. 

Validation of the results of the measurement can be done in only 

three ways. First, the results can be analyzed to see if they are intuit

ively reasonable. Second~ the results can be compared to results obtained 

by different approaches applied to the same activities, or (third) by 

different approaches applied to similar activities in another organization. 

Further validation may consider the magnitude of the sampling and analysis 

costs incurred, and the relative level of effort required to perform the 

measurements, as per the strategy, and to operate the measurement process. 
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A determination of the goals, objectives andactivfties (GOA) of the 

CJS must be made before an attempt is made to select a measurement approach. 

The goals must be analyzed in terms of their consistency, rationality, 

desirability, and equity. The objectives must be evaluated to determine 

whether or not they fairly serve the stated goals!, that is, to determine 

whether or not the achievement of the objectives would result in'realiza

tion of the target condition specified by the goals. Again, the objectives 

must also be checked for consistency. Finally, the activities engaged 

in by the individual law enforcement organizations in question need to 

be thoroughly identified and in some way classified. Only when these 

steps have been completed, will sufficient information be available to 

begin to identify potential measures of effectiveness. 

This section serves to demonstrate how these steps can be executed. 

Several possible techniques for identifying and analyzing law enforcement 

activities are presented. These techniques are functional modeling 

approaches, as described in Section 4. They are representative of a 

large body of available methods of analysis which ca.n be applied to both 

analyzing the activities of an organization and to developing an overall 

effectiveness function. 

The System Perspective 

Considering the CJS as a single system of components gives abroad 

perspective on the national law enforcement situation. The identification 

and classification of goals, objectives, and activities for the CJS depends 

on being able to describe theCJS. Once the system is described by 
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identifying its GOA, individual activities throughout the system can 

be classified by the nature of the activity and the objective toward 

wHich the actiVity is directed. This classification can be made fairly 

independently of the goal involved, as long as the objective is' consistenl: 

with the goal. 

The Criminal Justice System 

The Criminal Justice System is a multi-component conceptual entity 

engaged in the production of law enforcement services. The system is 

described by its component organizations and the relationships betWeen 

';:' them. It may be possible to depict the CJS as the conc.eptua1 entity 

shown in Figure 7. In the illustration, the CJS is divided into three 

main levels, Federal, State, and Local, and five main technologies: 

1) Police and Investigative 
2) Prosecutoria1 
3) Judicial 
4) Detention 
5) Planning and Intelligence 

There may be certain CJS activities that do not neatly fit ::f.nto any 

single classification. shown, but these are likely to be special programs 

involving a number of agencies in joint projects" 

One important concept that this illustration does not show is the 

relationships between the component organizations. These relationships 

may be specified in terms of the flow of resources, flow of transactions 

such as crimes or criminals, the flow of information or intelligence, 

the f,low of command, or in several other ways. These relationships do 

exist and do determine the structure and function of the CJS. These 

relationships not only determine how the output of each individual 

agency contributes to the output of the whole CJS, but to some extent 

determine how each individual agency produces its output. 
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There is no formal agency known as the CJS~ but it is evident 

that the activities of the component organizations are the activities 

of the CJS. In fact, there is no formal set of CJS goals, objectives, 

and ac.tivities (GOA). However, it is clear that in attempting to 

define system-wide GOA, there is likely to be some relation to the 

GOA of the component ?rganizations. The difficulty lies in the need 

for uniformity among the GOA's of the CJS. There is no guarantee that 

the GOA of component organizations are in harmony with one another. 

Although goals may be similar among the various member institutious, the 

very fact that each organization struggles to meet its own GOA rather 
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than a single system-wide set of GOA ensures that there will be incon

sistencies. This leads to the type of GOA inconsistencies described in 

Section 4. For example, a·penal institution might determine its objective 

to be mi~imizing the number of inmates, on the theory that this best 

meets its chosen goal of rehabilitation. As an activity, it might choose 

to engage in early releases,for certain convicted felons. If these 

released felons are committing a significant number of crimes in a local 

jurisdiction, then clearlY chI"! penal institution's GOA must conflict with 

the GOA of the local jur,isdictions police agencies, a GOA which are 

likely to be deterrence-oriented. 

In any event, there are two'basic ideas to be considered when attempt~ng 

to speak of the GOA of the CJS. The first notion is that the GOA of the 

CJS could be considered to be the GOA of the component organizations, 

conflicts, inconsistencies, and all. This is a "bottom-up" approach. 

The second notion~ a "top-downll concept, is that because some optimal 

system-wide set of GOA could be constructed through diligent effort, it 

is possible ,to speak of the GOA of the CJS as if they were the optimal 

GOA. 

----~------------------------------------------~--~-~-------



It should be noted that, in the context of a systems behavior, both 

the composite GOA!s of agencies is the CJS:> and the "ideal" GOA have 

dynamic properties. The "ideal" GOA would likely be tailored for 

"optimal response" to changes perceived in the national environment. 

The "bottom-up" composite GOA change at the individual agency level 

in response to changes in environment perceived at that level. 

CJS Goals 

A determination of the goals .of the CJS or a component organization 

within the CJS must be made prior to choosing an effectiveness measures. 

Determining the goals of a law enfo:ccement agency within the CJS can be 

attempted by combining a formal statement of goals of the organization 

furnished by the organization with a compilation of opinion and evidence 

from researchers and from private citizens composing the constituency 
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of the organization's jurisdiction. Once a list of goals has been 

prepared, the goals must be examined for consistency, rationality, 

desirability, and equity. All this is done to insure that anY' effective

ness measurements made are meaningful. 

An effectiveness measurement cannot be undertaken, and results should 

not be presented without consideration of consistency of goals of the 

organization. Consider a hypothetical situation where it is desired 

to measure the effectiveness of a law enforcement agency, and that the 

agency has two conflicting goals. Furthermore, let us assume that the 

goals of the agency are fairly represented by two .objectives, which 

of necessity are not consistent with each other. An objective-oriented 

performance measure is chosen for evaluating the effectiveness of the 

agency. The measure attaches equal importance to achieving each of the 

.objectives. If the agency has entirely reached .one of its .objectives and 



done nothing toward the other objective, the measure of effectiveness 

would indicate that the agency was only 50% effective. This result is 

entirely misleading, and therefore, meaningless. The cause of the 

misleading result was the inconsistency of objectives and goals. 

CJS goals must also be rational and desirable before any measures 

of effectiveness will have meaning. Because law enforcement agencies 

are operated by ordinary human beings with a perspective on the role of 

law enforcement that is shaped primarily by their past ~perience in 

their occupation, it is possible that existing irrational or undesirable 

goals may never by questioned. Of course, an irrational goal is a goal 

that appears to have no reasonable foundation in terms of serving 

recognized human requirements. 
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The desirability of a goal should only be determined by the constituency 

of the law enforcementfs jurisdiction, or indirectly by their elected 

representatives. As this is not always the case, the desirability of 

the goals relatively espoused by an organization is often in question. 

This is not to suggest that law enforcement organizations are purposely 

unresponsive to those they serves but that often in the normal course 

of any organization's operations, it loses touch with its constituency 

(in terms of goals) by virtue'of not having in operation workable procedures 

for continuous review of the role of the organization in the society 

it serVes. When this occurs, the pressing day-to-day operational 

requirements of an organization can sometimes farce it to make its own 

goals and objectives, which need not always be in the best interests of 

the society within the jurisdiction of the organization. In a similar 

way, the eguity of the goals may become unbalanced in an unfavorable 

direction. This means that certain elements in a society receive signifi

cantly more benefits or better treatment from the law enforcement organi-
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zation than do other elements. This mayor may not be perceived by 

the society the organization serves, but can usual~ be identified by 

~n impartial investigator willing to dig through budgetary statements, 

observe operations; and conduct interviews. 

Both undesirable and inequitous goals can prevent a meaningful 

measurement of law enforcement effectiveness~ because the very notion of 

computing effectiveness seems to imply that other aspects of performance 

are recognized. When seeking to evaluate performance in terms of 

effectiveness, we make the tacit assumption that the goals defined are 

71 

in the best interest of the served society~ since by evaluating performance 

we mean to consider the ~_the service provided by the organization. 

When the goals are considered undesirable or inequitous, then the 

activities of the organization are less likely to be perceived as 

services by the society. Hence, the justification for determining 

whether goals are desirable and equitous before seeking to analyze for 

effectiveness. 

CJS Obj ectives 

Like the goals of the CJS, the objectives of the CJS and its com

ponent organizations need to be identified and analyzed before choosing 

a measure of effectiveness. These objectives must be checked for 

consistency, rationality, desirability, and equity just as the goals 

were checked, and for the same reason. The major difference lies in 

that one additional check must be made. That is, it must. be shown that 

the: objectives of the organization are consistent with the goals of the 

organization. 

,f ~ __ , 
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CJS Activities 

The activities of the CJS are those activities engaged in by the co~ 

ponent organizations of the CJS. Generally, it is these'activ.ities for 

which a performance evaluation is desired. That is, some quantification 

of certain aspects of the obserVable behavior is computed and put forward 

as a performance measure. Certain;ty, some determination mlist be made 

about the rationality, desirability, and consistency priol: to attempting 

to select measures of effectiveness.· Both activity-activity conflict 

and activity-objective conflict must be acknowledged if they exist. 

This means that the objectives must already be identified, be they 

formal (stated) or induced. Conflicts must be detected. If an attempt 

is made to develop or apply a measure of effectiveness in a situation 

where there is conflict between goals, objectives, or activities, 

meaningless reaults will be pro~ucedt as was illustrated in Section 4. 

The Component Organization Perspective 

The need for identification and classification of law enforcement 

activities as a prerequisite to finding or applying a measure of effective-

ness has been established. It has been shown that in order to develop 

meas.ures of effectiveness suitable for use in the CJS, a good deal must 

be known about the component organization to assure that any measurements 

taken are meaningful. Among the characteristics of a component organization 

that should be determined are; 

1) the Goals, Objectives, and Activities 
2) the relationship to other CJS agencies 
3) the technology and environment of the organization 
4) the internal structure 
5) the internal workflow 
6) the internal flow of resources 

Analysis of these characteristics yields the information necessary to 

classify the activities of the organization. What is suggested here is 
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Ehch know-ledge of the GOA alone is insufficient for selecting a 

measurement approach, because performance depends on both the organi
~ 

zation and its environment. 

Organizational Goals, Objectives z and Activities 

For the CJS, the goals, objectives, and activities of each component 

organization must be identified and evaluated before an attempt is made 

to find and apply a measure of effectiveness. Th'is identification and 

evaluation is required to assist in classifying the activities of the 

organization, and for ensuring that any measurements produced are 

meaningful. The classification of actiVities, to be discussed further, 

is necessary to selection of an appropriate measurement methodology. To 

determine the GOA for a component organization, formal policy statements 

from the organization can be combined with observations of the organi-

zations activities and interview information from individuals working 

within or affected by the organization. Some Judgment must be applied 

in differentiating between the primary organizational objectives 

achieved and the secondary effects of organizational activities. 

It is the existence of these secondary effects which account for a 
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difference between stated objectives and induced objectives. In characterizing 

an organization, both sets .. of objectives need be identiij.ed. 

The Relationship to Other CJS Agencies 

There are several approaches to quantifying the relationships between 

different law enforcement organizations. It is doubtful, however, that 

the relationship between any two law enforcement agencies can ever be 

entirely known. For the purposes of finding and applying measures of 

effectiveness, and developing measurement approaches, we can narrow down 

the types of relationships to be examined to those that describe how one 

, I 



organization affects the effectiveness of another organization. These 

relationships obviously exist, and have been considered in Section 4. 

Such relationships between organizations have also been studied and 

modele'd by such researchers as Avi-Itzhak [61· 

When considering each of the component organizations of the CJS to 

be acting upon the effectiveness of the other member organizations, it 
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can be seen that a complex set of relationships exist. As was suggested 

in Section 4, there are two basic strategies for finding those relation

ships. The first is the broad scheme known as multivariate analysis. 

Various correlative techniques are available~ using such methods as 

regression ana~ysis, for estimating.the direction and magnitude of the 

effect of one agency upon another. However, as suggested in Section 4, 

the relationships established by the analysis do not necess~rily have 

any ,cause-effect basis, causing the results to be somewhat suspect. 

Correlative models in the policy sciences also are often quit~ low in 

explantory power. In fact, two variables, such as the overall effectiveness 

of two law enforcement agencies, could be precisely determined by an 

independent variable, and still be poorly correlated. There are, 

however, certain applications of modern multivaria.te analysis in deter

mining' organizational interrelationships that prove useful. Multi-

variate analysis is particularly useful where no obvious or simple re-: 

lationship exists between two organizations. In these situations, 

the multivariate analysis proves most useful for considering and attempting 

to,untangle the direction of the relationships between a number of variables 

all at once. 

A second basic strategy for determining the relationships between law 

enforcement organizations discussed in Section 4 is the strategy of 

. 
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constructing functional models of structure of the ol."gani.zations and 

the flow of resources, information, or command between them. This approach 

generally relies upon using flow elements that can be readily measured, 

such as 'crimes, cFiminals, or monetary resources. The main advantage 

to the analysis of the flow of measurable quantities between organizations 

is that the results are usually intuitively reasonable and are presented 

in an understandable model of a structure with flows. No unusUal 

correlations are obtained, and the complete model obtained is simple to 

manipulate for purposes of policy experimentation. The greatest dis-

advantage is that some important relationships which are not intuitively 

obvious may not appear in the completed model. As an e~ample of an 

application of functional modeling to the problem of describing relation-

ships between CJS organizations, consider an hypothetical City Criminal 

Justice System as shown in Tigure 8. The flow of money for the system 

is described by the formal budgetary statement shown in Table 1. The input-

output representation in Table 2 shows not only the flow of money downward 

from the sources, but also lateral transfers of manpower resources measured 

in dollars through use of salary rates. For example, it is seen in 

Table 2 that the Juvenile Officer worked part time in ordinary City 

Police work, and spent another substantial portion of time either 

testifying in or assisting the bailiff at the City Court. City Police 

are shown to have utilized a portion of their time either in testimony~ 
, I 

waiting to testify, or otherwise assisting the bailif',L 

Figure 9 graphically depicts the flow of resources listed in Table 

2. This figure is particularly revealing, shQtving the 'resource flow 

relationships between the component organizations. The $105,000 shown 

entering from external sources is meant to show grants made by State and 
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Income for Law Enforcement: 

Federal Grant • • • . . . . . . . . . .. . . 
City Tax Revenue ••• $455,000. 

Less: non law enforce-
ment expenditures $310.000. ~ 

Net Law Enforcement Tax Income. • 

Law Enforcement Income. • * .• • • 

Law Enforcement Expendit~es: 

City Council. 

City Police 

City Court 

Magistrate. •• $35,000. 

Expenses $45,000. 

Total Court Expenses 

City Jail 

Juvenile Officer. • 

Law Enforcement Expenditures. • 

Table 1 

City Law Enforcement 

Income and Expenditures 

$105,000. 

$145,000. 

$250,000. 

$ 10,000. 

$ 70,000. 

$ 80,000. 

$ 65,000. 

$ 25 tOOO. 

$250,000. 
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ReciEients 

City City City City Juvenile 
External Public Council Police Court Jail Officer 

External 105,000 
Public 40,000 

en City Council 70,000 80,000 65,000 25,000 
OJ 
tJ City Police ~ 3,000 
0 City Court Cf.l 

City Jail 

Juvenile Officer 5,000 1,000 

Table 2 

Input - Output Representation 

of Resource Flow .in the 

City Criminal Justice System 

'___-'--___ '----_ fJU .. 
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4 CITY ..J PUBLIC 
COURT i"" 

$5000 

$lO~~ 
JAIL ""\ 

$65,000 

I 
L--.J ~UVENILE, < OFFICER 
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Figure 9 
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in the 
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Federal agencies. Figure 10 goes one step further by showing how the 

resource flow relationships between the component organizations can be 

modeled using a signal flow graph technique developed by Mason [82] and 

described by Kuo [80]. The signal flow graph model represents the 

relationship between the component organizations as "gains". The direct 

flow of resources from one agency to another is equal to the St~ of the 

resources entering the block representing the first agency multiplied 

by the gain shown .on the directed line segment connecting the first 

~gencyls block to the second agency's block. The signal flow graph 

technique for relating the component organizations in terms of resource 

flow can be very helpful for planning resource requirements, since 

varying amounts of capital can be applied at the node marked " s u. The 

major limitation is that the resource flow relationships between any two 

component organizations must be approximately linear in some decision 

interval being examined. 

As a simplistic example of using the signal flow graph model with 

another type of flow between component organizations~ consider the flow 

of cash through the hypothetical City Criminal Justice System. Here the 

assumption is made that one case represents one criminal. It is assumed 

that the only available information consists of 

1) records showing that the destination of each criminal 
or suspect leaving one of the component organizations 
in the City CJS, and 

2) an estimate of recidivision for those prisoners 
remanded to detention centers outside the jurisdiction, 
where the repeat offenses occured within city limits. 

This is rather simple information to compile, particularly if all arrest 

reports are maintained in one place rather than at separate precincts. 

From these records, simple branching probabilities are computed, as shown 
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in Figure 11. For example, it can be seen that the probability of 

another crime occurring gi.ven that a "case" has been transferred from 

the City Jail to an external detention centers or:other entities 

82 

external to the community is .80. In the model, police are seen as 

involved in 80% of the cases. Figure 12 displays a signal flow graph 

representation of the system' shown in Figure 10, with an additional 

feature. The additional feature is the input of an arbitrarily chosen 

number of criminals, 500, who are assumed to commit one or more crimes 

against the public during a typical study period. This supply of crimes 

(cases) is entered into the City Criminal Justice System through the 

node S. It is desired to display the relationships between the component 

organizations by determining the impact the commission of the crimes 

makes on each organization. More precisely, 500 crimes are initially 

entered into the system, and then the number of cases handled at each 

component organization is computed. The computations for the signal 

flow graph model are listed and explained in Appendix L The calculations 

take advantage of Mason t. s Rule, a well-known technique for network 

evaluatiort. These computations yield the information shown in Table 

3. The Gain Vector shows the "gain" between the block representing 

the "Public" arid other blocks representing the. other component organi

zations of the City Criminal Justice System. The "gain" b.etween the 

"Pub.lic" block and any other block "n" the ratio of the output (in cases 

handled) at block B to the input of crimes at the "Public" block. 

The Volume Vector shows a particular realization of system activity 

where the 500 crimes have been "entered" into the system. The Volume 

Vector has been obtained by multiplying the Gain Vector by 500. The 

results shown in the Volume Vector indicate City Police will eventually 

-
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Figure 12 
Signal Flow Graph Model of the Flow 

of Criminals in the City Criminal Justice System 

- --~.:::.....~--~--------:...........--



Public 

"t 

GAIN VECTOR 

External P bl" City City City City Juvenile 
u ~c Council Police Court Jail Officer 

.0778 1.1302 .6844 .3893 .1130 

VOLUME VECTOR 

External Public City City City 
Council Police Court 

39 500 
'0 

565 342 

Table 3 

Gain Vector and Volume Vector 
for the Flow of Criminals in 

the City Criminal Justice System 

City Juvenile 
Jail Officer 

195 sCJ 
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----~ -------~-,------~-----------------------------------:-

have to handle 565 cases.. This shows that due to the feedback process 

known as recidivism, the number of total cases eventually handled by an 

agency may be much larger than the given initial case load, even though 

no new input of crimes is introduced. This has some important planning 

implications for a multi-component law enforcement system. 
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In summa~, several methods of evaluating the relationships between 

component organizations are available. Two such approaches described in 

S'action 4 have been demonstrated here. The two demonstrated approaches 

can be used not only to demonstrate relationships between organizations, 

but for E~stimating the ef;fects of added crimes on the individual component 

organizat:ion within the CJS. An important consideration, which has been 

mentioned, is that the relationships between the organizations must be 

known in quantitative terms in order to assess both the effectiveness 

of the component and the effectiveness of the system as a whole. In addi

tion, there must be available some means for measurement or reasonably 

accurate estimation of the quantitative relationship. The fact that 

practical measurement schemes measure observable events implies that the 

quantitative relationships must be expressed in terms of tangible, 

observable elements, or that the quantitative relationships be expressed 

in terms of intangible elements closely associated to tangible elements. 

Technology and Environment 

According to l\Teissenberg (77)} the technology of an organization is 

a. broad element that determines to some extent the procedures and policies 

of the organization. The technology of the organization must be considered 

during any measurements or evaluations, particularly in that the technology 

and environment are the limiting factors on the absolute value of the 

output of the organization. \\Then eval~ting an organization, the appropriate-

-~ - -- --- -----------------'-'---'--------



ness of the technology to the achieving the goals of the organization 

~hQu1d be considered, particularly if there is difficulty in achieving 

these goals. 

In a serious investigation, the technology of the organization is 

best determined by an on-site assessment. This would involve an on-

site inspection of equipment and faci1ities~ and a review of policies and 

procedures to determine their technological content. Within an organiza-

tion, different technologies are applied for different functions or 

activities. The technologies involved in a law enforcement organization 

can be easily det.ermined by examining the technologies evident in each 

of the organization's functions. Consider a very simple example. Figure 

13 contains a simplified write-up of a police dispatching job, showing how 

the technologies involved in a job or function can be identified merely by 

considering the tasks involved. The write-up of the dispatcher's 

tasks contains enough information about the techniques involved to allow 

immediate identification of the technologies utilized. Indeed, these 

technologies and the job tasks suggest how the dispatching operations 

might be evaluated in terms of effectiveness. In an evaluation, the 

evaluators would benefit from examining job write-ups, so that this would 

be a logical practical step in the measurement process. 

The environment of a law enforcement organization consists of those 

elements external to the organization. The immediate tangible environment 

cons'ists of other agencies in the CJS, the criminals the agency deals with, 

and the individuals and organizations affected by the existence of the 

organization. In that the immediate environment partially or entirely 

determines the goals, and together with the technology the objectives, 

and because the notion of effectiveness is based on goal achievement, it is 

" 
imperative that in the evaluation of a law enforcement' agency or program 



JOll TI,TLE~ D~qPATCHER 

JOB DESCRIPTION: OPERATE RADI.O DISJ;'ATCIlING STATION ]'OR EMERGENCY 

AND NON-EMERGENCY RESPONSE. RELAY INFORMATION AND 

INSTRUCTIONS BETWEEN PATROLMEN AND BASE. 

JOB TASKS: ANSWER PHONE. OPERATE RADIO. TAKE VERBAL MESSAGES 

OVER PHONE. ASSIGN PRIORITIES TO REQUESTS FOR ASSISTANCEo 

DISPATCH PATROL CARS. 

RECEIVE REPORTS AND RELAY INSTRUCTIONS OVER RADIO. 

".RECORD MESSAGES FROM PATROLMEN. 

TECHNOLOGIES 

UTILIZED: SPOKEN AND WRITTEN ENGLISH. 

RADIO COMMUNICATIONS. 

TELEPHONE COMMUNICATIONS. 

INFORMATION HANDLING. 

RECORD-KEEPING. 

Figure 13 

An Example Job Write··Up 
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a full characterization of the agencies environment be made. This 

characterization should constitute a "situation paper" about th~ environ-

ment. The document should contain complete information about the structure 

and function of other agencies in the CJS, and their operational and 

budgetary relationships to the law enforcement organization being studied. 

In addition, a complete demographic, historical, social, and economic 

picture of the immediate jurisdiction should be included. If the law 

enforcement organization were at the local level, pecularities of the local 

terrain and data on local business, industry and social organizations 

should also be included. Care should also be taken to show how and where 

the organization interfaces with i.ts parent government, both operationally 

and financially. This serves to identify service consumers. 

Inte.rnal Structure 

The internal structure of an organization is perhaps one of the 

simplest features of the organization to be determined. Formal organizational 

hierarchies usually identify significant features of the organization, but 

do not necessarily give a complete picture of the work flow and the flow 

of resources within the organization. However, in practice, a formal 

organizational chart showing all operational entities within an organi

zc:l.tion and identifying the chain of command is sufficient for describing 

internal structure. 

As an example, consider how a committee seeking a means for evaluating 

local safety services in a hypothetical city might portray the internal 

structtlre of the city police department. An example of this portrayal is 

given in Figure 14. On a larger perspective, if one considered:the CJS 
. '. 

as the organization to be studied,\'1;,~howing internal structure would be 

accomplished by combining the formal hierarchies of each of the component 
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Figure 14 
Internal Structure of a 
City Police Department 

organizations into a single hierarchy. The jurisdictional relationships 

between the component organizations would serve to tie each component's 

organizational hierarchy into the combined hierarchy. 

r 
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Internal Work Flow 

Internal work flow in a law enforcement organization is the flow of 

information and individuals to be processed through the organization. 

Internal work flow is best identified by a rigorous flow-charting of formal 

and informal procedures used for processing of paperwork and formal policies 

on the conduct of operations. The flow chart series to reduce a large 

asynchronous operation to a series of simpler sequential operations. The 

simpler sequence of operations more readily yields to analysis. 

When diagramming the work flmv internal to a law enforcement organization, 

care should be taken to make note of informal procedures and deviations 

from normal operations. Any flow-chart should display these procedures 

as it is requisite to show actual operation cif the organization rather than 

only the formally prescribed procedures. Effectiveness is likely to depend 

on actualities rather than a formal policy statement; Verification of 

the flow-chart prepared is best accomplished by following the path of indivi

dual cases or jobs through the organization. Tnis identifies the paperwork 

produced, points out any informal procedures in use, and also shows the 

nature and quantity of resources expended on a case or job. 

Internal Resource Flow 

The internal flow of resources is the movement and expenditure of capital, 

man hours, equipment hours, and other resources in the operations of the 

organization. This flow is closely identified with internal work flow to 

the extent that a major portion of expended resources involves man and 

equipment hours expended on individual cases or jobs. The portion of re

sources expended not directly connected to volume-oriented measures of work 

flow can be considered as overhead or burden. In seeking to determine the 

nature of the internal resource flo,v in an organization and to quantify the 



flow, two methods are frequently applied. Each method serves as a check 

on the other, and both usually give different yet similar results. Both 

methods require knowledge of the internal structure of the organization, 

and rely upon the important conceptual principle that expended resources 

are related to work performed. 
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The first applicable method, a lib 0 ttom-up II approach, in"olves tracing 

individual transactions through the organization and recording the estimated 

resources expended at each step. Several such transactions are traced through 

the organization~and a generalized indicator of types and quantities of 

resources expended per transaction or case is produced. The various re

sources are converted into a dollar figure and summed, providing an estimate 

of the "variable" cost of operating the law enforcement agency or, in a 

larger system, groups of agencies. The "fixed lr cost of operations is best 

developed f,rom budgetary statements. As a simple example of the "bottom-up" 

approach, consider a hypothetical State Bureau of Investigation whose internal 

structure is shown in Figure ~5. During a 3 month study period, investiga

tors follow the handling of 10 requests for assistance from state and local 

law enforcement agencies. For each request for assistance, the investigators 

recorded, as best they could discern, the resources expended during each 

operation. Manpower costs were derived from the individual employee's 

salary and benefits. Automobile expenses were based on mileage and fuel 

costs. Crime lab expenses included not only manpower expenses but the approx

imate costs for chemical reagents and disposable equipment expended. The 

results of the sampling are summarized as shown in Table 4. rne flow of 

resources corresponding to the 10 sampled assistance requests is represented 

in Figure 16. It can be seen that an aver~ge of about $500 was expended for 

each of the 10 cases. This figure is a useful operational indicator of the 
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Quan'tity Cost 

Investigator Hours 400 $3100. 
Investigator Supplie.s $ 140 140 
Auto Mileage 1000 100 
Fuel Expanded 70 39 
Messages Relayed 72 7 
File Clerk Hours 6 36 
Filing Supplies $ 8 8 
Laboratory Hours 40 320 
Laboratory Supplies $ 75 75 
Secretarial Hours 85 595 
Secretarial Supplies $ 27 27 
Supervisory Hours 65 550 

$4970 

Table 4 

Resources Expended on 10 Cases 
by the State Bureau of Investigation 
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flow of resourc.es. This sort of indjc~tor would be best applied in short 

range planning for cha~ges in the number of requests~for assistance. The 

real shortcoming of the indicator is that the indicator does not include 

overhead items, such as the cost of hiring and firing, and the larger 

capital expenditures for equipment and facilities. 

The second means for analyzing internal resource flow in an organization 

is .a "top-down" approach involving examining the official budget of an 

organization, including the distribution of funds within the various elements 

of the organization, and equating tuosefunds to so~e level-of-effort 

iIhi.icator, such as the number of cases or transactions. The approach is 

almost entirely a quantification of resource flow because only general 

information about the route of the resource flow is developed. It is a~so 

possible with this !I top down" approach to remove budgetary overhead from 

the dollar costs before computing a "dollars per transaction" figure. 

Removing the fixed operating expenses from the total dollar costs leaves 

the volume dependent costs. Limits must be set on the inferences to be 

drawn from this sort of analysis; however~ because, to some extent, all 

costs are volume dependent. The notion of "fixed costs" arises because many 

of the expenditures are insensitive to modest changes in the level of effort. 

For example, a correctional facility constructed to house 2500 inmates will 

incur essentially the sam:e heating and lighting costs whether it has 2300 

prisoners or 2400 prisonerS in residence. The variation in number of inmates 

would most likely be felt in the commissary budget as a variable cost. 

As a simple example of the "top-down" approach to describing resources 

£ 1m., , consider once again the hypothetical State Bureau of Investigation. 

From an accountant's report the data in Table 5 is prepared. The data shows 

total expenses incurred by the Bureau during a recent month. I!';l::'ing this 

-= 



EXPENSES 
$28,041. 

Purchasing & Maintenance 

Clerical Salar ies .•...•.•.••••.•.......•••• 800. 

Supervisory Salaries ••••••••••••.•••..••••• 700. 

Equipment and Supplies •••.••••.••.......••• 70. 

Personnel 

Clerical Salaries 400. 

Supervisory Salaries ....••..•••••.•....•••• 800. 

Equipment and Supplies ...•••.•.••• ,........ 22. 

Directors - Asst. Directors 

Secretarial Wages .. '!l ••••••• II: •••••• " •••••••• 

Supervisory Salaries •.....•••••.•••.••.•••• 

Equipment and Supplies •••.•.••.•..•.••.•••• 

Departmental 

Investigators Salaries ..•.•.••••.••..•.•••• 

Invesigators Supplies ••••.•••••..•..•..•.•• 

Depreciation Expenses: Autos •.••.......•••• 

Fuel Expen~e: Autos ••••.•.•.••••........••• 

Communication Salaries ..•..•.••••••...•.••• 

Communication Equipment Repairs •••.....•••• 

Records Room Salaries ••••••••••••••••••••• " 

Records Room Supplies 

Lab Technician Salaries •....••••••...•.•••• 

Laboratory Supplies •.••...••••. , ••.....•••• 

Secretarial Salaries 

Secretarial Supplies 

General 

. ~ ................... ' .. 

1,500. 

3,300. 

100. 

8,000. 

980 .. 

860. 

380. 

1,000. 

23. 

800. 

17. 

4,200. 

415. 

3,000 . 

89. 

Building Depreciation Expense •...•..•.••••• 300. 

Gas, Electric, and Water •.••.••.•....••.••• 285. 

Table 5 

Monthly Expenses for 

th~ State Bureau-of Investigation 
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time a daily average of4? investigations were underway. This shows a total 
'. 

monthly e~enditure of about $597 per investigation. About $525 per in-

vestigation in Departmental and Director's expenses resulted. Considering 

that an investigation usually requires 3 to 5 weeks for completion, it can 

be seen that the $525 estimate of operational expenses obtained by the 

"top-downll approach is within 5% of the $500 estimate obtained by the "bottom-

uplt approach. 

Both approaches to analyzing internal resource flow mentioned have been 

demonstrated by rather simple examples, but the methods themselves can be 

applied to problems of Virtually unlimited scale, once the two concepts are 

understood. Most every real system can be divided into lesser components 

and analyzed for internal resource flow. For exa.tll{)le, were we to consider 

the Criminal Justice System as a group of component organizations as was 

shown in Figure 7, we could describe and quantify the, internal resource 

flow of the system by 

1. identifying the resource flow internal to each component 
organization, and 

2. determining the resource flow relationships petween each of the 
component organizations. 

These are two separate questions, each of which can be answered through the 

philosophies of analysis described above. 
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Classification 

In order to collect the activities of law enforcement organizations 

into groupings of activities of a similar nature, it is necessary to class

ify the activities of each organization by some universal set of criteria. 

The criteria are universal to all agencies within the CJS because the criteria 

are developed to serve the potential measures and measurement strategies, 

rather than the various activities of the component organizations. This 

arises because measures and strategies are activity-specific, that is, 

being more valid for measurement of certain types of activities than other 

activities. 

Characterizing an Activity 

There are several ways of analyzing and classifying an activity of 

an organization. One simple model of an activity is depicted in ~igure 17. 

In the figure, an activity is shotvn to be the process that relates the 

operator and the operand. Here, both the operator and the operand may be 

people, machines, or information. The operand is that input to the process 

that the operator processes to produce an output. Both the inputs and outputs 

from the activity may consist of resources and information. Using this 

simple model of activity, it is seen that an activ~ty can be characterized 

by three general t;ypes of information: the identity of the operator, the 

na ture of the process, and the identity of the opet:and. For purposes of 

classification of law enforcement activities~ the ~tctivities of an in

dividual organizations can be typified and grouped using the three classes 

of information described. 

The i?filtity of the operator refers. to a speeif:ication of the element 

of the .~omponent organization that is responding to .certain stimuli to 

perform the operation. The operator can be an individual or a tl)achine. 
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In larg~r models, such as in the instance where it is desired to evaluate 

an entire department at once, it may be possible to look upon the department 

as the operator. The nature of the process is the most important information 

about the activity because most effectiveness measures are objective

oriented. The spec;i..fication of the nature of the process consists not only 

of describing the objectives served by the activity, both stated and induced, 

but by describing the means by which resources are expended in the process, 

and by describing the flow of information related to the process. In ad

dition, the technology of the process must be defined. The technology is 

both the description of the logical procedures forming a process and an 

inherent limiting factor on how well the process works. The identity of 

the operand is specified in terms of both the input and the output of the 

activity. This includes stating the types of resources and information 

for which the flow is described in specifying the process. 

The individuals participating in the activity as part of the operand 

can conceptually be lumped in with the resources, particularly with regard 

to the concept of flow. A question that must be considered in identifying 

the operand is the question of determining how extensively the identity 

operand is to be discovered. In other words, the process may operate 

directly on a particular set of persons, resources, and information, and 

indirectly on many other such sets. At a minimum, the first order elements 

of the operand, those elements directly affected by the process, must be 

known. It can probably be shown that those elements indirectly affected 

n.eed to be iden.tified in the operand in order to fairly assess the effective

ness of the activity. This relates to the concept of the induced objective in 

the sense that in both these situations, there may be a significant dif

ference between formality and actuality. In fact, an observer attempting 
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to develop a set of induced objectives for an organization by analysis of 

its activities would be more interested in the indirectly affected elements 

in the operand than the first order elements, because there is intuitively 

more opportunity for variance from the desired results of stated objectives 

nested in the behavior of the indirectly affected elements of the operand. 

Classifying Activities of the CJS 

Once the individual activities of each component organization within 

the CJS have been identified and typ1ified as to the nature of the activity, 

a cross-organizational classification of activities can be performed to 

group all similar CJS activities. Figure 18 depicts the classification 

of CJS activities by their characteristics apparent in the Characteristics x 

Activities Matrix form is used, one indicating that a particular character

istic describes the activity, and a zero indicating that it does not. 

Along tp.e activity scale, the activities may be part of local, regionaL, 

state, or national CJS component organizations. By arranging all the CJS 

activities along ,'). linear scale and by classifying them by the characteristics 

of the activity alone, it is possible to arrange the activities into groupings 

of similar activities. It can be seen in Figure-IS that groupings can be 

made for activities 1 and 3, activities 2 and 4, and activities 5, 6, and 7. 

For example, activities 1 and 3 might represent patrol activity by local 

police and by local sherrif, respectively. A second matrix that will be 

utilized during the selection process in the lllZtrix showing the relationships 

between the component organizations and the various activities. The matri:l: 

shows the component organization along one dimension, and the activity along 

the other; the entries within the matrix are again one or zero, depending 

on whether or not the particular agency engages in the activity. A simple 

example is shown in Figure 19. 
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In developing the information about the characteristics of the activities, 

special care must be taken to include information about the nature of the 

interface of the activity with the public. To an extent, determination of 

effectiveness depends on the factors of choice, divisibility, and exclusion 

as explained by Ostrom [35], and Freeman [56]. This basically is the problem 

of trying to fairly estimate who benefits from public services, when in 

fact all do. Because it is hard to exclude an individual citizen from 

benefits of law enforcement services, and because it is difficult to determine 

exactly what amount of resources are expended for each individual in a 

society, special care must be taken when proceeding to choose a resource

oriented measure of effectiveness. Therefore, the evaluator must include 

within the operator, process, and operand characteristics some information as 

to the benefits flowing to the public as a result of the activity. Here, 

of course, specification of the type of benefits~ rather than quantity or 

quality, is required. 
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Section 6. IDENTIFICATION AND CLASSIFICATION OF MEASURES, STRATEGIES l AND 

PROCESSING 

There are a wide variety of approaches for effectiveness measu~ement 

currently available, some of which have been described in this paper. In 

addition, cOlli.tless methodologies have not yet been devised but await further 

development effort. Once a set of possible measurement approaches for a 

particular application has been extracted or developed from available sources 

of measurement techniques, the approaches can be classified by the nature 

of the applications to which they best apply. This then enables evaluators 

to select a measurement approach suitable to their application. 

Identification 

The identification of a measurement approaCh consists of a specification 

as to the nature of a particular measure of performance, or more specifically 

effectiveness, a complementary strategy for measurement, and a measurement 

process to embody them. This identification process follows the general 

outline of approach selection given in Section 3. 

Sources of Heasurement Approaches 

There is a multitude of existing approaChes for measurement of organ

izational effectiveness. However~ in developing new measurement approaches, 

the labor lies in three areas; survey of existing procedures, observations 

in the field, and ideation for creation of new methods. Figure 20 depicts 

some pf the possible sources for new measures of effectiveness,_ measurement 

strategies, and measurement processes. The first source of info~tion 

about possible measures of effectiveness is the relatively large body of 

literature dealing with individual and organizational performance measurement. 

This literature deals with both applications and theory. The applications 

, . 
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cited are in private industry, public agencies, and the CJS. The second' 

source of information is also a body of literature, but it is a rather dis

tinct type of reporting about the theory of human and organizational behavior. 

It is known that behavioral scientists have developed some rather unusual 

methodologies for evaluating an organization. There is great possibility 

that some of these techniques 1 such as measurement of the resolution of 

conflict within an organization, can become the inexpensive yet accurate 

surrogate measures. In addition, the literature, by suggesting a means 

for analyzing human and organizational behavior, provides clues as to what 

features in the organization contribute to or detract :Erom organizational 

effectiveness. A typical study by Child [28] involves identifying several 

of these features. 

There are two distinct types of analysis that can be performed in the 

field that will yield the bases for measurement approaches. The distinction 

between the two rests in the definition of induced objectives., given in 

Section 2. The analysis of the stated objectives of the organization and 

the activities chosen to reach those objectives will yield information about 

the relationships beoveen the objectives and the activities, and hopefully 

insight into possible measurement methods. The analysis of observable effects 

looks not at the objectives and activities, but attempts to identi~y observable 

effects of the activities. lhis includes secondary effects as well as the 

principle effects. From these observations it may be possible to develop 

a set of induced objectives, which could be compared to stated objectives as 

a means of measurement in itself. Within the detailed analysis of observable 

effects also lies the possibility of use of multivariate correlative studies 

for the eevelopment of reliable surrogate measures. In any case, field 

.~----------'----------~-~~--.-.-'. 
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observations serve to inform the evaluator as to nature of the typ~s of 

behavior to be evalua ted. This runs parallel to the idea of making a pre'" 

liminary investigation into behavior to be evaluated, as presented in 

Section 5. However, in this case, the objective is to generate a variety 

of applicable measurements rather than to select a small group of measurement 

approaches. 

The final source of measurement approaches is the thought p:r;.o.cess of 

the researcher. Totally novel concepts in measurement can result from in-

sight into the work.ings of the CJS afforded by a survey of literature and 

observations in the field. There are a number of highly-organized metho-

dologies utilized by the research and development community for stimulating 

the flow of inventive thought; Oll::': of these methods may prove useful in 

generating new measurement, appl~aches. It is ~ogical to believe that in 

generating new measurement approaches, or in seek.illg to identify existing 

approaches, the flow of effort shc:mld be from literature to the field, and 

finally to the thought process. The experience provided by the field 

work and the information developed from a thorough survey of literature is 

a sound basis for new ideas. The inclusion of both literature and data 
\ 

from the field in the search program ensures a good coverage of possible 

measurement approaches. 

Classification 

Once the possible measurement approaches have been enumerated, they 

require analysis as to the way in ~~hich they work and as to the applications 

to which they are best applied. Obviously, the whole point is to develop 

something tha.t can serve as a valid indicator of a la.; enforcement organization IS 

effectiveness. Therefore, applications within the CJS need be considered 

as the target applications. 
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Types of Approaches 

Before attempting to select a ~neasure of effectiveness and the strategy 

for applying it, there should be some examination of the general relation

ships between the different types of measurement approaches developed from 

the various sources discussed. It is likely that diagramming these relation

ships as is done in Figure 21 would be helpful.. The figure shows primarily 

that measurement approaches, as defined in Section 4, can be categorized 

'''Y ~he area of science which embodies the principle~' th~t are used in the 

approaches. 

J' 
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Specifying the Approach 

A good deal of information is needed about an approach (measure, strategy, 

and process) to adequately fit the approach to an appropriate application, 

because not all approaches give meaningful results for every application. 

The information needed is primarily ab9ut; 

1) the data required (its source, cost, handling» 

2) the effort required for operation, 

3) the nature of the output of the approach, and 

4) the strengths and limitations of the technique. 

The first three items of information are inherently stated in the definition 

of the measure and the strategy involved in the process. The fourth item 

is to be determined by the evaluators in light of the first three items, 

and their experience in using the approach. This points out the need for 

validation of the approach, as discussed in Section 7. 

When the four data items are known for each of several aPP1:oaches, 

they can be related to their respective approaches through a simple matrix 

representation as is shown in Figure 22. The final column in the Approach 

Matrix is produced from the previous colunms, as it is an expression of 

fourth data item as mentioned above, in terms of best applications. The 

most useful applications are specified in terms of the characteristics of 

the activities that can be examined with the approach. These are the same 

types of characteristics of an activity as to;ere used in Section 5 to describe 

the various CJS activities. It can be seen that, as defined previously, 

each measurement approach consists of a measure, a strategy, and a measurement 

process. This specification of the measurement approach is analogous to 

the specification of the characteristics of an activity, as was described 

in Section 5. In both cases, it is demonstrated that a simple matrix 
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repr~sentation can be utilized for handling the multiplicity of specifica

tions regarding each activity or measurement approach. 

Determining Best Applications 

The specification of the "most useful applications" (MUA) column in 

the Approach Matrix is equivalent to the determination of the relationship 

between a particular set of characteristics of an activity, and the ''best'' 

measure, strategy, and process for evaluating the behavior represented by 

that activity. The exact process for determining which measure, strategy, 

or process is most appropriate has not yet been developed. Section 3 

demonstrated the distinctions between various types of measures~ and Section 

'. proposed a general method for overall approach. development for a given 

application. Several different types of information have been identified 

as being necessary to relate a particular problem to the approaches which 

might apply. 

However~ what is not presented here is the decision process for making 

the exact determination of a best measure, strategy> and process. Only the 

elements necessary for or involved in the decision have been identified. 

This points out the need for a decision process to allow for construction 

of the HUA matrix. This need for a decision process is further discussed 

in Section 8. 

I·' 
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Section 7. SELECTION, APPLICATION, AND VALIDATION OF APPROACH 

Once the measurement approaches are known and the activities in question 

specified, the measurement approach can be selected. Following the selection 

of the measurement approach, a period of testing and validation must occur 

in order for the measurement approach and the results it produces to be 

verified. 

Selection and Application 

The selection of measurement approach is expedited through use of 

several simple matrices containing information about the characteristics 

of the activities best evaluated by each measurement approach or the first 

step in choosing the measurement approach, once the groundwork has been 

completed, is the construction of a "most useful applications" matrix. 

This is done by splitting off the most useful applications column from the 

measurement approaches characteristics matrix shown in Figure 22, and trans-

posing it. This yields a Characteristics x Approach matrix. This is the 

MUA matrix which contai~s a column of characteristics for each approach. 

\~en this has been done, the characteristics of activities contained in the 

MUA' matrix are compared to these characteristics used to describe each of 

the activities of the organization(s), as discus~ed in Section '5. These 

characteristics are contained in the Characteristics x Activities matrix 

shown in Figure 18. Each column of the MUA' matrix is sequentially over-

laid with each column of the Characteristics x Activities matrix where 

there appears to be a match between the two sets of characteristics, a "1" 

is inserted into thb appropriate location in an Activity x Approach matrix. 

Zeros are inserted else~"here. An example of the resulting Activity x Appl:oach 

matrix i.s given in Figure 23. this resulting matrix contains the information 

needed to show which measurement approaches apply to which activities. 

-.~-------=-~-
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To complete the selection process by showing which approaches apply 

to which organization, the Activity x Approach matrix is given in Figure 

23. This resulting matrix contains the information needed to show which 

measurement approaches apply to which activities. 

To complete the selection process by showing which approaches apply 

to which organization, the Activity x Approach matrix is premultiplied by 

an Organization x Activity matrix, such as the one shown in Figure 19. 

The resultant Organization x Approach matrix shows how many applications 

have been discovered for each measurement approach within each organization. 

In the example depicted in Figure 24, it can be seen that there are 2 po

tential citizen survey applications for the sheriff, and a single ap

plication of the behavioral approach exists within the city police activities. 
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To complete the selection process by showing which approaches apply 

to which organization, the Activity x Approach matrix is given in Figure 

23. This resulting matrix contains the information needed to show which 

measurement approaches apply to ,vhich activities. 

To complete the selection process by showing which approaches apply 

to which organization, the Activity x Approach matrix is premultiplied by 

an Organization ~ Activity matrix, such as the one shown in Figure 19. 

The resultant Organization x Approach matrix shows how many applications 

have been discovered for each measurement approach within each organization. 

In the example depicted in Figure 24, it can be seen that there are 2 po

tential citizen survey applications for the sheriff, and a single ap

plication of the behavioral approach exists within the city police activities. 
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Improving the Selection Process 

I t can be seen that the process of overla.ying each MUA I s 'column :l-1;[:'th 

each column from the Characteristics x Activities Matrix and checking for 

correspondence is a rather tedious process. However, ,-lith the availability 

of digital computers, there is no excuse not to leave this to matrix-

handling algorithms. This would enable evaluators to make much precise de-

finition of the characteristics of an activity. That is, a larger number 

of characteristics could be utilized without sacrifice of ease in compu-

tation. 

Additionally, there is also the possibility of allowing selection of 

measurement approaches not perfectly suited for an application to be 

selected. This would be required when no lIoest rr measurement apProach is 

available for a particular set of characteristics describing an activity. 

With a little sophistication, the available measurement approaches could 

be evaluated, using the previously described matrix techniques, and approach r 

with the best "fitll selected. One way this might be done is by first in-

serting some sort of weighting factors into both the MUA' columns and the 

columns of the Characteristics x Activities ~ffitrix. For the MUA' columns, 

each weighting factor replacing a zero or a one. ,;"ould represent some measure 

of the magnitude of the appliyability of the approach to activities described 

by the corresponding characteristic. For the columns of the Characteristics 

x Acti,i'ities Natrix, the weighting factor inserted for each characteristic 

would represent the degree to which that characteristic described the 

activity. Once weighting factors are inse,rted, each HUA' column can be 
' .•. .', 

mUltiplied by the transpose of each column fror:l the Characteristics x 

Activities Hatrix, yielding a new sort of Activity x Approach Hatrix which, 

unlike Figure 24, consists of non-zero scal~r values representing the degree 
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appliaability'of each measurement approach to each activity. For each 

activity, the measurement approach vlith the highest degree of applicability 

would then be selected. 

Application 

The method of application of a specific measurement approach is entirely 

dictated by the elements of the approach. The measure of effectiveness 

chosen determines what quantity is to be measured and what terms the results 

will be given in. The measurement strategy specifically identifies the 

source and type of data, how it is to be gathered, and when it is to be 

sampled. The measurement process dictates the procedure by which the 

evaluators apply the strategy and interact with the results. The measurement 

process must necessarily be capable of allowing for the alteration of the 

measurement strategy, such as might be necessary due to changes taking place 

in the data source during the course of the evaluation. 

There is reason to believe that a measurement process can be designed 

to be self-improving. This refers to both increasing the efficiency of 

the overall measurement process, and to improving the quality and significance 

of results obtained. Surely selection of the measurement process design 

is a critical factor in determining the SllCr.!ess of the evaluative effort. 

If there are general principles that can be utilized to design self-improving 

processes that tend to gravitate toward optimal operation, then researchers 

ought to develop the principles for application in CJS performance measurement. 

Validation of Approach 

Once a particular measurement approach has been proposed as a good 

way to assess the effectiveness of a certain organization's activities, there 

need be some validation to ensure that; 
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1) the approach yields accurate and reliable results, and 

2) the results are being properly interpreted. 

Accuracy and Reliability 

The real validation of a measurement approach lies in the accuracy 

and reliability of the results its application produces. There are at 

least three fundamental ways to assess the accuracy of results produced 

by an approach. A different measurement approach is utilized in each. To 

test for accuracy, the results obtained by the first approach on the original 

problem can be compared to; 

1) the results obtained by a different approach applied to 
the same activities or 

2) the results obtained by a different approach applied to 
very similar activities. 

A third possibility is indirectly applying the measurement approach in 

question to similar activities of another organization that has been pre-

viously evaluated using a different approach. Although the choice of a 

validation approach lies with the evaluators, the same principles that 

determine a best measurement approach determine a best validation technique. 

The only distinction is that researchers would prefer to apply a dissimilar 

validation approach if possible. 

Reliability is. merely the consistency of the results obtained. A 

measurement approach that produced significantly large variations in its 

assessment of an organization's effectiveness over a few relatively short 

time iaterva1s could be identified as unreliable. In general, the funda-

mental nature of many of th,e approaches available leads to consistency of 

results. Accuracy is more likely to be a problem than reliability, as it 

is an absolute problem, not a relative problem. That is, it is possible 

to apply a measurement approach to a particular organization and produce 

b 
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results over a period of time that are consistent relative to each other. 

There is no guarantee, however, that the measurement approach is tainted 

by a systematic bias, which destroys accuracy ~ .. ithout affecting reliabil±ty. 

Proper Interpretation of Results 

A measurement approach is of no value if in the measurement process 

faulty concll,lsions are drawn as to the-significance of the results. This 

will especially be a problem when the evaluators are not agreed as to the 

accuracy of the data, such as when victimization survey data is used in 

place of official crime statistics. A second problem of requirement is that 

the results must be available ,in an understandable form. Obviously, human 

elements within the evaluated organization will hold the results suspect 

unless it is clear just how the measurement approach works. TIlerein lies 

the need for avoidance of difficult and cumbersome procedures in the measure

ment process itself; and the need for results specified in workable terms. 

This sort of avoidance is best had through preparation of flexible "packaged" 

evaluation programs for internal uses, and through good communications 

when evaluators areexte~nal to the organization. 

A major requirement of packaged programs is that they fit the organization. 

The problem for the researcher designing such a packaged evaluation program 

is to introduce flexibility while eliminating ambiguity. Managers do not 

respect packaged efforts that are vague and do not seem to apply to their 

organization. There is no doubt that managerial cooperation is essential 

to any internal evaluative effort. 

Similarly managerial cooperation is of great value to external 

evaluation groups. This cooperation is of great assistance during the pre

limina.ry inves tigati(ms, and is useful for identifying potential sources 

of data concerning the organization's activities. Finally, the organization's 

~I" __ au ____________________ _ 
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efforts to make improvements on the basis of evaluations are likely to depend 

on the degree of credibility of the results among managers. Giving them 

a meaningful part in the evaluation promotes this sense of credibility. 

" - ..... 

" 
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Section 8. RESEARCH NEEDS IN EFFECTIVENESS MEAS~ffiNT FOR THE CJS 

Thus far, there has been established a general methodology for 

selecting and applying measures of effectiveness in the CJS. Throughout 

the paper there have been mentioned a number of significant concepts which 

deserve further study. The fruition of sucn work will be a gain in the 

insight into effectiveness measurement and understanding of the component 

interrelationships in the CJS so that many new improvements to the oper

ation of the CJS can be made. 

In this section, several curren.t works on performance measurement 

for social services are discussed. Each of these works deals with a 

particular subset of the overall conceptual package presented thus far. 

Follmving a brief analysis of these papers, some of the research needs 

identified by this paper are described. 

Current Measurement Efforts 

There is a great deal of current literature available on performance 

measurements for the social services. A representative sample of this 

literature is discussed here to identify some of the inherent weaknesses 

of the approaches described and to demonstrate how the lack of a coherent 

conceptual basis for measurement has reduced the significance and value 

of these efforts. In general, current literature is flawed by the lack 

of the proper preparatory work in understanding the meaning of measurements. 

Nany efforts totally ignore the difference between measures of effectiveness, 

measurement strategies, and measurement processes. In point of fact, most 

re~orted applied research is entirely concentrated on selecting performance 

measures, and of these papers, there seems only to be the desire to dis

tinguish be t~veen quantity and quality of services provided. 
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In general, few papers develop measurement schemes that give any 

effectiveness ratings to the organization on the basis of its making a 

positive contribution to the overall system tu which it operates. Finally. 

several of the measures of effectiveness offered contain terms representing 

behavior not in the control of the measured organization. This fault has 

been discussed previously in Section 4. 

Holzer [8] presents a management-oriented productivity measurement 

paper for application at the urban police force level. Although the paper 

has a number of interesting points, such as a recognition of the need for 

a conceptual framework for measurement, there are a number of serious 

problems with the paper. The first and most basic is the use of productivity 

as a performance measure for police services. 'The very use of the word 

"productivity" implies that there is a significant positive relationship 

between police efforts and the production of services to the community. 

As has already been demonstrated in Section 1, there is a great deal of 

evidence to the contrary. 

Within this paper the word "nondeterrencell appears in relation to 

effectiveness measurement. The implications of the use of such a word are 

astounding, yet go unnoticed. In short, there are two implications involved. 

The first and forembst is that police control victimization levels, and 

that greater police effectiveness reduces these levels. As mentioned in 

Section 1, this is not generally the case. Secondly, until such policy 

ex-perililent approaches as those discussed by Jones [17] and Ross [18], 

(approaches for detecting and analyzing the effects of a public policy 

change ,over time), are fully developed and tested in CJS applications, there 

can be no certain analytical basis for attempting to attribute the non

occurencte of certain events to changes in police behavior. Certainly there 

are many cases where police behavior changes such as the addition of new 

~~ "-- ... - ..... -~- -~-----
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programs cause decreases in reported crime. The problem lies in determining 

the degree to which the changed behavior actually changed reported crime. 

In other vords, if there is a variation in reported crime, finding the pqrt 

of the variance due to a change in police behavior is the problem. 

Another basic problem with the content of the paper is the near complete 

exclusion from consideration of the measurement strategy and the measur~ment 

process. This leaves the potential user of some of the suggested measures 

of productivity without any suggestions as to the means for collecting 

and analyzing the data, and using the results. Perhaps this is the real 

bridge between theory and application that must be crossed to reach con

ceptually sound applications yielding meaningful and useful results. 

There must be considerable development of measurement strategies and pro

cesses before the application of any performance measure can yield con

sistent, meaningful results at reasonable cost. 

A final criticism of Holzer's paper is that there is no attempt to 

consider the police force as a component organization in a larger CJS. 

Instead, the paper is oriented toward maximizing productivity at the 

component level. As has been previously suggested in Section 4, optimizing 

performance at the component level does not always lead to optimal system 

performance. The overall optimization of CJS performance requires that 

a set of system goals and objectives be developed, and that optimization 

of component organization behavior be performed in relation to the system 

obj~ctives. lbis will be discussed further in this section. 

Police Productivity: Hirsch and Riccio 

Hirsch and Riccio [16] discuss some of the aspects of productivity 

measurement for the police patrol. The goals, objectives, and activities 

of the police patrol are identified, and several popular performance 
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measures are proposed as means for tracing poor productivity to its source. 

Throughout the paper, several ratios are offered as indicators of pro-

ductivity, quality of arrests, efficiency, and effectiveness. In addition, 

the need for applying multiple measures is recognized as a means for ob-

taining a more detailed picture of organizational performance. 

Among the shortcomings of this effort is the primary assumption 

that productivity is a good measure of police performance. As was pre-

viously discussed, productivity is quite limited in its meaning for 

applications in the CJS. In addition, it should be pointed out that pro-
, 

ductivity measurements rapidly develop into unpopular quotas, a problem 

recognized by Hirsch and Riccio [16]. 

Another major difficulty apparent in the paper is that no groundwork 

is laid for selection of performance measures. Instead, the various types 

of meas:ures are recognized and examples of each are suggested. Little is 

done to demonstrate a process for selection of these measures, and no con-

sideration is given to measurement strategies or the design of a general 

measurement process. The measures suggested are not re1a~ed to the major 

methods of applying them. 

Finally, many of the measures proposed are contaminated by factors 

outside the control of police. Thi.s does not refer to the question of 

police control over crime. Rather, several of the measures given depend 

on the behavior of other CJS components. For example, the percentage 

of arrests that result in convictions is proposed as a measure of the 

quality of arrests. This percentage has a great deal to do with the judicial 

process and the effectiveness of the prosecutor in pursuing his case1oad. 

Again, the main cause for this deficiency is that no logical decision 

process 'vas developed for selecting performance measures) and that ther,e. 

~ _._ .... '----'-- --.- -----
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was no consideration given to providing complementary measurement strategies 

and corresponding measurement processes. 

Output Measurement: Fisk and \Vinnie 

Fisk and Winnie [37] discuss the current status of output measurement 

in the United States, particularly at the local government level. The 

emphasis in their paper is on the growing use of quantity and quality 

output measures by local government. The foremost feature of the paper 

that is missing from other Ylox-ks is the recognition of the need to develop 

both the measurement and the measurement strategy.. There is mention of 

the need to select a measurement strategy that is affordable and new 

types of inexpensive measurement strategies are discussed. In their 

discussion of output measurement, an attempt is made to classify output 

by quantity and quality. Quality is defined as both impact and what Hatry 

[79] calls effectiveness. Several illustrative examples of quality and 

quantity measures are given. 

Although the difference between the measure and the measurement strategy 

is mentioned, there is no discussion of the measurement process. Instead~ 

there is a discussion of a limited feature of the measurement process, that 

is, the ultimate use to which information from measurements is applied. There 

is no specific given as to how a local government might design a measurement 

process for its measurement requirements. Finally> there is no particular 

demonstration that quantity and quality measures of the type shown are the 

best measures available, or that they had been se.lected by a decision pro

cess that gene.rates good performance measures. Specifying quality as 

effectiveness is not wholly unreasonable~ but equati.ng effectiveness to impact 

is another question. In fact, effectiveness is impact only when the selected 

objectives refer to behavioral changes to be exhibited by the environment 
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in response to the activities of the organization. In general, there is 

a distinction between objective-oriented measures and impact-oriented 

measures, as described in Section 3. 

PPBS: Mushkin and Cotton 

The idea of characterizing the performance of public agencies through 

use of volume and quality indicators is at. the very heart of the PPBS 

System as described by Mushkin and Cotton [75J. Eriefly, Mushkin and Cotton 

simply list a number of what they consider to be volume and quality indica

tors suitable for analyzing and evaluating public expenditures. The measure

ment concepts are similar to but more simplistic than those given by Fisk 

and Winnie [37]. Because of this, each and every criticism cited for the 

previous paper applies here, particularly the fault of not presenting the 

measurement strategy and measurement process concepts. The fact that only 

the measures themselves are given causes misapplication of these measures, 

which in turn denigrates the entire PPBS concept. Misuse of meaSurements 

due to the lack of development of measurement strategies and processes that 

are practical and understandable has led to the view of PPBS procedures as 

obstacles by such authors as Conrad [53]. A basic problem with the PPBS 

approach is that it relies upon output and quality indicators as performance 

measures. Certainly these qtHl.ntities can be utilized in certain circumstances, 

but total reliance upon these measures reduces the degree of accuracy with 

which organizational performance can be determined. 

The general methodology of the PPBS approach seems to lie in the 

maximization of the volume of output per dollar expended while maintaining 

the quality of output within certain limits. The deficiency with this ap

proach is the reduction of "quality" from an objective tC,l a constraint. 

This reduction is closely associated with a desire to re4uce the.value of 
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all services flowing from an agency to equivalent dolla'c value, either.' by 

presuming that increasing dollar expenditure is synonymous with improved 

or increased output or by attempting to affix a price tax to the execution 

of each type of activity of the organization. Where the evaluators cannot 

express benefits in monetary terms, there seems to be the tendency to apply 

a cost/benefit ratio, which of course leaves no room for Hquality" as an 

objective, and tends to reduce multi-dimensional measures of performance 

to a single ratio. This results in unpar.alleled ambiguity and laCk of real 

___ .- specificity of meaning. Hatry [79] and others have identified thj.s weakness 

in measurement practices. It is quite clear that PPBS is inappropriate 

for CJS applications due to its weaknesses described here. 

Output and Efficiency: Ostrom 

Ostrom [14] develops definitions of output and efficiency, and demon

strates potential output and efficiency measures and their application. 

There seems to be a desire to rely upon output and efficiency as performance 

measures simply because these measures "have most frequently been utilized 

in describing private sector relationships~n Immediately it can be seen 

that the tacit assumption has been made that output and efficiency are the 

finest performance measures available, and that there has been no recognition 

given to developing a decision process for selecting performance measures. 

It is suggested within Ostrom's paper that police do not have complete 

control over crime, and that crime actually is determined by a complex 

interaction between the populace and social and private institutions. 

Within Ostrom's paper, an attempt is made to demonstrate and ~assify 

some of the different types of police activity by identifying the consumption 

process and production process associated with the benefits produced by the 

activities. It is suggested that the case of measuring output and efficiency 
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depends on ,V'hich of four types of police activity specified is being measured, 

and the importance 'of using both producer and consumer data in these evalua-' 

tions is mentioned. Some special IIshadotv prices" are suggested as measures 

of the private costs of crime used for estimating the value of services 

provided by police. Finally, there is some suggestion made as to how to 

apply the proposed measures. It is suggested that similar systems st;hdies 

are easier to operate than other measurement schemes, and that ordinal 

rankings, although not as precise as exact measures, do provide a sufficient 

basis for drawing inferences regarding the performance of an evaluated 

agency ... " The need for identifying and classifying police activities men-

tioned by Ostrom has been explained in Section 4 of this paper as a logical 

step in the decision process for selecting a measurement approach. Further 

discussion of the step is given in Section 5. The classification of activities 

has been shown to be a prerequisite for the selection of the perfol:mance 

measure, and subsequently the measurement strategy and measurement approach. 

This is a considerably larger endeavor than is discussed in Ostrom's paper, 

particularly in that Ostrom only distinguishes four basic types of police 

behavior. 

The similar systems studeis suggested. by Ostromts paper are but one of 

the many possible approaches to determine the values of performance measures' 

for a given application. There is merit in the argument that this type 

of study can be of value when the numerical values of the performance 

measures chosen are diffif\!ult to find. The problem is, once again, that 

the lack of a well defined decision process for selecting performance 

measures, measurement strategies, and measurement processes has led to the 

rather arbitrary selection of a performance measure and measurement study. 



\: / 

, .... ~ 

132 

Social Service Measurement: Mantel, et.al. 

One of the most recently reported social service measurement efforts 

concerned an evaluation of a group of 16 related communi.ty service agencies 

in Cleveland, Ohio. The agencies offer a variety of services from medical 

treatment to vocational counseling. The objectives of the evaluation were 

to develop data on the services and to produce evaluative models capable 

of rendering a standardized assessment of the services. There was a literature 

search conducted, the conclusion being parallel to what has been reported 

in this paper, that reported efforts have been limited in scope and rather 

superficial in their treatment of the problems associated with performance 

m~asurement for public services. 

An effort was made by the researchers to identify the goals of the 

community service agencies, but no distinction was made between goals and 

objectives, particularly because of differences in agency environments. 

This lack of distinction between goals'and objectives is primarily a matter 

of definition. The researchers provide two system goals which, on close 

examination, can be seen to be objectives, as described in this paper. 

The researchers made an attempt to classify each and every service 

(activity) of the agencies by preconceived definitions, but failed. What 

did result was the ~evelopment of a set of general categories into which all 

the services could be located. From this, the notion of a service "package" 

was developed, showing the agency, the consumer, and the service. Each 

agency was then to be rated on how well it delivered these packages, with 

results to be \veighed heavily on the more "important" packages. 

An elaborate scheme \Vas developed to use the Delphi Method to identify 

the most important services provided by the agencies studied, and then to 

assign two sets of weighting factors for use in a utility function that 
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relates the satisfaction of a multielement criteria score to a utility 

score. The Delphi was then invoked again to assign ~ve:Lghting factors to 

convert the computed utility factors into a quality index. In concluding 

the paper, the authors stated that even though an intricate model of per

formance had been developed, it did not in fact guarantee that each agency 

would be fairly rated by each of the selected criteria. 

Overall, the paper contains several of the important elements of the 

process for selecting a measurement approach, as discussed in Section 4. 

There are ho~.,ever significant omissions. For example, although objectives 

and activities were identified, there was no mention of any check to determine 

whether or not these objectives and activities were mutually consistent 

and desirable, or, in the terminology of Poland [32], there was no check 

for "appropriateness" of objectives. There is little mention of any decision 

process behind the selection of the six "criteria" used in the measurement 

process, nor is it brought to the attention of the reader that these six 

"criteria," such as efficiency and accessibility, are usually considered 

as performance measures in themselves. Therefore, there is no measure 

selection decision process as defined in the paper. 

A major weakness also is apparent in the construction of a single 

quality function for use among all the agencies. The same six weighting 

factors ~vere used, regardless of the agency, to transform the six utility 

functions (corresponding to the fullfilment of the six criteria) to a 

quality index. This represents the implicit assumption that it is as im

portant for a recreational program at a gymnasium to be effective as it is 

for nursing and health care services to be effective. The authors, as 

previously mentioned, acknowledge this weakness but do not offer any remedy. 
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Although the researchers in the reported investigation report trying 

to integrate their investigation report trying to integrate their measure-

meuts to existing record-keeping systems, and although there is mention cif 

the need for keeping me.asurement costs -within reach of the agencies, there 

is no r~al effort at designing or even presenting a measurement strategy, 

not to mention development of a measurement process. There is not even 

mention of any decision process for selecting measurement strategies and 

processes. 

In brief, there seems to be an implicit recognition on the part of the 

l:esearchers that there is the need to identify the goals, objectives, and 

activities of an organization, and that multiple complementary measures 

are better than solitary measures. There is also the tacit recognition of 

t.he measurement process, although it is not mentioned or developed. The 

basic problem, as with most papers on performance measurement for public 

services, is that the conceptual groundwork for measurement lies ignored and 

undeveloped due to the headlong rush to identify and find new' ways of 

calculating measures. 

Areas for New Research 

A good deal of existing research into performance measurements for 

CJS applications has been shown to be fragmented and superficial. In 

general, past efforts do not form a coherent body of ~.;rork because new 

application.s were made as each new measure or measurement approach became 

available, 01: popular, as the case may be. Little effort has been expended 

toward developing a truly universe.l foundation for the measurement of 

organizational behavior. As these preliminary attempts to apply quantitative 

and qualitative measures developed, however, legislative and public interest 

" ;n performance has markedly increased, giving rise to the need for new and 

better measurement approaches. 
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Perhaps now it is time to reject many of the superficialities of the 

first wave of analysis attempts, and make a concerted effort to get at 

the really basic concepts behind measurement. There is real need to begin 

with the fundamentals, formulate ne.v basic concepts, develop logical ap-

proaches for selection of measures, strategies, and processes, and to apply 

and test the new developments. Throughout these new development efforts, 

there must be ongoing concern for maintaining a uniformity and completeness 

of thought. There must be particular attention paid to using the broadest 

of perspectives in developing this new basis for measurement; the basis must 

be general enough so as to apply to all CJS applications, yet complete, 

consistent, and free of unfounded assumptions. 

Besides development of the general rationale for measurement, research 

efforts must follow through from the development of the conceptual hardware 

for measurement to the more specific developments and investigations required 

at the CJS and component organization level. As a great deal of performance 

measurement hinges on organizational and CJS objectives, there is also a 

requirement for specific studies in this area, almost to serve as a bridge 

between the gen1aral concepts of measurement to be developed and the more 

specific aspec.ts of CJS and component. organization performance measurement. 
1 

The research efforts to be described in the remainder of this section represent 

not only gaps in current knowledge, but the development of the basis for new 

and more powerful measurement approaches. These efforts are suggested as 

means of eliminating the current confusion about the meaning of measurements, 

and to bring practical measurement methodologies into greater numbers of 

more significant applications. 

The format for the remainder of this section is directed by the numbering 

scheme developed for identifying the logical hierarchy of different new 

research programs depicted in Figures 24, 25, 26, and 27. There are 
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21 major research programs designated along with 36 supportive programs. It 

is believed that these programs specify and define the scope of new research 

requirements for performance measurement in the CJS. These 56 programs 

are divided into four major categories, one category per each of the following 

figures. These major developmental areas are; , 

1) Development of the conceptual basis for performance measurement. 

2) Identification and selection of Organizational Objectives and 
CJS Objectives. 

3) Determination of overall organizational performance. 

4) Determination of overall CJS performance. 

I" 

I 
A 

I 
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It is believed that the ~ost pressing requirements for'new understanding 
, 

of evaluative methodologies lie within these four broad categories, and that 

these following programs of investigation arE~ the most likely means of 

of producing better and more powerful measurement approaches, to yield new 

insights into the operation of the CJS. 

Development of the Conceptual Basis for Performance Measuremen~. 

As has been previously discussed in this sect:ion, the real shortcoming 

of current evaluative efforts is the lack of a coherent set of measurement 

principles. The suggested research and development programs identified in 

the subsequent pages have been designated as mean.s for developing those 

measurement principles. The programs as shown in Figure 24 are based on 

various developm,ents pre.sented in this paper • 

. Program 1. DeveJ.o~ent of the Conceptual Basis for Performance Measurement 

There is no coherent rationale for performance measurement available to 

those who would seek to evaluate the behavior of the CJS and its component 

organizations. Presently, there are many diffuse and disparate research 

efforts which have been able to expose a few of the relevant performance 

measures, such as those discussed in Section 4, new ways to gather data, 

such as the victimization surveys discussed in Section 1, and different 

ways to process the data, such as the efforts of Mantel et. al. [78]. 

Without doubt, it is time to execute a truly comprehensive study of per-

formance, including both 

1) the theoretical basis for measurement, and 
2) the pract~cal application of measurement theory. 

The study would need to define the relevant variables involved iri, 

performance and study the behav~or of these variables ~Yith relation to the 

taking of measurements. The real nature of a. performance measure would be 

cha.racterized in behavioral terms. Subsequently, the interactions involved 
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in the measurement process, such as t.hose between evaluators and the e.valu

ated agency, and a general basis for design of the measurement process., 

as described in Section 3, would be developed. Finally, a general frame~ 

work could be structured from the behavioral characte~istics of the. variables 

involved in the measurement process. The general framework would encompass 

the entire concept of measurement: the measure, the strategy, and the process. 

Several needed principles will be developed, such as the concept of 

of measurability. In other words, there will be a definite effort to de

termine what can be measured, and to what degree of accuracy. Only a few 

efforts have been made into this area by authors such as Ostr()m [35] as 

discussed in Section 4. Other principles, concerning measures, the 

measurement strategy, and the measurement process will be set forth for 

consumption by law enforcement evaluators who need guidelines in their 

efforts tc? design measurement systems. This uniform set of principles 

would be the coherent basis for measurement, expressed in terms that le~d 

themselves to application Within the CJS. 

Program 2. Development of a Measure-Selecting Decision Process 

As described in Section 3, there are an amazing number of possible 

measures that may be applicable to a given type of behavior. Each measure 

is best supplied with a different type of data, whiCh means some measures 

are less expensive to apply than others. As suggested in Section 3, the 

very first step in designing the measurement approach should be the selection 

of a measure. As has been identified in the references cited in this section 

the measures selected by current CJS researchers are not chosen by any 

particular de.cision process that assureS meaningful measurements at 1mV' cost. 

There is no ~.,ell developed decision process for choosing measures that 

are compatible w'ith the measurement strategy and process. 
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An investigation should be undertaken. to develop,\. decision proceSq 

for selecting performance measures for law enforcement applications. The 

process designed should be based on the principles of measurement as 

determined in Program 1, and should be able to consistently select least 

cost performance measures that are strategy and process compatible. Such 

a decision process would necessarily contain some of the features of the 

prototype model for selection of a measurement approaCh proposed in Section 

4. The decision process defined by the research efforts within the scope 

of Program 2 would strive toward developing a general structure of the 

measure selecting decision process, and show how specific features of the 

process are adapted to different applications. 

Program 3. Developing New Performance Measures 

Reliance on existing measures of perfoliUance has nearly destroyed 

the value of performance measuremen t to those ~vithin measured agencies, 

and to those managers responsible for application of the measures. One 

cause of this is that currently available measures of performance are being 

applied in situations and to behavior they were not designed to measure. 

In Section 4, there were several examples given as to how currently available 

measures are being misused, mostly through the measure used being grossly 

inappropriate for the behavior measured. 

As a necessary step in advrulcing the value of performance measurement 

in the CJS$ there should be undertaken a program of research to produce 

new measures that are not available at present. Such a study \vould in

corporate ne~v developments in the policy sciences, behavioral sciences, 

ecortomics, systems engineering, and other relevant fields. The new 

. measures need to be specified with reference to the behavior they bes t 

evaluate, so th,:l.'c they interact. effectively with the selection process 

described in S-action .3 and exemplified in. Section 7. 
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Program 3.1 Development of Multiple Complementary Measures 

Secd.on 3 described the value of applying multiple measures of per

formance to a particular observed activity. The basic idea is that no 

single performance measure completely describes an activity, but that a 

pair or group of measures that complement each other give a very clear 

picture of performauce. There is currently very little reported work on 

finding those measures of performance that best complement each other, nor 

are there many such pairs or groups of measures identified as complementary 

measures in C::lrrent use within the CJS. 

Given an adequate effort including behavioral modeling, studies into 

organizationa~. dynamics, and field work, and other areas given in Figure 

16, a multipl:i.city at new measures could be derived. The major requirementf;\ 

for such a sttildy would be that it be comprehensive in scope, in order that 

none of the new developments in organizational evaluation be overlooked, 

and that the developed measures be tested in the field for validity. 

Program 3.1.1 Application of Complementary Response-Impact Measures 

As the description of the parent program, Program 3.1, points out, 

complementary performance measures can give extended significance to results 

obtained from performance evaluations of a law enforcement agency. Within 

this context, it is' noted that there is a great deal of difference between 

evaluating an agency's performance in terms of the response of the agency 

to various stimuli, and in evaluating that performance in terms of the 

environment's behavior resulting from that response. The difference can 

be ~lear1y seen by conSUlting the behavioral diagrams given in Section 2. 

Because these measures refer to the same behavior as the part of the 

agency, and because they are so radically different, there is a significant 

synergistic effect involved when the t~·l0 measures are used simultaneously. 
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In order to make the most of measurements for CJS agency performance, a pro-

gram of identification, development, and testing should be undertaken to 

assess the validity of complementary response-impact measures. The research 

should also be directed toward developing a method for selecting the proper 

complementary response-impact measures for a given CJS application~ and 

toward discovering the behavioral principles invo~ved in determining whether 

or not a particular application will yield complementary response-impact 

measures. 

~rogram 3.2 Using Induced Objectives in Measurement 

There are likely to be many evaluative applications in the CJS for the 

induced objective concept as described in Section 2. Indeed, the very 

definition of the induced objective relates it to behavior that can be 

observed, and therefore measured. With regard to effectiveness measurement, 

~qhich is one of the main topics of this paper, identifying induced objective 

based upon measurement will be of particular value. 

There are two justifications behind the ·identification of induced 

objectives and the use of these objectives in effectiveness measurement. 

1]'irst, the mere identification of induced objectives provides telling 

evidence about the agency's performance and its enviornment. Evaluators 

can compare induced. objectives to formal objectives to point out any variance 

between desired results and actual input. Secondly, evaluators may be able 

to base effectiveness measurement on induced objectives where there is 

reason to believe the stated objectives infeasible. A program of invest-

igation to develop induced objective based measures of performance shoulq 

be begun to find both the principles behind the measures and to identify I. 

applications in the CJS for which these measures are best suited • 
....... 
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Program 3.3 Identifying Valid Surrogate Measures 

It is known that many aspects of an organizatio'l'!.'s performance are 

quite difficult or costly try measure directly, and that, in these cases, 

surrogate or "proxyll measures, as descr:i.bed in Section 3, may yield sig

nificant and representative results a~t_ reasonable cost and effort. Several 

authors such as Fisk and Winnie [37], Hirsch and Riccio [16], and Krug [4] 

mentioned the use of these measures, yet the~e is little available in the 

way of a consistent unified theory behind their use, particularly with 

regard to the principles of measurement in the CJS as described in relation 

to Program 1. 

From correlative studies and other analysis of investigations involving 

field observations a general method for selecting surrogate measures could 

be developed. In addition, a multiplicity of such measures useful in 

CJS applications would be developed, applied~ and evaluated to ensure that 

the general method fClr selecting surrogate measures is valid. One of the 

most obvious areas of application of any measures developed would be in 

testing effectiveness for some of the various law enforcement activities 

which, when successfully undertaken, are thought to result in no criminal 

behavior on the part of the environment. That is the developed surrogate 

measures might first be tested in detecting those environmental changes 

that occur in response to deterrence programs. 

Program 3.4 Appli~tion of Multidimensional Performance Measures 

Arguments in Section 4 suggest that there are many situations where 

performance is not adequately represented by a single measure. In almost 

all cases, it is highly qUf~stionable to compress different measures into 

a single common denominator such as dollar value. For this reason, it is 

often quite u$eful to employ a multidimensional meas~re of effectiveness to 
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properly represent the observed behavior. Unfortunately, most existing 

research and most applications seek only to measure output, efficiency, 

and some measure of quality, which is directly converted to dollars 

on a utility value. This points out the need for the development of multi

dimensional measures of performanc1,a for CJS applications. The study in

dicated would necessarily attempt to-develop both the procedure for cou

structing the measure and the methodology of using the measure for evalu

ative purposes. 

Such a multidimensional measure of performance might incorporate 

several groups of complementary measures, as owuld be developed in Program 

3.1. The measures would no doubt be varied in orientation, but all chosen 

to describe the same behavior. It is clear that such measures can be 

chosen, but another prupose of this program of research is to show how 

multidimensional measures can be applied in evaluating CJS performance. 

There are many promising possibilities here, including the performance 

profile approach discussed in Seciton 4. What remains is to establish, 

through investigation, ,however, is how these measures are to be applied to 

evaluation programs in the CJS. 

Program 4. Development of a Decision Process for Selecting a Measurement 

Strategy 

Heretofore, much effort has been expended debatjJlg which source of 

data best suits CJS measurement needs. Little attention has been given to 

the development of an overall measurement strategy, such as is defined in 

Section 3. There is a pressing need for a research effort directed toward 

charting the re1atio'nships between behavior and the ';!leasurement strategies 

best suited for performance measurement of that behavior. In addition such 

a research effort should strive to build a decision process for selecting 

measurement strategies. Availability of such 0. process tvould make it 

\~---~-~ 
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possible for manage.rs and planners to avoid selecting deficient or e.xpensive 

strategies when better stratelgies are available. 

Program 4.1 Estimating the Value of Law Enforcement Data 

Thl:!re is a limit to the valu.e of data. This fact seems to have been 

overlooked in the planning of new data centers for criminal information. 

As discussed in Section 3, the value of compiling additional data depends 

on the marginal advance toward achieving organizational objectives that 

would be made possible by the additional information. 

There is justification for commencing a study into determination of 

the value of crime-related data. The study should encompass both determination 

of how an organization in the CJS uses information and what that information 

costs. Given this knowledge, some quantification of the marginal advantage 

gained by collection of additional crime-related data by a CJS organization 

or group of organizations can be developed. 

Program 4.2 Determination of Sample Sizes in Performance Measurement for 

CJS Applications 

The art of sampling is well developed and there is a sorrel statistical 

foundation for selecting sample sizes that minimize cost and maintain or 

maximize accuracy. Unfortunately, there seems to be a marked disregard 

of this well developed science, which has been utilized successfully by 

private industry for a number of years, by those involved in performance 

measurement in the CJS. As was pointed out in Section 3, measurement can 

be equated to sampling, so that the determination of measurement effort 

involves setting sample sizes. This program, a twin to Program 4.1, is 

proposed as a lIl~ansof modifying existing statistical procedures and de

veloping ne\V' pt"ocedures for selecting the optimal quantity of data in a 

CJS evaluation. 
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Program 4.3 Proper Utilization of Information Systems in Heasurement 

When any new technology meets its first application in an operational 

environment, there is a preliminary wave of proposals for utilizing the 

technology in novel ways. The schemes envisioned are usually either too 

superficial and/or too simple to be of real value in the operational environ-

ment, or too massive and costly that, although begun in good faith, the 

attempted application results in a frivolous waste of resources, NoW' that 

computer technolpgy has begun to meet its first successful applications, 

it is time to pull together all that is known about the interface between 

a data handler and data user and produce a coherent set of principles to 

both, 

1) govern th~ current use of computers in the CJS~ and 
2) direct new attempted applications. 

Program 5. Examination of New Measurement Strategies 

Without a doubt there are an enormous number of promising new measure-

ment strategies that, although available in theory, have not been applied 

to performance measurement within the CJS. This is because either there 

is no historical basis for their use in CJS applications or because, as 

explained in Section 3, researchers have been so awed by the problem of 

selecting a source of data that they have overlooked the other essential 

components of a measurement strategy suCh as the time span the data is to 

cover, the time span of the collection effort, and the quantity of data 

to be gathered. Indeed, the fact that data costs money is ignored in a 

large proportion of existing evaluative efforts. 

It is proposed that a search for new measuremen.t strategies be 

initiated, for purposes of, 

1) identifying a general classification scheme for all measurement 
strategies, 

----'---~ --- --~--- - ~- ";",, 
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2) surveying measurement strategies employed in non-CJS applications, 
and 

3) applying the principles of measurement developed in Program 1 and 
the information gained in 2) above to design a multiplicity of 
new and useful measurement strategies for each of the categories 
defined by the classification scheme developed in 1) above. 

Once these strategies are developed and tested, their characteristics, 

such as cost to operate, will be known. Then the strategies will be 

available for selection by the decision process of Program 4 for an in-

dividual application in the CJS. 

Program 5.1 Sampling Approaches to Measurement 

Section 3 equates many of the basics of measurement to sampling. 'rhis 

suggests that many of the principles of sampling correlate with or shQuld 

be incorporated with the principles of measurement discussed in relation to 

Program 1. Program 5.1 would seek to determine the involvement of sampling 

principles in measurement, and then proceed to develop a number of sampling·· 

oriented measurement strategies. These strategies would be designed. such 

that the basic concept of sampling, selecting a representative subset of 

all available data, directs their execution. 

Program 5.2 Time Series Experiments_in Me~~~~~ 

The role of time series·experimentsio. CJS performance measurements 

has not been established. What has been sh~.,.tm is that time series methods 

stand to make a significant contribution to the performance measurement 

abilities of those who would seek to eValuate CJS organizations. In 

Section 3, one method reported by Ross [18] proved to be a highly successful 

means for assessing the impact of a policy change. This paints out the 

need to develop new time series measurement strategies which would provide 

a new approach to performance meas1.trement~ particuJ~arly in conjunction with 

the comph.nnentary response-impact measures t.o be de'Veloped in Program 3.1.1. 
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Program 6. Deve.lopoing a Methodology for Design of Measurement Process 

.... Section 3 offered a prototypical model to the measurement process, 

'and therein the basic components of the process were identified. Furthemnore, 

it has been shown that evaluators, in their haste to find performance 

measues and select data sources., have virtually ignored the larger consider-

ation of designing the measurememt process to guide the application of 

the performance measure through the measurement strategy. There has been 

little effort made to apply modern systems thinking to the performance 

measurement process in the CJS. 

The purposes of Program 6 are to explore the factors that determine 

what composes a best measurement process,. and to develop a decision process 

for CJS evaluators to apply in selecting such a measurement process. The 

program would necessarily consider the different process requirements of 

the CJS activities where measurement is applied. Additionally, the decision 

process developed ~vould be structured to allow the flexibility necessary 

to "accommodate the great variety of CJS applications. 

Program 6.1 Designing Measurement Processes for Inte~ Applications 

There is a significant difference between the requirements belveen 

measurements carried out for internal control and those performance measure-

ments executed for the benefit of elements external to the organization. 

This difference is reflected in the six-step prototypical measurement 

process given in Section 3. Program 6.1 is proposed as a vehicle for 

recognizing and analyzing the important characteristics of an internal 

evaluation, and developing from the analysiS a comprehensive enumeration 

of the effects of the existence of these distinguishing characteristics on 

the structure and operation of a well-designed measurement process. This 

enumeration ~vould be of significant value in adapting the general measurement 

process to a particular internal application. 
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Program 6.2 Designing Heasurement Processes for External Applications 

Program 6.2 is a logical twin to Program 6.1. The purpose of this 

twin is to develop a complete enumeration and evaluation of the charac

teristic make up of the well-designed measurement process for external 

applications. This means that the program is intended as a means of 

discovering the particular features that must be present in a well-designed 

measurement process intended for use by evaluators external to the CJS 

component organization. The program would produce results identical in 

format but distinct in content from Program 6.1. The results would prove 

extr.emely useful to those external to organization who would be seeking 

to apply the procedure for selecting a measurement process designed in 

Program 6. 

Program 7 Examination of New Measurement Processes 

Section 3 makes reference to only one report about measurement pro

cesses ror the CJS. The report by Caputo [21] shows a procedure similar 

to the six-step prototype given in Section 3 as a model for a measurement 

process. There are, however, new evaluative processes being developed 

for other applications. It is certain that, given a reasonable survey and 

analysis of these other new evaluative processes, a number of new measurement 

processes suitable for CJS applications could be synthesized, particularly 

for application at the organizational level. This then, is the objective 

of Program 7. 

Program 7.1 Developing Self-Improving Processes 

The objective of this program is to develop an understanding of the 

elements of a meaSi~rement process that influence its operation in such a 

way that the process is self-improving. This amounts to identifying those 

elements that, when included in the measurement process (as illustrated 
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in Section 3), contribute to a gradual refinement of the structure and 

operation of the process os that more meaningful measurement results are 

obtained at lower cost and effort. Such elements may be as simple as a 

provision for continual reassessment of data analysis methods, or as 

complex as a scheme for rotating the membership of the group of evaluators. 

The only requirement made on an elem~nt is that it need contribute to the 

p;roper operation of the measurement process over time as does feedback ~n 

a control system. 

~rogram 7.2 Methods for Identifying and Classifying CJS Activities 

One of the basic premises of performance measurement is that the 

behavior in question can be identified. This is the first step in the 

model measurement process given in Section 3. The basic" informational 

requirements for classifying CJS behavior are discussed at length'in 

Section 5, and Section 7 demonstrates how this classification is used 

for selecting an appropriate measurement approach. 

It is the task of Program 7.2 to develop a number of methodologies for 

the identification and classification of law enforcement activities. Such 

methodologies are to produce classifications that allow for and ensure the 

selection of the measurement approach most appropriate to the behavior 

being evaluated. In addition, the methodologies need be universal in scope 

so that all CJS activities can be classified by functional, rather than 

jurisdictional, characteristics, because, as been previously demonstrated, 

many measurement approaches are activity-specific. This means simply that 

different types of behavior call for different types of measurement approaches. 

Program 7.3 Designing Validation Techniques 

The objective of Program 7.3 is to determine the nature of a best 

validation technique for a given measurement approach. As discussed in 
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Section 7, validating the results obtained through one measu~ement approach 

are usually most thoroughly validated th~ough application of some other 

measurement approach. This is not always the case, however. The successful 

completion of Program 7.3 should yield a number of different validation 

techniques. Each technique would be identified by the nature of the 

measurement situation to which it applied. These techniques could "then be 

used to verify results obtained through application of a measurement approach 

to a CJS application. 

Identifying and Selecting Organizational Objectives and CJS Objectives 

A second family of related research programs is discussed here. The 

real justification for this group of programs lies in the confusion of 

infeasible and conflicting objectives pursued by CJS component agencies, 

and in the lack of a uniform and coherent set of system-wide objectives 

visible to the public. The notion of the induced objectives, as discussed 

in Section 2, is a central element in this family of programs. This family 

of programs is given before the remaining two groups of research programs 

because they depend on some identification of objectives being made. The 

necessity of identifying or selecting objectives prior to measurement is 

central to the measurement process as discussed in Section 3 and then 

examplified in Section 5. 

Program 8 Identificantion and Selection of Organizational Objectives and 

CJS Objectives 

The primary objective of this program is the development of a class

ification scheme for describing both organizational objectives and CJS 

objectives. The notation to be developed would be capable of demonstrating 

the type of objective, and its relationship to organizational goals, other 

organizational objectives, and system-wide objectives. The application of 

the classification would lie in its use in assisting organizations with 
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law enforcement goals to select appropriate objectives, particularly through 

selection procedures to be developed in subsequent programs. 

Program 9. Development of a Decision Process for Selecting Optimal Objectives 

Section 4 details a few of the ways that law enforcement organizations 

can fail in their selection of objectives. That this occurs is not sur

prising, particularly in light of the limitations current technology places 

on the organizationls perception of its objectives,. as described in Section 

2. Program 9 is proposed as a means for developing a logical decision 

process for use by CJS component organizations in selecting objectives 

that, in light of the capabilities of the organizatiot1~ the nature of its 

environment and the system-wide objectives,. will most nearly bring about 

the set of target conditions described in the goals of the organization and 

of the CJS. Furthermore, a process for selecting system-wide objectives 

for the CJS would be. deve.loped, as a complement to the organizational 

objective-selection process. 

Program 9.1. Development of Technology-Free Objectives 

Program 9.1 is an enumeration and analysis of specific adaptations 

required in the decision process for selecting optimal objectives developed 

in Program 9 so as to force the decision process to prelduce objel!tives 

that are essentially "technology-free.!' That is, Program 9.1 will explo:r;e 

methods for removing the perception-limiting effects of "current technology" 

from the objective selection process, and ,to discover how to further pro

mote the se1e(!tion of objectives whose achievement is relatively independent 

of ,the technology of the organization. 

Program 9.1..1 Application and Testing of Technology-Free Objectives 

Progra.m·9.L1 involves supplying technology free objectives developed 

by the decision process adapted in Program 9'.1 to a test group of CJS com

ponent organizations. The utility of the objectives, which would be 

..... :.. .... k ~~ ____________ , • &_ ...... ..:::_..;. 
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apparent after a test period, would then reflect on the adequacy of the 

adapted decision process. 

Program 9.2 Determination of the Value of a Public Service 

Section 2 points out the desirability of having some estimate of the 

value of a public service, particularly if one is designing a decision 

process for selecting objectives which may affect: the degree or extent to 

which each of a number of services is provided. Program 9.2 is des.igned 

to develop a general framework for attaching some measure of value or 

utility to the services provided by CJS component organizations. 

Program 9.2.1 Value Estimation by Restricting the Value Space 

One promising technique for estimati-ng "the value of a law enforcement 

service is the method by which succ~ssively tighter upper and lower bounds 

are placed on the scalor region on which value is defined. Once a sufficient 

number of iterations have been made, or a sufficient number of bounds 

been applied, the result is an interval estimate of the value of the service 

in question. Program 9.2.1. is directed toward developing this philosophy 

and preparing a useful methodology, based on the concept, for applications 

within the CJS. 

Program 9.2.2 Time Trade-Off Factors in Evaluation of Public Services 

The consideration of the value of a public service in the setting of 

objectives calls for the recognition of ~ime dynamicity. The discounting 

of economic benefits is ani. accepted practice, yet little work has been 

done to establish factors to express the increased utility of receiving 

more immediate benefits. Program 2.2.2 is proposed as a means for laying 

the groundw'ork for use of time trade-off fac.tors in evaluation of public 

services, and providing necessary information for Program 9. 
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Section 1 described a class of criminals who either block out thoughts 

of risks associated \vith crime or choose to accept these ri.sks, regardless 

of their magnitude. Program 9.3 proposes to investigate the particular 

effect the existence of this particular type of criminal has on the de

termination of optimal law enforcement objectives. 

Program 10 Determination of Optimal Response 

Program 10 is proposed as an exploration of the concept of optimal 

response as it applies to organizational behavior~ particularly with regard 

to the setting of new objectives and designation of activities to support 

those objectives as a response to changes in the environment. The objective 

of the project would be to develop a set of principles or relations that 

would serve a CJS organization in determining how to adapt to changing 

conditions that may have destroyed the ~ptimality of its original. objectives. 

Program 11 Determination of the Induced Objectives of the CJS and Its 

Component Organizations 

The concept of induced objectives was described in Section 2, and 

subsequently it was suggested that determining the induced objectives of 

an organization would yield a myriad of beneficial analytical information. 

Program 11 is directed at developing from available data a set of induced 

objectives for the CJS and for a selected group of its member organizations. 

A general technique for identifying the induced objectives of a law en

forcement organization would also be developed as a logical prerequisite 

for execution of the other parts of the program. 

'- -'-" ~'~~,---------~--- ~---~,~-
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Program 12 Design of Procedures for Detecting Inconsistency Among Law 

Enforcement Obiectives 

The nature of conflicts among law enforcement objectives has been 

discussed in Section 4, and it has been established that individual CJS 

agencies select objectives that best suit their own needs, regardless of 

system needs. Program 12 would be directed toward producing a set of 

procedures for making a simple determination as to the consistency of a 

set of organizational objectives. An effort would be made to package 

the procedur~s in such a manner as to be immediately available to CJS 

m~~agers and evaluators. 

Determination of Overall OrganiJ~ational Performance 

As discussed in Section 4, the overall performance of an organization 

depends on hotv well it performs each of its activities. Programs in this 

family attempt to develop the basis for an overall measure of performance. 

Program 13 Determination of Overall Organizational Performance 

Program 13- will seek to integrate the concepts of Section 4 and to 

develop an overall set of principles for relating performance levels for 

the individual activities of an organization to an overall measure of 

performance. 

Program 14 DeSign of Functional Models for Defining the Effectiveness 

Function 

Under this program, functional models relating flow of resources, in

formation, and casetvork through a CJS agency and its enviroLUllent to over

all organizational performan~\e would be developed. As described in Section 

4, achievement of individudl objectives would be expressed in terms of 

flow so that their contribution to overall performance could be quantified. 
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Program 14.1 Application of Flow Graph Models for Inform~tion, Resources, 

Benefits 

Flow graphs w'ere shown to be particularly useful in detetmining the 

relationships between variables in complex feedback models such as for 

those shown in Section S. Program 14.1 is directed at developing such 

models for use in determining the effectiveness function. Such developed 

models might then serve Program 14. 

Program 14.2 Economic Modelling for the Determination of the Effectiveness 

Function 

Program 14.2 represents a second avenue of analysis for estimating 

the effectiveness function. There are a wide variety of economic inter

pretations that can be made for the attainment of various organizational 

objectives 1 and it is the objective of this program to incorporate these 

economic, effects into an overall model of effectiveness. 

Program IS Desigq of Empirical Models for Defining the Effectiveness Function 

As described in Section 4, it: is possible to develop empirical models 

for relating the effectiveness of an agency in i,ts individual activities 

to overall effectiveness. This program would develop the principles behind 

this empirical modeling and test validity of th~ empirical approach. 

Program 15,1 Application of Correlative ~ethods for Estimating the 

Effectiveness Function 

Program 15~1 would seek to apply several. of the currently available 

correlative methods to the building of an empirical model for estimating 

the effectiveness function. The perceptions of evaluators and other. in

dicators of overall effectiveness would be correlated with the effectiveness 

of an agency in achieving each of its objectives. 
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This program would seek to identify some of the observable behavior 

internal to the organization that can be correlated with its overall 

effectiveness. Among these are such indicators as "resolution of conflict" 

and "distribution of authority." These indicators would be fitted into 

an overall effectiveness funcUon cif the type described in Section 4. 

Program 15.3 Delphi Hethods for Estimating the Effectiveness Function 

The empirical modeling approach described in Section 4 as a means for 

dete~mining the effectiveness function requires several subjective evaluations 

of overall performance. This program is proposed as a means of testing 

the applicability of Delphi approaches to th@ problem of consolidating 

the subjective performance evaluations. 

rrogram 16. Identifying External Indicators of Overall Performance 

Section 3 points out the existence of measures of performance based 

on the effects on the environment of the organization1s operation. This 

program would seek to develop the notion of measuring overall performance 

in terms of these environmental effects. 

Program 16.1 External Surrogate Heasures of Overall Performance 

This study would seek to identify external surrogate measures, that 

is, an attempt would be made to identify and measure the indirect effects 

of an agency's operations as a means of estimating overall performance. 

Surrogate measures, as described in Section 3, would be used for the 

instances t"here the impact of certain aspects of organizational behavior 

cannot be directly measured. 
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Program 16.2 "'-Development of the Theoretical Basis for Citizen Surveys 

Section 1 established that there is currently great interest shown 

in citizen surveys as data collection means. This program is designed 

to identify the basic concepts behind this data gathering technique, and, 

to build a behavi.oral model to enable evaluators to judge the accuracy 

of their results and the limitations on the meaning of data from such 

surveys. 

Program 17 Identification of Objective-Activity Conflicts 

This program is similar to Program 12, except that the emphasis is 

on the activity-objective interaction. There would be a general method 

for detecting such conflicts developed and some theoretical adaptations 

offei::ed for inclusion in the models of overall performance. Several field 

investigations would be relied upon for data relating conflict to overall 

performance. 

Determination of Overall CJS Performance 

This final family of development efforts is undertaken for purposes 

of describing the relationship betw'een the achievement of organizational 

objectives and the achievement of CJS object~ves as discussed in Section 

4. This description could then serve for purposes of allocating resources 

among the various CJS component organiza.t:i.ons and for identifying con-

flicting sets of objectives. In addition, informa.l;:t.on about the contri-

bution that individual organizations make to ov~rall per~ormance will 

assist in evaluating proposed policy changes. ,/ 

Program 18 Determination of Overall CJS Performance 

This program is directed at developing the general principles under-

lying system-ivide performance measurement, and to analyze several models 
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that relate component organization performance to overall performance. 

The objective is to select a model that most closely cor~esponds with 

measurement principles and yields the most accurate results in its 

application. 

Program 19 Design of Functional Models for the Effectiveness Function 

Section 4 points out the concept of using functional models as an 

approach to estimating an effectiveness function which relates the aChieve

ment of individual objectives to overall performance. This study program 

is intended to develop models similar to those discussed in Program 14, 

only adapted to·considerthe CJS as the organization, with its objectives 

being those of its component organizations. 

Program 19.1 Application of Flow Graph Models for Information, Resources, 

and Benefits 

This program serves to extend the results of Program 14.1 to cover 

the entire CJS. Flow graph models would be devised to account for informa

tion, resource, and benefit flows both within component organizations and 

bettveen them. The obJective is to develop an adequate definition of the 

effectiveness function for the entire CJS. 

Program 19.2 Economic Modeli.ng for Estimation of the Effectiveness Function 

This program is propos~d as a means for extending the models obtained 

in Program 14.2 so that the entire CJS falls within the scope of an economic 

model. The objective is to develop an effectiveness function from the 

economic considerations involved in the operation of the CJS. 

Program 20 Design of Empirical Models for the Effectiveness Function 

This program adapts the models developed in Program 15 so that the 

overall performance of the CJS can be considered. Again, the objective 

is to develop a relationship between performance at the component level 

and overall CJS performance. 
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Program 20.1 Application of Correlative Analysis for Estimation of,the 

Effectiveness Function 

As an extension of the results of Program 15.1, this p~ogram would 

seek to develop the empirical relationship between component organization 

performance and overall CJS performance. The program would rely upon 

correlative analysis as a means of describing. the relationship. This 

description would then serve as an empirically-derived effectiveness 

function. 

Program 20.2 Delphi Methods for Estimating the Effectiveness Function 

This program, which is related to Program 15.3~ is proposed as means 

for exploring the possible application of the Delphi Method and similar 

methods in making an empirical description of the effectiveness function 

for the CJS. Several such techniques would be tested for use in making 

subjective evaluations of overall performance. 

Program 21. Identifying Regional and National External Indicators of 

CJS Performance 

This program is directed at identifying the di.rect impacts of CJS 

activities and deriving measures of overall performance based on these 

impacts. This is a logical extension of Program 16 from the organizational 

level to the regional and national levels .. 

Program 21.1 Investigation of External Surrogate Measures of Overal~ 

Performance 

This program is directed at developing measures of overall CJS performance, 

such measures being based on the more indirect impacts of CJS activities. 

This program is a logical extension of Program 16.1 and the concept of 

surrogate measures presented in Section 3. 
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_P~r~o~g~r~a~m~2_2 ___ I~d_e_n~t_i_f_i~c~a~t~i __ o~ of Inconsistent Objectives 

This program extends the results of Program 12 to handle system-wide 

objectives. This program is a necessary step in the development at an 

overall effectiveness function for the CJS. The execution of the program 

is required to lend measuring to any overall performance measurements made 

through application of methods developed in preceding programs. The im-

portance of this program is clearly established by the arguments regarding 

inconsistent objectives and performance measurement given in Section 4. 

The completion of this program would yield a number of principles regarding 

identifying inconsistency among CJS objectives, and a pr.ocedure for applying 

these principles in the detection of inconsistencies. 

Program 22.1 Identifying CJS-Component Organization Objective Conflicts 

mis program seeks to make application of the procedures for detection 

of inconsistency of objectives developed in Program 22 and information 

about CJS objectives d~veloped in Program 8. An attempt would be made 

to identify a number of existing conflicts between system-wide objectives 

and component organization objectives as a method for testing the procedures 

developed in Program 22. 

Program 23 Analysis and Quantification of Costs for Objective Inconsistencies 

The purpose of this program is to attaCh a cost to the relative lack 

of coordination among CJS component organizations. This lack of a chain 

of command, as described in Section 5, ensures that conflicting objectives 

are designated. The quantification of the costs of the conflicts, as 

developed by this program, would certainly prove useful in both the deter-

ruination of overall CJS performance, Program 18, and in the selection of 

CJS objectives, Program 8. The program would be necessarily broad enough 

", ""1. ..... 
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in scope to consider both CJS-component organization objective conflicts 

and objective conflicts between component organizations. The costs developed 

may be expressed in economic or non-economic terms, so long as the overall 

magnitude of the proble.m is truly reflected. The basis for these quanti-

fications will be the functional interrelationships of the component organ-

izations, particularly those considered in Program 19. 

Summary of Research N(~eds 

In short, there is a profound need for the development of the concepts 

of measurement strategies and measurement processes for CJS applications. 
\, 

Additionall~) there must be some effort made to develop models relating 

effectiveness achieved in relation to individual objectives to overall 

organizational effectiveness. Finally, the process by which CJS objectives 

are chosen must be studied to improve the overall performance of the CJS 

and to eliminate many of the existing conflicts. 

It is belie.ved that the. programs of research and development which 

have been generally outlined in this section represent the best means 

for meeting measurement needs in the CJS. The programs may prove to be 

the most effective way of preparing to brulg performance measurement in the 

CJS up to date by introducing some of the newer teChnologies available 

for performance measurement and by giving the entire measurement concept 

a thorough analysis. It is expected that the research can lead to new and 

more useful measurement approaches that depart from the rather superficiar 

treatment previously afforded CJS applications. 



Text Ref. No. 

(6), (9) 

(59) 

(26) 

(5) 

(50) 

(12) 

(21) 

(13) 

(53) 

(25) 

(37) 

(74) 

" 
(23) . 

166 

LIST OF REFERENCES 

1. Avi" Itzhak, Benjamin, and Shinnar:> Revel. "Quantitative Models 
in Crime Contro1." Journal of Criminal Justice,·l (Fall~ 
1973), 185-217. 

2. Beattie, R. H. "Criminal Statistj.cs in the United States." 
Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology, and Police Science 51 
(May, 1960), 49-51. 

3. Becker, Gary S. IICrime and Punishment: An Economic Appt:oach. tI 
Journal of Political Economy, 76 (March, 1968), 169-217. 

4. Belkin, Jacob, Blumstein, Alfred, and Glass, ~U11iam. "Recidivism 
as a Feedback Process: An Analytical Hodel and Empirical 
Validation." Journal of Criminal Justice, 1 (Ma-rch, 1973), 
7-26. 

5. Berk, Richard A. "Per~formance Measures: Half Full or Half Empty? 11 

Social Science Quarterly, 54 (March, 1974), 762-764. 

6. Blumstein, Alfred, and Larson, Richard. "Models of a Total Criminal 
Justice System." Operations Research 17 (March, 1969), 
199-232. 

7. Caputo, David C. "Evaluating Urban Publ:ic Police: A Developmental 
Model and Some Reservations. fl Public Administration Review, 
33 (~~rch, 1973), 113-19. 

8. Cho, Yang Hyo. "J.\, Multiple Regression Model for the Measurement 
of the Public Policy Impact on Big City Crime." Policy Sciences, 
3 (1972) 435-55. 

9. Conrad~ John. tfLaw, Order, and Corrections." Public Administration 
~~view, 31 (November, 1971), 596-602. 

10. Ehrlich, Issac. "Participation in Illegitimate Activities: A 
Theoretical and Empirical Investigation. 1t Journal of Political 
Econo~~, 81 (May, 1973), 521-65. 

11. Fisk, Donald M. ~ and Winnie, Richard E. IiOutput Measurement in 
Urban Government: Current Status and tike1y Projects." 
Social Science Quarterly, 54 (March, 1974), 725-40. 

12. Grant, Eugen~ t., and Ireson, W. Grant. Principles of Ertgineering 
Economy. 5th ed. Ne~v York: Ronald Press, 1970. 

13. Harris, John R. "On the Economics of Law and Order." Journal 
of Political Econorny:, 78 (Nay, 1970)~ p. 165. 



(79) 

(16) 

(8) 

(24) 

(17) 

(81) 

(.80) 

(2) 

(19) 

(?8) 

(82) 

(39) 

(52), (51) 

(35) 

(14) 

167 

14. Hatry, Harry P. "Measuring the Effectiveness of Nondefense 
Public Programs." Operations Research, 18 (September, 1970), 
772-84. 

15. Hirsch, Gary E., and Riccio, Lucius J. "Measuring and Improving 
the Productivity of Police Patrol. 1\ Journal of Police Science 
and Administration, 2 (1974), 169-84. 

16. Holzer, Marc. "Police Productivity: A Conceptual Framework for 
Measurement and Improvement." Journal of Police Science and 
Administration, 1 (D~cember, 1973), 459-67. 

17. Ireland, T. R. "Optimal Enforcement of Laws." Journal of Political 
Economy, 80 (March, 1972), p. 421. 

18. Jones, E. Terrence. "Evaluating Everyday Policies - Police 
Activities and Crime Incidence." Urban Affairs Qua,rterly, 8 
(March, 1973), 267-79. 

19. Keller, Fred S. ~Learning: Reinforcement Theory. New York: 
Random House, 1969. 

20. Kuo, Benjamin C. Linear Networks and Systems. New York: 
MCGraw-Hill, 1969. 

21. Larson, Richard C. "On the Modeling of Police Patrol Operations. r: 
IEEE Transactions on Systems Science and Cybernetics, 6 
(October, 1970), 276-81. 

22. Logan, Charles H. "General Deterrent Effects of Imprisonment. a 

Social Forces, 51 (September, 1972), 64-73. 

23. Mantel, Samuel J. Jr.; Service, Allan L.; Reisman, Arnold; Koleski, 
Raymond A.; Blum, Arthur; Dean, Burton V.; Reich, Robert; 
Jaffee, Hiriam; Rieger, Howard; Ronis, Richard; and Rul;>instein, 
Judah. "A Social Service Measurement Model." Oper<jttions 
Research, 23 (March, 1975), 218-39. 

24. :t>fason, S. J. 
Graphs. " 

"Feedback Theory: Some Properties of Signal Flow 
Proc. IRE, 41 (September~ 1953), 1144-56. 

25. Nanus, Burt, and Perry, Luther. "A Planning Oriented Measure of 
Crime and Delinguency." Journal of Criminal Justice, 1 
(Fall, 1973), 259-63. 

26. Ne~v York City - Rand Institute. "Research in 1970-1971. If 
Operations Research, 20 (1972), 474-515. 

27. Ostrom, Elinor. "Exclusion, Choice and Divisibility: Factors 
Affecting the Measurement of Urban Agency Output and Impact. II 
Social Science: Quarterly~ 54 (March~ 1974), 691-99. 

28. Ostrom, Elinor. liOn the Beaning and "Heasurement of Output and 
Efficiency in the Provision of Urban Police Services." 
Journal of Criminal Justice, 1 (Summer, 1973), 93-112. 



(27) 

(54) 

{7) 

(56) 

(18) 

(60) 

(40) 

(61) 

(10) 

(20) 

(76) 

(55) 

(77) 

(9) 

(49) 

168 

29. Ostrom, Elinor. "Metropolitan Reform: Propositions Derived From 
Two Traditions." Social Sciences Quarterly, 53 (December, 
1973), 474-493. 

30. Ostrom, Elinor, and Whitaker, Gordon. "Does Local Community 
Control of Police Make a Difference~ Some Preliminary Findings." 
American Journal of Political Scier:ce, 17 (1973), 48-76. 

31. Rardin, Ronald L., and Gray, Paul. "Analysis of Crime Control 
Strategies." Journal of Criminal Justice, 1 (Winter, 1973) 
339-46. 

32. Reppetto, Thomas A. "Crime Control Nanagement and the Police. Ii 
Sloan Nanagement Review, 14 (Winter~ 1972-72), 45-54. 

33. Ross, H. Laurence; Cambell, Donald T.; and Glass, Gene V. "Deter
mining the Social Effects of a Legal Reform." American Behavioral 
Scientist, 13 (March, 1970), 493-509. 

34. Sellin, T., and Wolfgang, M. E. Delinguency in a Birth Cohort. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1972. 

35. Skogan, 1-7es1ey, G. "The Validity of Official Crime Statistics: 
An Empirical Investigation,lI Social Science Quarterly, 55 
(June, 1974), 25-38. 

36. Stigler, George. "Optimal Enforcement of Laws." Journal of 
Political Economy, 78 (May, 1970), 526-36. 

37~ Swimmer, Gene. "The Relationship of Police and Crime - Some 
Methodologies and Empirical Resu1ts. 1I Criminology, 12 
(November, 1974), 293-314. 

38. Tittle, Charles R., and Rowe, Alan R. flCertainty of Arrest and 
Crime Rates: A Further Test of the Deterrence Hypothesis." 
Social Forces, 52 (June, 1974) 455-62. 

39. u. S. Congress. Joint Economic Committee. Project Design and 
Evaluation with Multiple Objectives, by A. Myriek Freeman III, 
Joint Committee Print. The Analysis of Public Expenditures, 
Vol. 1, (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1969), 
pp. 565-91. 

40. Votey, Harold L. Jr., and Phillips, Llad. "Social Goals and 
Appropriate Police for Corrections: An Economic Appraisal." 
Journal of Criminal Justice, 1 (Fall~ 1973), 219-40. 

41. Weissenberg, Peter. 
Scranton, Pa.: 

Introduction to Organizational Behavior. 
Intext Educational Publishers, 1971. 

42. Wellford, Charles R. "Crime and Police - A Hu1tivariate Analysis." 
Criminology, 12 (August, 1974), 195-211. 

43. vlhitaker, Gordon P. "Who Puts the Value. in Evaluation?" Social 
Science Quarterly, 54 (March, 1974), 759-61. 



1,69 

SUPPLEMENTAL REFERENCES 

L Blumstein, Alfred. "Management Science to Aid the Manager: An Example 
from the Criminal Justice System." Sloan Management Review, 15 
(Fall, 1973), 35-48. 

2. Blumstein, Alfred, and Cassidy, R. Gordon. "Benefit - Cost Analysis of 
Family Planning." Socio - Economic Planning Science, 7 (1973), 151-60. 

3. Chackerian, Richard. "Police Professionalism and Citizen Evaluation: A 
Preliminary Look." Public Administration Review, 34 (March, 1974), 
141-8. 

4. Child, J. "What Determines Organizational Performance - Universals Vs. 
It All Depends." Organizational Dynamics, 3 (1974), p. 2. 

5. Davidson, Frederick. IIDimensions of Utility in a Regional Planning Context." 
Decision Sciences, 5 (1974), 91-101. ,-

6. Drake, A. "Plainfield Crime Prevention Unit. 1I Journal of Criminal Justice; 
1 (1973), p. 74. 

7. Eisenstein, James, and Jacob, Herbert. "Measuring Performance and Outputs 
of Urban Criminal Courts." Social Science Quarterly, 54 (}Iarch, 197L.) , 
713-23. 

8. Greenwood, Peter W. "Evaluating the Outcome of Organizational Change. 1t 

Workshop on Decision Analysis, IEEE-ORSA Joint National Conference on 
Major Systems. Anaheim, Calif., 1971. IEEE Transactions on Systems~ 
Man, and Cyternetics, 2 (April, 1972), p. 275. 

9. Hartenstein, Annette A. "A Cooperative Approach to Police Management 
Training." Journal of Police Science and Administration, 1 (December,.-
1973), 433-9. 

10. Heller, Nelson B., and HcEwen, J. Thomas. "Applications of Crime Serious
ness Information in Police Departments." Journal of Criminal Justice, 
1 (Fall, 1973), 241-53. 

11. Hill, Morris. 
l?lans.ll 
19-29. 

"A Goals - Achievement Matrix for Evaluating Alternative 
American Institute of Planners Journal, 34 (January, 1968), 

12. Hill, Morris. "A Method for the Evaluation of Transportation Plans." 
Highway Research Record, (No. 180, 1967), 21-34. 

13. Helmes, J. C. "An Ordinal Method of Evaluation." Urban Studies, 9 (1972), 
179-92. 

14. Jones, P. M. S. "Determining Priorities and Investment Levels in Scientific 
Research and Development, 11 Policy Sciences, J~ (1970), 299-309. 



170 

15. Kimberly, John R. "Environmental Constraints and Organiz.ationa1 Stt:ucture: 
A Comparitive Analysis of Rehabi1itati.on Organizations." Administra
tive Science Quarterly, 20 ~~rch, 1975), 1-9. 

16. Knowles, Patrick, and Peterson, Rolf. "Measurement of Flexibility in 
State Police Officers." Journal of Police Science and Administration, 
1 (Jpne, 1973), 219-23. 

17. Krug, Donald; Andima, Haron; Bergner, Lawrence; Patrick, Sherman; and 
Whitman, Steve. "A Prevalence Estimatitm Model of Narcotics Addiction 
in New York City." American Journal of Epidemiology, 98 (1973), 
56-62. 

18. Larson, Richard C. "Decision - Aiding Tools in Urban Public Safety Systems." 
Sloan Management Review, 14 (Winter, 1972-73), 55-73. 

;1..9. Larson, Richard C., and Chaiken, Jan M. "Methods for Allocating Urban 
Emergency Units: A Survey." Management Sci.ence, 19 (December, 1972), 
110-30. 

20. Larson, Richard C., and Stevenson, Keith A. 
Redistr:icting and Facility Location." 
595-612. 

"On Insensitivities in Urban 
Operations Resear.ch, 20 (1972), 

21. Lichfie1d, Nathaniel. "Evaluation of Urban and Regional Plans: A Review. IT 

Regional Studies, 4, (1970), 151-65. 

22. Lyden, Fremont James. "Using Parson's Functional Analysis in the Study of 
Public Organizations." Administrative Science Quarterly, 20 (March, 
1975), 59-70. 

23. Meyer, John C. "Police Attitudes and Performance Appraisal: The Forest 
and Some Trees." Journal of Police Science and Administration, 1 
(June, 1973), 201-8. 

24. Molnar, Daniel, and Kammerud, ~~rsha11. "Developing Priori ties for Improving 
the Urban Social Environment," Socio-Economi.c Planning Science, 9 
(1975), 25-9. 

25. Munro, Jim L. "Towards a Theory of Criminal Justice Administration: A 
General SysteJlls Perspective." Public Administration Review, 31 
(November, 1971), 621-31. 

26. Nash, Christopher; Pearce, David; and Stan1eY:r John. "Criteria for Evaluating 
Project Evaluation Techniques," American Institute of Planners 
Journal, 41 (March, 1975), 83-9. 

27. O'Leary, Vincent, and Duffee, David. "Managerial Behavior and Correctional 
Policy." Public Administration Review, 31 (November, 1971), 603-16. 

28. Os trom, Elinor; Parks, Roger B.; and Whitaker, Gordon P. "Do <We Really 
Want to Consolidate Urban Police Forces? A Reapprais'a1' of Some Old 
Assertions." Public Administration Review, 33 (September, 1973), 
423-32. 



,( 

( 

'\. 

171 

29. Parker, L. Craig, and Roth, Marvin C. ttThe Relationship Between Self
Disclosure, Personality, and a Measure of Job Performance of Police
man." Journal of Police Science and Administration, 1 (September, 1973), 
282-6. " . 

30. Poland, Orville F. llProgram Evaluation and Administrative Theory,'! 
Pu.blic Administrative Review, 34 (July, 1974), 222-8 .• 

31. Ru~herford, G. Scott; Schofer, Joseph L.; Skutsch, Margaret; and Wach, 
Martin. "Goal Formulation for Socio-Technical Systems." Journal of 
the Urban Planning. and Development Division, Proceedings of the' 
American Society of Civil Engineers, 99 (September, 1973), 157.-69~ 

32. Said, Kamal E. 
Systems." 

liP. Policy-Selection/Goal formulation Model for Public 
Policy Sciences, 5 (1974), 89-100. 

33. Skutsch, Margaret, and Schofer, J. L. "Goals~Delphis for Urban Planning: 
Concepts in Their Design." Socia-Economic Planning Science, 7 (1973), 
305-13. 

34. Stanley, J. K. liP. Cardinal Utility Approach for Project Evaluation." 
Socio-Economic Planning Science, 8 (1974), 329-38. 

35. U. S. Congress. Joint Economic Committee. Systematic Analysis and Grants
in-Aid in a Federal System, by John Cotton and Selma Mushkin, Joint 
Economic Print, The Analysis of Public Expenditures, Vol. 1, 
(Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1969), pp. 332-54. 

36. Weddle, Robert S. IICity of Tyler (Texas) Crime Prevention Project." 
Journal of Criminal Justice, 1 (Summer, 1972), 173-76. 

37. Zacker, Joseph, and Bard, Morton. "Effects of Conflict· Management Training 
on Police Performance." Journal of Applied Psychology, 58 (1973), 
202-8. 

_. __ • _> a;;., > 



AEEENUIX 1 

11ASON'S RULE CALCULAXIONS 
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IN SECTION 3 
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The calculations shown here are for tne second example application of 

signal flow graphs to describing in2errelationships between component organ-

izations as described in Chapter 3. The mathematics used here are applicable \ 

to any network in which the direct relationships (gains) between any two 

components in the network is approximately linear over some decision interval. 

The signal f1o~ graph does allow· for indi.rec.t relationships to be evaluated, 

such as the situation where a first variable affects a second, and the second 

affects a third. The approach also allows for feedback, transfer of the 

output of an agency back to its input. This feedback is not dynamic, 

hotvever. This means there is no delay between the time the output is pro-

duced and the time it is received at the input. Also) the feedback coefficients 

that describe the magnitud~ and direction of the feedback are constants. 

The gain between ~y two component organizations is found by calculating 

the gain be~veen the representative blocks or nodes on the signal flow graph. 

Generally, gain is defined as the output of the second node divided by the 

input at the first. Because of feedback and indirect relationships, a 

special formula called Mason's Rule is required .to find the gain between 

two organizations. The formula was developed by Mason [821, and the form 

shown here is from Kuo [80]. 

where 

1 G=-ZGb. 
b. N N N 

GN = the gain of the nth fo~vard path 
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and A = 1 - E Prol + E Pm2 - E Pm3 + ••• 
m m m 

= product of the gain the mth possible combination of j ~vhere P . 
mJ non touching loops (loops which do not share any cOmmQn nodes) 

and AN = the value of A for that part of the signal flow graph not 
touching the nth forward path. 

G is the gain between the two notes (representing agencies). A combined 

probabilistic flow and signal flow diagram is shown in the following figure. 

An input of SOO'crimes is given. Note that the inpu"t is assumed to be 

converted to arrested criminals with the rather high probability of 0.80. 

The rest of the signal flow graph deals in terms of criminals. In the 

calculations, the relationship between the input of crimes against the p'ublic 

and volume of criminals handled by every other component agency is determi~ed. 
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D. = 1 - [(.8 11 .2) + (.2 •. 5) + (.8 •. 5 ".1) + (.8 0.511 .2 •. 3) + (.8 •• 1e .5) + 

(.8 •• 1 -.1·.2" .1) + (.8 •• 5 •. 2 •• 2 .... 8)] + [(.8)(:2)(.2)(.5)" + 

(.8)(.1)(.5)(.2)(.5)] = .63704 

G1 = (.8)(.5) = .4 

G2 = (.8)(.1)(.1)(.5) = .004 

G3 = (.8)(.1)(.4) = .032 

6 = 1-0 = 1 
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f::, :: 1-0 = 1 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Each year the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAAt. 

spends hundreds of millions of dollars on programs aimed at im~roving 

the components of the criminal justice system throughout the United 

States. Since LEAA's inception (1968), there has been widespread 

concern that the monies being spent should be for innovative new 

programs·whose underlying hypotheses could be tested in order to advance 

our knowledge of CJS operation and the entire social environment impinging 

on the problem of crime. It is well known that much of the money has not 

been spent in this manner. While indeed some funds had to be allocated 

to short-term projects of high priority to.local agencies, thereby 

"buying" credibility with the agencies, other funds were channeled to 

diverse projects that were often not well conceived, duplicative; and 

designed in such a way that no one could learn from the experience of ,I 

implementing the project. The proverbial "recreation of the wheel" 

has been a severe problem with LEAA projects and programs. Some argue 

that much of this activity has served the useful purpose of educating 

CJS planners, managers and consultants throughout the United States, 

and therefore that the funds may not have been wasted. Yet it is 

difficult to imagine that such education could not be achieved in less 

expensive ways. The very desigri of the LEAA--providing three distinct 

mechanisms for channeling funds to a particular agency (state funds via 

the SPA, discretionary funds via the regional office, and research funds 

via the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
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[NILEC])--is conducive to a lack of communication among grant and 

contract recipients. LEAA staff members themselves often are not aware 

of other LEAA programs related to or even nearly equivalent to those 

in their own bailiwick. Even if they are aware of such programs, it 

is often difficult to obtain a final report of already completed 

projects--and few final reports contain an adequate unbiased assessment 

of the outcomes of the program that would be useful to others. 

Need for Evaluation 

Thus, a strong need is apparent for new mechanisms for appraising 

or evaluating LEAA programs and for disseminating this information 

throughout the United States. The activity of evaluation implies a focus 

on measurable quantities, on system inputs, on measures of process, on 

system outputs, and on final outcome measures. While quantitative 

measures do not exclude qualitative analyses--and many process evaluations 

I~\~st use interview and participant-observer techniques to develop a 

qUi~litative case study--they do bring about a new accountability in CJS 

op~rations. If defined appropriately and used with care, they allow 

system administrators (or outsiders) to compare the performance of the same 

syst~m at different times or different systems at the same time. And 

they facilitate the evaluation of innovative programs and experiments. 

While certain quantitatively-oriented measures have been accepted 

by CJS administrators for some time (e.g., the FBI Index Crime Rates, 

clearance rates, rates of recidivism from correctional programs), many 
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of these have been subject to abuse andmanipul~tion or at least 

misinterpretation. For instance, police have well-known discretion in 

categorizing crimes and reporting clearance rates. And citizens have 

a difficult time relating rates of index crimes per hundred thousand 

to their own personal Y'isk situation. Yet "crime clocks!' ("5 ~apes 

every x minutes") and other popular crime reporting mechanisms do not 

clarify the risk situation, and often only contribute to undue alarm. 

Recidivism rates are traditionally different by a factor of two or more, 

depending on one's point of view--police (at one end of the CJS) or 

corrections (at the other). This confusion--which is primarily 

definitional--is compounded by the fact that few people--CJS administrators 

or others--can project the consequences of an 80 percent recidivism rate, 

say, over the lifetime crime career of an individual. Thus, there are 

needs to portray the crime picture in a better way to citizens and 

administrators in order to reveal personal risks more accurately and to 

link certain system performance measures to other (perhaps more fundamental) 

measures. 

A focus on quantitative measures in evaluation suggests an ability to 

predict the consequences (in quantitative terms) of alternative program 

designs prior to implementation. This implies the use of models of 

system behavior. Strategic models such as Professor Blumstein's JUSSIM 

tan be used at a CJS-wide level to assess (before the fact) the system 

consequences of increased workload or more personnel at a particular' 

stage or decreased recidivism rates from a particular correctional programa 
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Likewise, at an agency operational level, tactical models of operation--such 

as models of police patrol deployment--can be used to project the 

consequences of alternative patrol allocations. However, from the CJS 

admin'istrator1s point of view, many such models are now clouded behind the 

mystique of Greek symbols, long equations, and computers. Thus, tools 

which would be useful in evaluations are perceived to be inac~essible 

to the typical CJS administrator. 

Outline of Paper 

The purpose of this paper is to address the problem of CJS and LEAA 

evaluation from primarily three different points of view. Given the 

time and length constraints under which the paper was written, our 

approach has been to layout these three areas for potential further 

investigation, but without fully detailing any particular one. 

We start at the macroscopic level. How can a particular component 

of the CJS (say police, courts, or corrections) use expenditure, employment, 

and resource allocation data to compare its own efficiency and effectiveness 

over time and against that of equivalent agencies in other jurisdictions? 

Focusing on police departments as a case example, we discuss ways to study 

these departments on the basis of data such as those contained in the 

annual volumes on IIExpenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal 

Justice System ll issued by LEAA and the annual IISurvey of MUnicipal Police 

Departments ll issued by the Kansas City Police Department. Questions about 

near-term (15-year) trends will be addressed and ways will be suggested 
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for checking the validity of several common assumptions regarding the 

Criminal Justice System through the use of data of this type. Certain 

possible pitfalls in the processing of such information will be pointed 

out. These pitfalls are due primarily to two potentia-' sources of 

error: the excessive degree of aggregation of the data as they appear 

in the surveys; and the differences from place to place in the statutes 

regarding the functions of police departments. This part of the paper 

will attempt to make a case for standardization of data gathering 

procedures around the United States and for cross-sectiona) statistical 

studies of Criminal Justice System expenditures and employment data as 

an aid to a variety of decision-makers in this area. 

Three families of indicators of "output" for the CJS are then identified. 

It is believed that the more meaningful of these indicators--the ones 

which could truly measure the reduction of crime and the overall 

performance of th\~ CJS--are either too difficult to quantify or are only 

obliquely related to specific decisions by policy makers with regard to the 

allocation of resources in the CJS. For this reason, it may be 

preferable, at least in the short run, to concentrate on using more 

readily measurable indicators that measure such items as productivity, 

efficiency, and sub-system performance as gauges in helping evaluate the 

overall performance and effectiveness of alternative CJS programs. 

Continuing at an aggregate level~ we next explore certain system-level 
\. 

performance measures that deal with crim~_ vi ctimizati on, and rec; divi sm. 
\ 

The focus is on improved methods for collec~i.ng, processing, and 

.• :: .. 'I.T 
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interpreting data related to these key issues. This includes more 

careful attention to controls in LEAA-sponsored victimization surveys. 

It also includes projecting easy-to-col1ect annual statistics over a 

mUlti-year horizon. For instance, in auto accidents, the annual rate 

of accidents per 100,000 provides one number for a person to gauge his 

risk of being in an auto accident. But typically this figure Can be 

extrapolated via mo~els (or in some cases, actual recorded data) to 

reveal that the "average ll motorist becomes involved in an auto accident 
, 

once about every ten years. In a similar manner we wish to explore 

certain CJS performance measures that extend beyond the one-year time 

horizon and allow one to project into the indefinite future. Particularly 

when dealing with small probabilities, people are notoriously bad at 

perceiving the implication of low probability events. Pedestrians and 

automobile drivers in some urban centers have a one-in-106 chance of 

being killed in any partitular day due to an auto accident; in some 

cities the risk of being murdered is even greater. Yet what does daily 

reporting imply about a person's perception of this risk? Projected 

over a lifetime, the probability of being killed in an automobile 

accident or by a murderer can be one in fifty or higher. Similar 

projections apply in the area of corrections (when dealing with 

recidivism) and courts (when eValuating the long-range consequences of 

alternative sentencing policies). So, much of the second section of 

this paper addresses the issue of long-range projected performance 

measures and how they could be used more directly in evaluating both 

CJS and LEAA programs. One important (and novel) evaluative use of 
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such data could be in monitoring the effects of new societal policies 

dealing with the CJS. For instance, examples are outlined describing 

the potential evaluation of the crime-reduction effects of new gun 

control laws and/or new laws dealing with convict~d murderers (e.g., 

limited use of the death penalty). The section concludes with several 

specific recommendations to LEAA in the area of crime occurrence, 

victimization, and recidivism aata. ., 

The third section of the paper focuses on less aggregated questions, 

namely those dealing with operationally-defined performance measures 

and their use in evaluation. Two different types of evaluation are 

identified at the state or local level--evaluation of experimental 

programs and evaluation of routine day-to-day operations. For the first, 

it is proposed that LEM should support the development of a formal 

CJS-focused evaluation methodology, including the sequence of experimental 

steps ranging from identification of a problem area; to generation of 

hypotheses; to experimental design, execution, and monitoring; and 

finally to after-the-fact evaluation. Specia~ emphasis is given to the 

role of formal models in each of the various phases of the evaluation 

process. For the second, it is argued that several quantitative 

measures, models, and methods currently exist that, if properly 

packaged, could be utilized by numerous CJS agencies in evaluation of 

very specific day-to-day operational problems. It is recommended that 

easily-understood handbooks be writte~1 for this purpose. This section 

also concludes with several specific recommendations for LEAA. 
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The fourth and final section of the paper details some specific 

recommendations to LEAA in the area of ev\,luation. While most of the 

recommendations are derived from the preceding three sections, several 

are more general, pertaining to the entire process of national 

evaluation and dissemination which LEAA would like to influence. 



II. SYSTEM-LEVEL AGGREGATE MEASURES OF PERFORMANCE 

The massive efforts, in terms of expenditures and manpower, that 

federal and local agencies have undertaken during the last few 

years for the purpose of containing crime in the United States have 

made at least one thing clear: there is a need for careful reappraisal 

of the ways in which resources are allocated among and within the 

various local, state, and federal criminal justice agencies. 

Central to such an appraisal is the capability to address the 

issue of relative effectiveness versus cost of allocative decisions 

and hopefully, thereby, to perform meaningful comparisons among 

alternative programs. Development of such a capability is the 

goal of most responsible public administrators. Unfortunately, in 

the case of almost every single aspect of the criminal justice system 

(CJS) no such capability exists today. This is not due to a lack of 
\ 

trying in this direction, but rather to the enormous difficulties 

inherent to the subject. Our understanding of cause-and-effect 

relationships in the area of crime--an understanding which must precede 

the performance of effectiveness versus cost appraisals--is sorely 

deficient. As a consequence of this state of affairs, decisions 

concerning the allocation of CJS resources are made mostly on the 

basis of past experience, intuition, and wishful thi'nking (in varying 

proporti ons) • 

"----' -~", - .-
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This chapter proposes several modest, yet fea~ible steps that 

could be taken under LEAA supervision to begin the process of assembling 

CJS-level data that could eventually be used to assist the resource 

allocation process. We plan to describe a family of readily obtainable 

rreasures of inputs and, what we shall call, "intermediate outputs" of 
-. ,.' 

the CJS. These measures, in turn, provide the basis for a few meaningful, 

albeit highly imperfect, indicators of effectiveness. 

Specifically, subsequent sections will cover the following main 

points: 

a) Insufficient attention has been devoted in the 

past to the establishment of an information basis for 

understanding current patterns and historical trends regarding 

the allocation of inputs (resources) in the CJS. Although 

several private and governmental organizations conduct a 

variety of periodic surveys of criminal justice agencies, 

this information. often suffers from lack of adequate detail 

or analysis to assist system-level decision makers. 

b) The information already available from concluded 

surveys has not been analyzed in a way to shed light on 

system-level resource allocations. Nonetheless, a preliminary 

examination of such data might reveal several consistent 

patterns and provide valuable perspectives with regard to 

the composition of the various costs associated with the 

CJS. 

~---- --'----~~- --~~~----------~----
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c) The known relationships between, on the one hand, the 

inputs (resources) to the CJS and, on the other, its true outputs 

(i.e., its preventive, deterrent, and corrective effects on 

unlawful behavior) can best be described as tenuous. In the 

short run, and until this state of knowledge improves, we may be 

better off by measuri ng the 'affecti veness of the vari ous CJS 

sub-components in terms of relationships between inputs and more 

tangible intermediate outputs. 

d) A study and analysis program to deal with items a) 

through c) above is a worthwhile activity for the LEAA to 

undertake. 

Orientation 

. Before proceed'jng to a detailed discussion of these points, it is 

worth clarifying the aims and orientation of the programs to be proposed 

here. The emphasis is not on sophisticated analysis, but on the develop

ment of information that may be useful to several target audiences and of 

measures of effectiveness that may provide additional focus to their 

deliberations. Such target audiences may include: 

a) LEAA-State Planning Agencies and other regional agencies 

that administer the distribution of federal funds among regional, 

state and local levels. The primary concern of these agencies is 

the effective utilization of such fund$. The proposed information 

and measures may prove of assistance· to these groups, especially 

. , 
-*-- ....... ....:....-
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during the review phase of existing programs (in anticipation of 

refunding) in coming to a judgement on whether resources are 

being effedi:vely util ized. 

b) Management and union representatives in the Criminal 

Justice area who, under today's conditions, must often negotiate 

in a virtual vacuum with respect to information on wages, 

benefits, and productivity standards both on an absolute and a 

comparative scale. 

c) Department of Justice and LEAA planners who must 

decide, at the federal level, on the proper allocation of resources 

among and within the various components of the CJS in the short and 

in the long run. It would be utterly presumptuous even to suggest 

that anything proposed here will allow any such decisions to be 

made in a less subjective (or more IImechanistic ll
) way in the future. 

It is, however, plausible to assume that a better perspective on 

current trends in expenditures and performance in the CJS will 

provide an improved environment for decision-making. The 

identification of trends is a major objective of the programs to 

be proposed here. 

d) Elected and appointed administrators at the state and 

local level (city managers, attorneys general, governors, etc.) 

entrusted by the public with monitoring the efficient operation of 

CJS agencies. The program advocated here will facilitate the 

perfonnance of these duties by such officials. For instance, a 

city manager could take advantage of newly available information 
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to inquire as to why his city IIspends more money per capita on 

police protection than city X, while also obtaining inferior 

service (according to a given measure of performance) than city X.II 

e) Researchers on the CJS: drawing from the greatly 

expanded information bank to be advocated here will, in many 

cases, free these researchers from the onerous task of collecting 

~urvey data on the CJS on every occasion when such data are 

needed. Studies of a national rather than of a local or regional 

scope will also be encouraged through the availability of s.uch 

information. 

f) Last but not least, the public at large will benefit 

through the availability of regularly published and readily 

comprehensible information on the costs and, perhaps, on some 

indicators of performance for the CJS. The Department of Justice 

has long ago recognized the public's "ri9.~t.to know ll in this 

area through the annual publication of the FBI Uniform Crime 

Report and, more recently, with the annual issuini of statistics 

on Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice 

System [1]. 

Resources Allocated to the Criminal Justice System 

Existing Information Sources 

The resources allocated to the CJS can best be measured in terms of 

funding commitments and of manpower. The sole Federal Government 
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publication which is specifically oriented toward the compilation and 

presentation of data along these lines is the annual volume [1] on 

Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice System, issued 

jointly by the U. S. Department of Justi.ce (LEAA, National Criminal 

Justice Information and Statistics Service) and the U.S. Department 

of Commerce (Bureau of the Census, Social and Economics Administration). 

This annual survey covers all facets of the CJS (police protection, 

courts and other legal services, and corrections). Data are itemized 

along the usual federal-state-local lines of authority, as well as 

by state) county, standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA), and 

municipal government. Unfortunately, this information suffers from an 

excessive degree of aggregation: the details of the allocation of 

resources within each of the CJS subsystems (police departments, courts, 

corrections systems) are not dea1t with. Consequently, the value 

of the data for resource allocating decisions is limited, except from 

the case of IIglobal ll decisions of the type that a top-level Federal 

Government official might make. An examination of the questionnaire 

used for the compilation of this survey shows that the data collected 

are of limited value for an in-depth analysis of the underlying causes 

of changes in CJS expenditures and employment. 

Other annual surveys of CJS manpower and expenditures at the local 

level are available through the fOl"low->ng publications: City Government 
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Finances (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census) [2J, The 

Municipal Yearbook (International City Managers Association - ICMA) [3J, 

and the Survey of Municipal Police Departments '-Kansas City Police 

Department) [4]. The Census of Governments. (U.S. Department of Commerce, 

Bureau of the Census) [5] conducted at five-year intervals' provides 

data similar to those contained in the City Government Finances but in 

greater detail and itemized along several types of governmental or 

statistical-purpose jurisdictions. 

The value of each of the aforementioned stati.stical compilations to 

the analyst can best be assessed by reference to the breadth and depth of 

their coverage. At one extreme, the Census of Governments and the City 

Government Finances cover all aspects of the CJS on a nation-wide basis 

but in a highly aggregative manner. At the other end of the spectrum, 

the ,Survey of Municipal Poli.ce Departments, as its name implies, is 

limited to police departments and, in fact, surveys only the cit'ies with 

a population of 300,000 to 1,000,000 in 1970 (43 ci.ties ;arE' covered by 

the latest surveys). This latter survey provides a very large amount of 

information for each of the police departments that it covers: numerous 

items are listed includi.ng a breakdown of expenditures by fUnction, 

employment and salary figures by category of employee, benefit and pension 

data, information on mechanical equipment in use, some demographic data 

on the. city in question, etc. In this connection, an examination of the 

late.st questi.onnaire being used by the Kansas City Police De:partment shows 

that wfi.ile some of the. questi.ons included in this highly detailed 

form may be of uncertain informational value or may be inadequately 
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defined, it is clear that data obtained through this survey may be 

highly useful in monitoring and understanding the process of change 

with regard to police department resource utilization. 

The type of cost-effectiveness analysis work which will be advocated 

in this chapter would require information of a similar level of detail 

as that presented in the Kansas City Survey of Municipal Police 

Departments. Studies of a nation-wide scope and dealing 

with the entire CJS imply an information base with depth and 

breadth comparable, respectively, to those of the Kansas City surveys 

and of the Bureau of the Census quoted publications. Although develop

ment of such a data base may appear to be an ambitious task, it 

represents in practice only an incremental change in the effort 

required to procure and compile the present Expenditure and Employment 

Data for the Criminal Justice System. 

Adm'/ttedly, however, careful work is needed in order to identify 

and select all the items of information to be collected and in order to 

prepare an unambiguous questionnaire which properly defines the requested 

items for the benefit of the responding local officals. With respect to 

this latter subject, it is worth mentioning that the unambiguous 

description of the data sought is by no means a trivial matter. It is 

often done carelessly at the present time and leads to (occasionally 

large) differences among the figures reported for the same item in the 

various surveys. For instance, the figures reported for the total annual 

cost of local "police protection" in New York City vary, at present, by 

as much as 30% (or a range of $200 million) depending on the respondent1s 

,-I ... 
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interpretation of what should be included under this item. (Transit 

Authority Police expenditures and Housing Authority Police expenditures 

in New York City, for instance, are not included in the funds allocated to 

the New York City Police Department. Some respondents include the former 

expenditures a~ parts of "police protection costs" and others do not.) 

Analysis of Resource Inputs to the CJS 

As noted in the last section several sources are already available " 

with information concerning the resource inputs (economic and otherwise) 

to the CJS. Despit~ their serious deficiencies J which were also noted 

above, these information sources contain sufficient material to provide 

the basis for serious study of the composition of the various CJS costs. 

Unfortunately, thi s parti cul ar subject has apparently attracted only 

limited attention. Part of the explanation for this phenomenon may lie 

with the (justified) preoccupation of criminologists and other analysts 

with the investigation of trends and statistical patterns contained in 

annual crime statistics, case disposition statistics in the courts, 

recidivism statistics, etc. 

A recent review by the authors of existing work on the composition 

of city police department costs turned up surprisingly little material 

of interest. Perhaps the most worthwhile is the recently published 

analysis of Bahl, Campbell and Greyt~k [6) of expenditure and revenue 

patterns in New York City. As part of this analysis, the authors. have 

examined in some detail the costs of the New York Pol.ice Department and, 
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through a simple mathematical model have attributed cost increases to the 

factors of increased employment °jn the police department, inflation, and 

real wage gains. They have also performed some simple comparisons between 

per capita police protection costs in New York City and similar costs in 

nine other major cities. 

Kakalik and Wildhorn [7] in another interesting earlier investigation 

collected a considerable amount of information on cost breakdowns, manpower, 

manpower allocation, mechanization, etc. for a few large police departments 

and, by using simple calculati'ons and regression analysis, arrived at several 

conclusions and conjectures regarding resource allocation in police work. 

Several studies in this area have also been performed in the past in 

connection with the annual and periodic surveys of the International City 

Managers Associati,on (ICMA)--often conducted in cooperation with other private 

or governmental organizations. Among the most recent, Lewin [8] has 

examined trends in salaries and manpower for several categories of cities, 

while Anderson [9] in 1973, analyzed the data from a survey of fringe 

benefit provisions for municipal employees taken in late 1971. 

Another set of writings has originated from the Bureau of Labor Statistics 

of the U.S. Labor Department. For instance, Davis no]' has published summary 

reports on pay scales and salary trends for policemen and firemen.' Data in 

these reports are aggregated by groups of cities and the percent distribution 

of pay scales is also provided. 

The aforementioned ICMA- and BLS-related reports can be criticized 

primarily for providing a minimum amount of ,perspective. Medium- and long-term 
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trends (i.e., covering a time span of five or more years) are very seldom 

provided. Similarly,police data are not compared with similar data for 

other services (excep~ possibly for mu~icipal fire departments which, almost 

by definition, exhibit similar characteristics) and with data from the 

private sectors of the economy. Yet, it is only in the long run and by com

parison to those other sectors of the economy that changes in police expendi

tures and employment in the United States can be appreciated and understood." 

Several investigations have concentrated on areas which are related to 

our main at'ea of interest: A lengthy study by Shoup and Mehay £111 has 

attempted to demonstrate the merits of the Program Budgeting system through 

application to the case of police services in the Los Angeles area. By in

ferring the costs of the various types of crimes and of police activities, they 

have advocated adoption of a cost/benef; t (or cv;,;t/effecti veness) approach to 

the allocation of police resources. On the subject of cost/effectiveness, a 

most thoughtful short paper by Blumstein [12] also deserves special mention. 

Finally, an extensive amount of work has been done on multi-variate regres

sion analyses that attempt to identify statistical relationships among police 

inputs (mostly police costs per capita), crime statistics (or victimization 
, 

rates) and a host of environmental variables (such as demographic data, street 

mileage, geographical location, etc.). These studies usually concentrate on 

groups of cities within a given state or cities 'located within one or a 'few 

metropolitan areas. Among the most recent ones are the analyses of Beaton [13] 

(New Jersey cities), Walzer [14] (31 cities in Illinois), Hirsch [15] (64 

St. Louis metropolitan area police departments), Shoup and Mehay [11] (52 

cities in Southern California), and Sunley [16] (selected cities in the 
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metropolitan areas of Detroit, Cleve1and, Minneapolis-St. Paui and Pittsburgh). 

None of these works examines in any detail the composition of police costs. 

Data Collection and Study Recommendations 

The brief review of existing literature on police expenditures and 

resource usage illustrates what are believed here to be common characteristics 

of similar past work on other aspects of the CJS as well: 

a) Studies have to rely orr incomplete data bases in terms of 

both depth and breadth. 

b) The focus of attention has been on aggregate measures of cost 

and resource utilization, while questions related to the detailed com

position of costs, cost increases and employment figut'es have been 

largely ignored. 

c) The few studies ~hat exist, with rare exceptions, offer little 

in terms of long-term perspectives on developments in the CJS area. 

d) Similarly, few comparisons are provided with parallel develop

ments in other areas of public or private activity, esp~cially in the 

public safety and welfare sectors. 

In view of these deficiencies, two principal recommendations can be 

made: 

i) The Law Enforcement Assiistance Admi ni strati on shoul d assume 

responsibility for the collection and dissemination of information on 

the various types of resources utilized by the CJS. The collection of 

the data should be on an annual basis. In terms of breadth, the survey 

should be of a scope similar to that of the LEAA-Census Bureau annual 

volume on Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice 
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System. In tenns. of depth, however, the survey should be con

siderably expanded and seek much more detailed information than that 

which is obtained currently. The LEAA, moreover, should publish on 

an annual basis and in easily comprehensible form the results of these 

, surveys. Emphases in these annual publications should be on 

exhibiting trends in CJS expenditures and employment and in 

discussing the probable underlying reasons for these trends. The 

format of the presentation should be consistent with the needs 

and backgrounds of the various potential audiences for these 

surveys which were identified earlier. 

The LEAA annual publications should draw their material and support 

from woy'k done under the second program recommended here: 

ii) The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration should 

undertake or support a series of studies to analyze CJS 

expenditures and manpower data. These studies should include 

the examination of time-series trends for individual locations 

or for groups of jurisdictions and the performance of cross

sectional comparisons among individual (or groups of) municipalities, 

SMSA's, states, or regions with varying or similar characteristics. 

Recent research performed by Odoni [17] on the subject of near-term 

(1959-1973) trends in police department resource utilization explored 

issues similar to those suggested under .item ii) above. On the basis of 

that experience, the following (far from exhaustive) list of promising 

topics, each concerning one or more aspects of the CJS, can be suggested: 
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a) An analysis of the make-up and composition of 

the well-known momentous increases that police department 

budgets (and CJS expenditures, in general) experienced 

during the last decade. 

b) The major trends in salaries and benefits for 

CJS personnel and the rel ati onshi p--i f any--between 

wage gains and the various unionization movements that 

have taken place among police and among correctional 

system employees. 

c) Internal trends in CJS employment such as 

changes in the relative proportions of uniformed and 

civilian employees and of ranking officers and regular 

patrolmen in police departments?_ or of clerical and pro-
, 

fessional personnel in the court system. 

d) The relative allocation of local and state 

resources to the CJS as measured by the proportion of 

local and state budgets spent for this purpose. A review 

of trends in this respect will provide an indication as to 

the position that the crime problem occupies in the list of 

national priorities in view of widespread public concern. 

e) The details of the allocation of po"Jice manpower 

among various possible functions such as preventive patrol, 

response to calls for assistance, investigations, clerical 

tasks, enforcement of traffic regulations, etc. 

fit < .. ,; ...:..' _' _' ...;' __ _ 
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f) The marginal cost on an annual and present value 

basis of additional CJS employees by function and 

specialty based on the current status of salaries and benefits. 

In a similar manner, the marginal cQst of manning additional 

functional positions, e.g' i of fielding an around-the-clock 

foot patrolman or of an around-the-clock one- or two-person 

police car. 
. ...... 

g) The relationship of "size ll to CJS expenditures. 

This is the important question of whether any economies of 

scale may exist in the CJS. While the problem has been 

partially investigated with respect to police departments 

(see previous section) evidence to date has been far from 

conclusive. 

h} The budget fractions allocated to capital investments 

and to current expenditures (the latter consisting mostly of 

personnel costs) in different parts of the CJS. Also the 

historical role, if any, that recent funding from the Law 

Enforcement Administration has played in modifying these 

fractions. These federal funds, intended as they are to 

promote "'innovation" in the CJS, would--at least theoretically--

be more likely to increase capital investments in the form 

of faciilties and, especially, such expensive equipment as 

computers, communications apparatus, car locator systems, etc. 

It is believed that the additional expenditures for the creation of 

an expanded data_base, as recommended here, would be well justified in 
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the long run, even if that base would only serve~o help clarify some of 

the questions that were just posed. In addition, however, the data base 

will also support one of the two aspects (namely, the one related to 

costs) of the cost-effectiveness studies that will. be discussed in the 

next sections. 

Measuring the Outputs of the CJS 

Types of Measures for the CJS 

Figure 1 presents one possible conceptualization of the various 

types of measures that could be used to describe the different parts of 

the CJS. Four categories of measures are identified: input measures, 

intermediate measures of output, crime-related measures of output and 

IItrue" measures of output. 

We 'have already discussed various input (or IIresource allocation") 

measures in earlier sections. It is feasible to collect information 

about the manpower and expenditure costs of the CJS to practically any 

desirable level of detail, including the specific allocation of funds 

and personnel to distinct identifiable tasks. In most cases, this 

information is, readily available--at least at the local level--and can 

be obtained through the use of appropriate surveys. 

At the opposite end of the spectrum, one can theoretically describe 

measures of the true effectiveness of the CJS. It would be erroneous to 

use such measures as changes in crime indices for this purposp.. The 
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number of crimes and other similar measures are insufficient indicators 

of the true outputs of the CJS. Higher level measures of effectiveness 

are desirable: as with most large-scale social systems, so with the CJS, 

too, it can be argued that its true objective is the IImaximization of 

social welfare,1I in this particular case through the prevention and 

deterrence of crime and through the provision of a fair and equitable 

system of justi ce for all. 

Unfortunately, it is practically impossible to obtain any quanti

tative measurements of outputs which, to begin with, are as "hazilyll 

defined as, for instance, the terms II social welfare ll or "crime prevention" 

are. Even after attempting to express these global outputs in more 

specific terms, experience has shown that the situation with regard to 

quantitative measurement does not improve perceptibly. For example, 

Blumstein [12J has suggested a measure· called II social disruption li as a 

high-level indicator of output for the CJS. After describing this 

measure, however, Blumstein conclLldes as fo"llows: 

Having thus identified this higher measure of "social 
disruption,1I its complexity and its many unquant'ifiable 
features preclude operating with it analytically at this 
time. Nevertheless, considerable value derives from 
considering these issues, for they pervade many later 
considerations, such as those relating to technological 
approaches to improving the effectiveness of crime control, 
perhaps at the expense of privacy or due process 
considerations. 

The last sentence in this quote coincides with the authors' 

perception with regard to the potential usefulness of high-level output 

indicators in planning for the CJS: they should be viewed as providing 
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general gualitative guidelines for setting of policy goals. However, their 

use in effectiveness comparisons between specific alternatives should be 

ruled out at this time as impracticable. Inability to measure true 

outputs and our present complete lack of knowledge on how to predict 

the effect of alternative allocative decisions (CJS inputs) on the true 

outputs--as indicated at the top portion of Figure l--make such a 

conclusion inevitable. 

One, then, is forced to turn to the other two types of measures 

identified on Figure 1. Of those, the crime-related measures of output 

have probably attracted most of the attention in the past. They include 

such quantities as crime indices (crime-specific or aggregate), statistics 

on the disposition of cases in the court system, indicators of the 

effectiveness of the corrections system such as recidivism rates, etc. 

The major advantages of these measures at4 e that they are readi 1y under

standable and, probably more importantly, are perceived to bear a more 

or less direct relationship to the true outputs of the CJS. For instance, 

most would agree that a reduction in the crime rate (if not achieved at 

the expense of civil liberties) also implies an increase in social 

welfare. Unfortunately, crime-related measures of output also suffer 

from two major deficiencies: 

i} They are only partly measurable in many instances. 

The recent surveys of the LEAA, for instance, on the true 

incidence of crime in major cities indicates that reporting 

of crimes depends on a complex set of factors not the least 

, ~I 
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of which is ,the citizens' own perception of how effective the 

CJS is. In any case, the surveys clearly indicate that crime 

;s grossly under-reported but it is difficult to determine 

just by how much. This point is discussed in considerably 

more detail elsewhere in this report. 

ii) Even more crucial with regard to the performance 

of cost-effectiveness compariscns, is the great difficulty, 

in view of our present state of knowledge, that is involved 

in predicting the effects of resource allocative decisions 

on crime-related statistics. A specific example, which has 

often been used before, will help clarify this point: 

Assume that city X has decided to increase the number of 

police vehicles it fields during the peak crime-period of 

the day. It is, of course, quite simple to compute the costs 

of this decision in terms of increased manpower, equipment 

and funding requirements. (These are the input measures.) 

Given a description of th~ spatial distribution of calls for 

police assistance, of city XIS geography, and of the 

dispatching policy followed by the police department in question, 

it is also possible, using the methodology developed in recent 

years by Larson [18] and' others, to predict quite accurately what 

effect this decision will ,have in terms of a reduction in 

police response times, i.e., the delay between the time a call 

is received and the time when a police car f{rst arrives on 

the scene. Police response time is one measure of CJS 
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-performance or effi ci ency, (i. e., a measure that can be 

classified in the category of "intermediate measures of 

output" in Figure 1.) However, is is very difficult, with 

our present understanding of the "physics" of crime, to 

predict the implications, if any, of the reduced response 

time on the probability, say, of apprehending criminals and, 

consequently, on the chances for reducing the number of 

committed crimes. (The latter is a crime-related measure of 

output.) About all that is known is that reduced response 

times usually increase the chances of a successful arrest, 

but the exact relationship is far from clear and it is 

highly improbable that whatever functional relationship exists 

is a simple one. 

This whole chain of associations is implied by the terms "strong" 

and "weak ll on Figure 1 with regard to the state of knowledge on the 

relationships between input measures, intermediate measures of output 

and crime-related measures of output for the CJS. 

Usefulness of the Intermediate Measures of Output 

We turn now to what have been termed "intermediate measures of 

output" on Figure 1. Under this category we have included a large cl~ss ,. 

of indicators of performance, efficiency, and productivity in the CJS. 

These indicators arl~~ connected to the true intended outputs of the CJS 

only. through a series of logical inductions of the type already described 
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in the prevjous section. If one is willing to accept the validity 

of these 1 ogi ca 1 inducti ons--that is, the argum,ent that there is a 

direct connection between an efficient and smoothly functioning CJS 

and 3n effective CJS--then the intermediate output measures can be 

highly useful in monitoring the performance of the CJS and in providing 

guidelines for a desirable allocation of resources within and among its 

various components. 

The last example in the previous section illustrates one of the 

reasons for recommending increased attention to intermediate measures 

of CJS output: The state-of-the-art in CJS analysis has reached the 

point where, in many cases, it is possible to predict what the effects 

on intermediate output measures will be of specific allocative decisions. 

A second advantage of intermediate output indicators is that they 

are measurable--at some cost and after some effort, as indicated on 

Figure 1. The precise amount of effort required to obtain measurements 

varies from one indicator to another. For instance, certain indicators 

of pol ice department performance such as IIresponse times to calls for 

assistance ll Ot IIpersonnel turnover during a year" ate relatively easy 

to deal with, either through ob~ervation of 'police operations (e.g., 

response times) or directly from departmental records (e.g., personnel 

turnover). On the other hand, intermediate output indicators which to 

some extent also incorporate the notion of "quality" (e.g., indicators 

of "smoothness" of operations in the court system) are clearly much more 

difficult to measure. Even in these latter cases, however, one can 
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devise simpler surrogate indicators which can be quantified and measured 

more easily. 

A bewildering number of indicators related to performance, 

efficiency and productivity in the CJS can be (and have been) suggested. 

One cannot hope to deal with allor, even, with a substantial fraction 

of such indicators in practice. The correct approach is to select 

judiciously only a smal.l number of indicators ( = measures of inter

meaiate outputs) making sure that each one of them ;s representative of 

a large "fami1y" of other possible indicators and· then deal with only 

the small sample at hand the rest of the way. 

Some very thoughtful suggestions, very much along these lines, are 

provided--withspecific reference to police departments--;n the recent 

publication of the National Commission on Productivity entitled 

Opportunities for Improving Productivity in Police Services [19]. 

The authors of this report (Advisory Group on Productivity in Law 

Enforcement) have identified and described several measures of performance 

and productivity, a small group for each facet of police work .. They, 

then, recommended that a national program be instituted for measurement 

and data collection with regard to these indicators. It is strongly 

suggested, in these recommendations, that the LEAA should act as the focus 

for this type of activity. A similar set of recommendations will be. 

made at the conclusion of the next section, with regard to measurement~ 

col1(~ction and dissemination of information about intermediate output 

measures for the entire CJS. 
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Effectiveness Comparisons Using Intermediate Output Measures 

In addition' to serving as descriptors of performance for the 

CJS, intermediate output measures in combination with input measures 

can be Llsed as the basis for performing limited cost-effectiveness 

comparisons among alternative ways of allocating resources in the CJS. 

We have already alluded several times to this particillar type of 

cost-effectiveness analysis. Its main attractiveness is that, because 

of our ability to predict or measure the changes in the intermediate 

output indicators that result from specific changes in the allocation 

of resources, this type of analysis is both doable and believable. In 

fact, this seems to be the only type of cost-e·ffectiveness analysis 

which is possible at all, given our present state of knowledge 

about the CJS. It is, therefore. altogether surprising that so little 
, 

has been written or done in this area to date. 

To the authors' knowledge, the only report which has explicitly 

addressed this problem is a brief but well-written study reported by 

:B1umstein [12J in 1969, on a cost-effectiveness analysis in the allocation 

of police resources. As an example, Blumstein has used the case in which 

a number of alternatives aimed at increasing the probability of appre

hension on the scene are compared for a given police department. 

These alternatives may include the installation of more public call 

boxes to reduce the delay in calling the police, the assignment of 

additional "complaint clerks" to the police dispatching center, the use 
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of a computer to accelerate the dispatching process, the introduction of 

additional police cars, etc. 

In terms of our cl assifi cati on scheme, the "probabil ity (If 

apprehension on the scene 'l is a crime-related measure of output. Due 

to the practical impossibility of obtaining an explicit quantitative 

relationship between each of the alternatives under consideration and 

the resultant change in the probability of apprehension, Blumstein 

suggests that the measure of effectiveness to be used could be "delay 

saved per dollar allocated 'l (i.e., reduction in response time per 

dollar allocated, using our earlier termino~ogy). Thus, the measure 

of effectiveness in this example ;s an intermediate output measure 

(response time) ahd the measure of cost an input measure (dollars 

invested). A multitude of other similar examples can be offered. 

It is believed here that the methodological foundation is already 

available and that the data base can be created for successful appli

cations of cost-effectiveness analyses of the type described to the 

CJS. Moreover, these comparisons of effectiveness need not be confined 

to the allocation of resources within any particular component of the 

CJS; in fact, a most useful application of the approach is as an aid 

to making decisions on how to allocate resources among the different 

sUbsystems of the CJS. In other word~, ideally one should be able to 

determine the relative effectiveness of an extra dollar spent on, say, 

expediting the processing of cases through the courts as opposed to a car 

locator system for a police department. (The state-of-the-art, of course, 
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makes it highly unlikely that such comparisons can be performed at the 

present time at such a level of detail, although more gross comparisons, 

e.g., money spent on the courts versus money spent on police, are not 

beyond the realm of possibility.) 

A model of the CJS that is particularly well suited to the conduct 

of cost-effectiveness analyses has been suggested by Blumstein and 

Larson [201. The detailed breakdown of the CJS into a number of inter

connected constituent parts makes this model an extremely convenient 

tool for this purpose. However, the details of how the model could be 

utilized are clearly beyond the scope of the present discussion. 

On the basis of the discussion in the last three sections, the 

following additional recommendations can now be made: 

i) The Law Enforcement Assistance AdmiRistration should 

sponsor studies and activities aimed at: 

a) Identifying useful intermediate output measures 

(indicators of performance, productivity, and efficiency) 

for all aspects of the CJS. 

b) Conducting carefully planned surveys and attempts 

at field measurement for the purpose of determining the 

current values of these indicators and the effects of 

various allocative decisions on the values of these 

indicators. 

c) Exploring the use of intermediate output measures 

in combination with measures of input for the purpose of 
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performing comparisons among alternative allocations of 

resources in theCJS. 

ii} The Law Enforcement Assistance Administrati.on should 

act as a clearinghouse for the dissemination of information 

obtained from the activitias described above to local and state 

CJS agencies and to the scientific community. 

." -.. 
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III. IMPROVED ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF CERTAIN CJS STATISTICS 

In this second section our focus is on system-level performance 

measures and statistics, many of which have multi-year consequences. 

They aim at ;mprovlng a citizen's perceptions of the magnitude of crime 

victimization risk, of the long-term consequences of alternative 

correctional programs, and of other CJS-related issues which can be 

clarified by using quantitative techniques that are somewhat different 

from those in common use today. They are useful not only in system-level 

evaluation, but in other system-level considerations as well, for 

instance the public's view of the total magnitude of the crime problem 

and the amount of national resources devoted to its solution. 

Public Views about the dimensions of a problem, while not shaped 

solely by official statistics, are clearly not uninfluenced by them. 

Thus criminal justice planners and, indeed, all other citizens should 

take interest in the question: do statistics currently released about 

the amount of crime--and the response to it by police, courts, and 

corrections systems--give a graphic yet accurate view of the true state 

of affairs? And when the answer is IIno,1I what changes should be made 

to make the numbers more informative? 

We believe that many crime statistics now in circulation do not 

serve their ostensible purpose, which is primarily to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the CJS and its constituent parts. This happens largely 

because of three problems. One, quite widely noticed, concerns 
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the accuracy of much of the data; -skepticism is often so great as to 

recall the old saw "lies, damn lies, and statistics. 1I A second 

difficulty is that analyses of the data are often incomplete or inaccurate; 

sometimes, one suspects, the work of ideologues posing as statisticians. 

The third problem, somewhat more subtle, is that the popular indices 

about crime calculated from raw data are often inherently inappropriate-

opaque at best and ~isleading at worst. We believe, however, that all 

of these problems could be greatly reduced if certain changes--all 

entirely feasible--were made in the ways information about crime is 

r.eported and analyzed. We attempt below to "justify this premise by 

examining in detail some prototypical cases. Then we discuss some steps 

LEAA can take to ensure that accurate yet comprehensible crime statistics 

are freely available. 

Murder Victimization 

As the first example of a situation where current statistics may be 

inadequate, we consider the incidence of murder, clearly the most serious 

of the seven index crimes. For murder, the accuracy of raw data is not 

greatly questioned; there is widespread agreement that repofted numbers of 

willful homicides are generally close to the mark. But the accuracy of 

the data has not prevented confusion about the nature and magnitude of 

the American homicide problem. We give two illustrations of this confusion 

below; we first examine a fashionable but erroneous theory about current 

murder trends and then dilscuss misconceptions caused by the widely-used 

murder rate statistics. 
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"The experts wha have precisely studied homicide patterns in the 

United States say that the real cause of the increase is demogl'aph1c 

rather than social." So reported The New York Times on January 1, 1972, 

in an article discussing the great rise in murder levels in t~e previcius 

decade. The Times amplified its statement by quoting a leading 

criminologist as saying lithe statistics are a reflection of the high 

birth rate in the U.S. following World War II." A logical implication 

of the Times analysis is that the high murder levels are a transient 

phenomenon, destined to be reversed because of lowet birth l'ates in .the 

1950's and 1960's. A policy-rlelated corollary of this viewpoint might be 

"this will pass on its own, so just sit tight." 

The only problem with the Ti~ analysis is that it is not consistent 

with the data (1]. Changes in the age and ethnic make-up of the U.S. 

population explain less then one-tenth the rise in murder that actually 

occurred between the early 1960's and early 1970's. We Will not discuss 

the issue further here, except to stress that the Times' identification of . 

demography ,as the ureal causeH of murder growth is, to say the 1 east, bewil ~ 

dering. This situation exemplifies a problem of numerous crime-related 

analyses: the conclusions are inconsistent with the data that supposedly 

spawned them. 

Another problem with murder is the way its prevalence is described to 

the public. To express murder tolls more meaningfully, the number killed 

in a geographic area is often compared to its total population. The, 

standard statistic--used by the FBI and others-.. is the number of murders per 

lOO,OOO'residents per year. Thus, for instance, in Baltimore in 1972, the 

murder rate was given as 36 per 100,000. 

ri' .... ~' 
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Let us examine that statistic for a moment. Its complement is the 

observation that for each 100,000 residents of Baltimore, 99,964 were not 

murdered in 1972. This might give comfort to loc.el residents for they 

might infe~that, not only are they very safe over one-year periods, but 

their chances of ever becoming murder victims are exceedingly small. 

There is, unfortunately, a potential fallacy in such reasoning. If 

one c0nsidered all single Americans over 18, the fraction who get married 

in a pay'ticular month is very small. Yet, sooner or later, the vast majority 

do get married. Small probabilities accumulated over long periods may yield 

large probabilities that events ultimately occur. And, indeed, a randomly

chosen person who 1 i ves in Baltimore from bi rth, confronti ng homi c.Hle at the 

1972 level every year, will eventually die of murder with probability 1 in 38. 

How many people, aware of the 36-per-100,OOO figure realize the 1 in 

38 statistic it impl ies? Evidence the author's have seen suggests the number 

is very small. Casual inquiries to many people in the Boston area revealed 

a peculiar pattern: people tended, if anything, to overestimate Boston's 

annual murder rate, yet to underestimate very greatly (usually by 

95% or more) the corresponding murder probability for a lifelong Bostonian. 

An official in the crime anlaysis bureau of a large American city who 

spoke to one of the authors, found 1 in 1,000 plausible as an estimate 

of lifetime murder-risk.in one of that city's most dangerous parts; 

the actual risk is over 40 times as high. A most fascinating misunder

standing of the annual murder rates appeared recently in, of all places, 

* By "homicide" we mean only willful homicide, and exclude man
slaughter by negligence. 
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The New York Times (4/28/74). In an otherwise solemn report about murder 

in Detroit-~one of the most homicidal cities in the world--its reporter 

stated lIif you live in Detroit you have a better than 2,000 to 1 chance 

of not being killed by one of your fellow citizens." He went on to note 

that "optimists searching for persepctive in the statistics of murder 

insist those odds are pretty good." [Emphasis added.] 

Unfortunately, however, the estimate 1 in 2,000 for a citizen's 

murder probabil ity is just Detroit' s annual murder rate in the form 1 in 

X, It would be correct only if a Detroiter's life expectancy were 

exactly one year. A randomly selected Detroiter's lifetime chances of 

becoming a victim of wiltful homicide are actually about 1 in 28. 

When misunderstanding of the statistic i~ apparently widespread, we 

submit that murders per 100,000 per year is not the appropriate figure for 

the FBI (and others) to publish. What statistic wouid be better? One 

obvious possibility is the answer to the question: assuming current 

patterns persist forever, what is the probability that a randomly-chosen 

baby, born now in region X, will eventually die of murder if (s)he lives 

there all his(her) life? People tend, we believe, to ask themselves an 

inchoate version of this question when they hear the current figures; the 

problem is that now they often answer very wrongly. Alternatively (or 

additionally) one could calculate the drop in such a baby's life 

expectancy because of homicide; this figure would reflect the special 

. d' . 
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tragedy that murder victims are usually young. Either of these 

statistics can be obtained'easily from raw data; both would describe 

clearly and accurately the danger murder poses now. 

Certain criticisms can be (and have been) raised against providing 

murder statistics in the form suggested above. The homicide probabilities 

obtained would indicate only a macroscopic "average" risk, and not 

reflect the great dependence of murder risk on race, sex, income, 

life style, etc. People who note this sometimes fOl"get that the same 

criticism applies to the region-wide statistics currently in use. In 

any case, there is no problem in breaking populations down to as many 

subgroups as desired, and making the probabilistic calculation for each 

group. 

Another line of complaint is that these descriptions of murder 

risk have no policy implications. This is true, in a short-term 

day-to-day sense, but making clear to the public how much murder there 

is might well raise the intensity of attempts to reduce killing.* In 

any case, other statistics about murder could be more directly valuable 

in evaluating public policies; some are described later in this chapter. 

Victimization for Nonlethal Violence 

For homicide, the key problem is not the accuracy of statistics, 

but of understanding their implications. With other violent felonies, 

* Analogous statistics greatly changed the American public's 
attitude toward cigarette smoking. < 
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however, the situation is somewhat reversed. People who learn that 

over 115,000 robberies, rape~, and aggravated assaults--one for each 

70 residents, took place in New York City in 1972 tend to sense that, at 

that rate, it would not be surprising for New Yorkers to fall victim 

to such violence roughly once in their lives on the average. But many 

people apparently consider the official statistics about nonlethal 

violence gross underestimates, because of underreporting by the public 

and, sometimes, deliberate distortion by authorities for political 

reasons. Even former Attorney General Richardson, releasing the 1972 FBI 

figures, was openly skeptical of their accuracy. In such circumstances, 

reports of a 10% drop in assaults, for instance, are often greeted with 

derision. 

The crime victimization surveys begun recently by the LEAA a.re 

potentially of great value in this connection. They may make the problems 

of underreporting by the public and manipulation of data by officials far 

more tractable in the future. Underreporting i~ dealt with quite 

explicitly in the surveys; those who declare themselves victims of recent 

crime are asked at once whether they informed the police of their trouble. 

And the very existence of such independent estimates of crime levels may 

reduce the incehtive to distort official statistics, lest every new 

survey produce a new scandal. 

But to fulfill this important role, it is necessary that the 

accuracy of LEAA surveys be beyond serious question. At the moment, it 

;s not clear that this is the case. Chart 1 below compares two est'irnates 



Chart ,. 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 1972 

Expected # of Actual # of 
Crimes Reported Crimes on Ratio of 

Citl. to Police (LEAA) Police Blotter (FBI) Expected/Actual 

Atlanta 2,100 2,100 1.00 
Baltimore 4,100 6,400 .64 
Chicago 12,700 11 ,200 1.13 
Cleveland 2,900 2,000 1.45 
Dallas 3,400 4,600 .74 . 
Denver 2,900 1,900 1.53 
Detroit 7,800 6,100 1.28 
Los Angeles 13,400 15,100 .89 
Newark 800 2,600 .31 
New York 11 ,700 37,100 .32 
Philadelphia 9,300 4,600 2.02 
Portland 1,700 1,300 1.31 
St. Louis 2,300 3,200 .72 

Sources: FBI Uniform Crime Reports (1972) 
LEAA Crime in Five Largest Cities and Crime in Eight American 
Cities (1974) 
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of the number of aggravated assaults reported to the police in 13 

major cities in 1972. The first estimate is based on LEAA surv.eys in 

those cities in which an extrapolation was made from the sample data to 

estimate the number actually reported to police; the second ;s the 

official police figure reported to the FBI. It ShO'l1d be stressed that 

the LEAA figures listed have already been corrected for estimated under

reporting; in other words, one might expect the two numbers for each city 

to be roughly equal. 

Differences between LEAA and police reports on aggravated assault in 

a city might be anticipated for the following reasons: (l) the LEAA 

estimates are based on random sampling, with its inherent potential for 

sampl ing ert'ors, (2) people surveyed by the LEM were asked about their 

experiences in the last twelve months which, in some cases, overlapped 

some of late 1971 or early 1973, and (3) only city residents were questioned 

by the LEAA, so crimes against suburbanites and out-of-towners presumably 

did not enter LEAA totals. But even taking these factors carefully into 

account, a liberal estimate of the 95% confidence interval for each ratio 

in the chart's final column -is .80 to 1.15 {i.e., the probability a ratio 

falls outside the range (.80, 1.15) is about 1 in 20). But the actual 

percentage of ratios in the range (.80, 1.15) is not 95'but 23 (!). 
," 

Simil ar1y, there is J.n theory only about ali n 40 chance that ~ of 

the 13 ratios falli ~utside (.70, 1.22); in fact; fully 8 of them do. 

We have, therefore~ disagreements of great statistical significance.* 

* Points in this section are elaborated in "The NCP Victimization 
Surveys: A First Look" by A. Barnett and D. Kleitman, available on request. 

, 
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What are the reasons for these disagreements? Peculiarities in 

pol ice department records? lack of randomness in ,lEAA sampl ing? 

Misunderstandings or ~rrors of recollection by lEAA~urvey respondents? 

These and other possibilities come to mind at once. While the causes of 

these inconsistencies (and others that arose indata for other 'crimes) may 

never be completely understood, their existence should prompt the lEAA to 

perform a complete scrutiny of its surveying procedures. Controlled 

experiments in surveying (e.g., with a subgroup of respondents more 

tota11y assured of anonymity than respondents are now) and other possible 

modifications of present practices should not be excluded. The lEAA 

should realize that, unless its methods of polling inspire general 

confidence, discrepancies between its results and those of other sources 

will only lead to shrugged shoulders, and the relegation of LEAA data 

to the potpourri of other numbers widely regarded as useless. 

Hopefully, these "grow; ng pains" of the lEAA vi ctimi zation reports 

will soon diminish. But the investigations cost roughly $2,000,000 per 

city, and thus clearly cannot be performed in every community every year. 

The most realistic approach to getting accurate crime figures on a 

year-to-year basis in a given community is to synthesize sensibly the 

insights of LEAA survey and traditional police statistics. 

How should such a synthesis be made? The appropriate procedure may 

well vary from crime to crime; we consider below one specific offense-

aggravated assault with injury. The actual results of the 1972 lEAA 

survey will serve as the basis for the discussion. As noted, the 
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accuracy of this aggravated assault data is somewhat uncertain; our 

purpose here is to illustrate a general procedure rather than obtain 

exact results about this crime. 

The LEAA estimated that in 1972, 55,100 aggravated assaults with 

injury (hereafter AAI's) took pl~ce in the thirteen cities it examined, 

and that 60.1% of these felonies were reported to the police. There 

were some variations in reporting rates between different cities but 

they were not statistically significant because of sampling error. 

Indeed, the observed pattern of variation greatly resembled what one would 

anticipate from sampling randomness alone. Under the hypothesis of a 

true 60.1% reporting rate in each city, the expected numbers of rates 

more than one standard deviation and two standard deviations from 60.1% 

are, to the nearest integer, 4 and 1 respectively (out of a total of 

13). The actual numbers were precisely 4 (Chicago, Los Angeles~ New 

York, Portland) and 1 (Chicago). 

It thus appears that, based on the survey results, the fraction of AAI's 

reported was quite constant over the different cities. Great disparities 

in city sizes and locations, in AAI rates, ;n ethnic compositions, and in 

police effectiveness (under certain criteria) were virtually irrelevant 

in the actual reporting patterns. Two hypotheses would seem plausible in 

consequence of this data: (1) the reporting rate for this felony was 

about 60% in 1972 in all large American cities; including those not 

surveyed and (2) the rate of reporting in any given city has not changed 

appreciably since then. Hypothesis 2 seems reasonable because changes in 
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any city since 1972 are probably small compared to its differences in 

1972 with members of the' group of surveyed cities, all of which had 

about the same reporting rates. The two hypotheses above would imply 

the approximation: 

# of AAI'~ reported to police ~ .6 x actual # 
in City X' in Year Y 

or, equivalent,y, 

Actual # of AAI's in City X 
in Year Y 

-- 1.67- x Reported # 

Obviously, follow-up surveys should be performed every several years 

to validate (and, if necessary, revise) such hypotheses and their 

resulting estimates. But until contradictory results emerge, the 

approximation above would seem appropriate if the surveys are correct. 

As noted earlier, it is not at all clear that the number of AAI's 

actually reported is the same as the number officially recorded~ Thus 

just multiplying an AAI figure from, say, the Uniform Crime Reports by 

1.67 need not,yield an accurate estimate of the true AAI total. But, 

as we said earlier, differences between the number reported and the number 

on police blotters may well "wither away" because of the existence of 

indepen,dent procedures to estimate crime levels. This salubrious result 

may be achieved even if surveys are conducted as rarely as once a decade in 

a particular locale. (We should stress, by the way, that we are discussing 

falsification of data as a theoretical problem; we do not believe the 

surveys sufficiently exact at this time to demonstrate clearly that 

* Here we are referring to deliberate police underreporting. 

. ": ! 
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distortion exis-::.:s.) Hence, if present patterns continue and have been 

identified corr'~:::tly, we foresee a time when 6,000 MI's on police 

blotters c,-an be taken confidently to reflect close to 10,000 MIls 

overall. Again, the discussion above should be viewed as a somewhat' 

hypothetical si~~le example of how general insig~ts can be drawn from 

particular surveJ results. 

We are hopeful that raw police figures on each crime type and the 

corresponding estimates of true totals including unreported crime will 

appear in reports released in the future. The "correction factors" 

used should be justified carefully; they may often be far more complicated 

than the simple constant 1.67 that worked so well for the AAI data. 

Once these corrections are made, estimates can be prepared, for 

instance, of the expected total number of victimizations a randomly-chosen 

baby, who lives his life in region X at the current risk level, will 

sustain. Specific breakdowns by race and sex, income, etc., can be made. 

We have noted that annual rates per 100,000 people are not as potentially 

misleading for other felonies as for murder, but the lifetime statistic 

above still seems a desirable quantity for explicit calculation. 

Evaluating Deterrence Policies 

So far we have discussed statistics about the prevalence of crime. 

But transparent statistics are also needed to describe and evaluate 

society's response to crime: the efficiency of the police, the effective

ness of the courts, the corrective effect of correctional programs, the 

it 
n6 Ii 
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deterrent effect of the laws. The problems in this area are varied and 

complex; we will not attempt an exhaustive discussion here. We will 

consider instead a "random sampling" of topics and some new statistics 

that are potentially illuminating. Our suggestions on the subjects 

below, however, often imply what we would recommend in areas not 

directly mentioned. 

The deterrent effect of particular measures against crime is a 

subject of bitter and widespread controversy. It would be fatuous to 

suggest that statistical measures can end such deoate, but they can 

help clarify the raw data that is available. We turn once again to the 

particular ~rime murder. Public interest is currently high about possible 

steps to reduce killing, and might well increase greatly as true 

victimization chances become known. An imminent Supreme Court decision 

may restore the death penalty for first degree murder in over half the 

states in the Union. Gun control legislation is now pending at many 

levels of government. Before any such measures come into being--when 

there coul d not be accusati ons of "ex post facto" cri teri a--.it woul d be 

desirable to create a statistical framework to help evaluate their 

deterrent effects. 

Many laws designed to reduce willful homicide may arise at the state 

level. And while many states seem ready to adopt new regulations, many 

others do not. Thus comparing changes in murder levels in different states 

may give some indication whether new laws are Working. A challenging 

question is how such comparisons shOUld be made. 

I 
~I ! 
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A crude statistic for comparing two states is the ratio of their 

annual homicide rates; such a statistic, however, may not be sensitive 

enough to evaluate new laws in one of them. FBI homicide data makes 

clear that, over the nation, murder victimization rates are unusually 

high in cities, among blacks, and among the poor .. (These are hardly 

distinct categories; many blacks are poor and live in cities.) Thus 

if, between two points in time, two states change differently with respect 

to degree of urbanization, ethnic composition, or economic conditions, 

one would anticipate change·s in their murder rates ratio quite independent 

of changes in laws or forms of penalty. One desires that any comparative 

statistic in use should automatically correct for such changes (and others). 

With appropriate care, one can introduce an "adjusted" ratio of 

murder rates between states that "weeds out" the effects of over~ll 

national patterns. This ratio will still often differ greatly fr.om the 

number 1 because of nonquantifiable local trends (e.g., "tradition of 

violence") superimposed on the national. Consider, for instance, the 

states Indiana and New Hampshire. In 1972, the per capita murder rate in 

Indiana was 3.53 times that of New Hampshire; when, however, one gives 

proper weight to the fact that Indiana has six cities (Indianapolis, Gary, 

Hammond, Fort Wayne, South Bend, and Evansville) with over 100,000 

people compared to New Hampshire's zero, and the (somewhat correlated) 

fact that Indiana's ethnic distribution differs substantially from New 

Hampshire's, one obtains as a first estimate of an adjusted homicide 

ratio the number 1.49. This number (actually its more precise counterpart) 
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might merit watching if Indiana restores the death penalty but New 

Hampshire does not. 

There are several pitfalls one must avoid in calculating these 

~djusted ratiQs. Beyond noting changes in urbanization, economics, age, 

race, and sex distributions, one should specifically correct for 

migrations from other states with different IItraditions of violence." 

And while one wants to extirpate interstate differences reflecting national 

patterns, one must not forget that national patterns may themselves 

change because of the laws whose effects are being investigated. 

(E.g., if urban states ban handguns in greater proportion than rural. 

ones, and if the ban actually does diminish murder, the relatively higher 

homicide risk of city dwellers may be reduced. If, because of this 

trend, one used a smaller correction for urbanization in the adjusted 

murder ratio, one could erroneously wind up concluding that the ban was 

ineffective.) One must also be careful to distinguish meaningful changes 

in the ratios from the effects of random fluctuations. (New Hampshire 

had only 13 murders in 1972; random fluctuation about this figure could 

change the ratio with Indiana 20% or more between two consecutive years.) 

But if prepared carefully by statisticians, these ratios (and charts 

describing their evolution) could graphically inform the people if any 

antimurder measures are actually working. 
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Evaluating Correctional Measures 

A pano~lY of statistics about the operations of police and courts 

are floating about; perhaps too many for citizens to absorb. For each 

crime, we hear numbers about the fraction of offenses cleared by arrest, 

about bail policies and pretrial detention, about sentencing policies 

for those convicted. One major question thesE! numbers concern is: how 

much time incarcerat'ed is actually meted out to people who commit a 

given crime? 

A statistic particularly suited to answering the last question is 

the average amount of time incarcerated, distributed for each offense of 

type X. Unsolved crimes ·.."ould contr~ibute zeroes to this average; 

prison terms and pretrial jajlings would enter the statistic through 

their average lengths. Thus, for example, if 40% of type X crimes are 

solved (i.e., end with convictions) and the expected time incarcerated is 

two years per offender, the average time incarcerated per offense is 

2 x .4 = .8 years. This is the type of expected value statistic 
. 

calculated at numerous stages of the Blumstein-Larson CJS model [2], 

which is now made operational as the JUSSIM model. 

Th"ls statistic combines sensibly the probabil ity of arrest and the 

expected consequences of arrest, two factors presumably considered by 

many would-be cri.minals. If this quantity were calculated fOt~ several 

different localities, interesting new correlations of incarceration 

levels and crime levels might emerge. One could also calculate an 
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average cost level for each victim of a type-X crime, where cost is 

measured in time spent recovering from injuries, time spent at work 

recouping financial losses, time spent testifying at tri~ls, etc. 

We would like at this point to propose a new statistic Rx defined 

by 

R = average cost per criminal for each offense of crime x 
x average cost per victim for each offense of crime x 

As described above, the costs can be computed in such common units as 

time. From available data, such a ratio can be computed for each felony. 

One could argue that--for reasons related to justice quite apart from 

deterrence--such a ratio should not be allowed to fall below one (except, 

perhaps, for murder). Thus if a calculated Rx is smaller than one, this 

might be an argument for a change in public policy, such as public 

compensation of crime victims, longer average sentences for convicted 

offenders or greater resources devoted to raising arrest probabilities. 

Great differences in the ratios for different crimes might suggest 

inequities in the sanction structure. Other possible applications of such 

statistics come to mind. 

We do not wish to suggest that these ratios have mystical properties. 

But they summarize vast amounts of data from throughout the criminal 

justice system and provide one digestible index of how the system is 

working. Devising and calculating such system-wide performance measures 

should be a high priority for the LEAA. 
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Recidivism 

One word seems to pop up in every discussion of correctional programs: 

recidivism. And the statistic that seems to dominate discourse is the 

probabi 1 ity that a gi ven offender wi 11 commit crime again. Whi 1 e of 

obvious interest to behaviorists and the offender1s parents, it is not ~lear 

that this stat;'stic is very useful for the public-at-large. Recidivism 

probabilities are inherently ambiguous quantities in that the same number 

can describe vastly different situations, as we illustrate below. 

We define recidivism rate for crime x as the probability that a randomly

chosen person who has committed one or more offenses of xwill commit one or 

more additional offenses in the future. Under this definition, each of the 

two situations below is characterized by a 40% recidivism rate. 

Case 1,:* Each past offender for crime x has a .4 probability of committing 

one or more additional crimes. 

Case 2: Each first offender has a .8 probability of committing a second cr-;me. 

No second offenders ever recidivate. A first offender who recidivates is 

equally likely to commit his second crime at all times between his first' 

offense and his death. First offenders are generated at a constant rate. 

In Case 1, the average number of recidivist crimes per offender is 1'.67 

and 63% of the incidents of crime x are committed QY recidivists. The 

corresponding figures for Case 2 are .8 and 44%. The difference between 

these two cases have direct policy implications. Measures that reduced the 

* See, for example, Ref. [3]. 

'1 
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recidivism rate by half (i.e., to 20%) would reduce overall offense levels 

by 22% in Case 2, but only 16% in Case 1. Yet all of these differences are 

ignored by the 1I0ne-dimensional" recidivism rate statistics in current use. 

(Other definitions of l"i1cidivism rate exist, but they suffer from similar 

problems.) 

We pause now to reflect on something ironic. For murder, probabilities 

~f Victimization seem more useful than annual rates, yet the popular statis

tic is the annual rate. For recidivism, an annual rate seems more useful 

than a repeating-probability, yet the probability is the widely-quoted figure. 

This curious phenomenon makes sense if we consider that, given the way data 

are collected, it is easier to find annual murder rates than victimization 

chances while recidivism probabilities are more readily obtained than other 

indices on the subject. Still, for something as serious as crime, ease of 

calculation might not be the best criterion for choosing statistical measures. 

Recidivism rates, however, are but a means to a statistical end. In com-

paring two correctional programs, a good question to answer is: given the 

current pattern for generating first-offenders, and given the recidivism pat

terns for each program, what ;s the expected difference in total crime over 

the next (say) 50 years? The difference should be expressed both in absolute 

magnitude and as a percentage. If the more successful program is also some

how the more costly, this statistic would give some reasonably precise idea 

what the extra expense might buy. 
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Conclusions 

The previous sections of this chapter have attempted to argue the 

need for certain programs. Specifically, we believe that LEAA should 

adoPt~s long-range goals: 

1) The development and dissemination of new statistical indices 

to illuminate raw data about crime levels and to help evaluate 

the effectiveness of the police, courts, and corrections systems. 

The "crime clocks" already included in the FBI Uniform Crime 

Reports set a precedent for efforts of this kind. The LEAA should 

work with the FBI and other relevant agencies to orovide for . , 

implementation of the new measures in official reports, not generally 

as replacements for current statistics but in addition to them. In 

the shorter run, we feel the LEAA should support research efforts 

to develop appropriate statistical indicators in all areas and to 

prepare "computer packages" to allow their calculation by government 

agencies. 

2) The improvement of the conduct of LEAA victimization surveys to 

the point where their accuracy cannot seriously be challenged. 

An intense effort should be made to identify arid avoid the 

sometimes very subtle problems in the massive survey program. While 

statisticians, political scientists, computer experts, sociologists, . . . 
etc., are c'learly relevant to such an effort, so are police chie)'=s, 

elected officials and not a few individuals who are genuinely 

"street smart." 
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3) The development of a set of statjstical testing procedures to 

measure guantifiable effects of innovations in the area of 

criminal justice. 

Many of the changes in pen a lty structures, in correcti ons 

policies, and in court operations that have been proposed are 

intended to have specific quantifiable effects. LEAA should 

encourage the systematic recording and reporting of certain 

statistics that, while not tied specifically to any given program, 

will be of direct help in assessing the program's effectiveness. 

[Unlike th~ indices described in 1) above, such statistics may 

not be inherently "illuminating," but watching directions in which 

they move over time may be useful.] The adjusted annual reporting 

of interstate homicide ratios is a specific example of such a 

de facto statistical test. We believe the LEAA should support 

efforts by researchers to devise such procedures, and should work 

to ensure their systematic use in appropriate annual reports. 
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IV. OPERATIONAL PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR EVALUATION 

In this third section, we shift focus from system-level and multf-year 

considerations to problems of evaluation at the agency level. In 

particular, we ad~ress the role of quantitative models in the evaluation 

process--with particular reference to police departments, but also LEAA 

state planning agencies and programs they may undertake in any component 

of the CJS. 

We identify two different types of evaluation at the local or state 

level--evaluation of experimental programs and evaluation of on-going 

(routine) day-to-day operations. First we discuss experimental eva1uations, 

then day-to-day evaluation, and finally some steps that could be taken to 

develop these ideas toward implementation. 

Evaluation of CJS Experiments 

In recent years, we have seen a trend developing toward the acceptance 

and use of the scientific method in acquiring knowledge about the CJS and 

its component parts. This entails the identification of a problem area, 

the 1isting of conjectures or hypotheses regarding system structure and 

operation, the design of an experiment to test these hypotheses, the 

execution of the experiment, and the evaluation of results. While the 

term "evaluation" is often only identified with the last of these steps, 

we will utilize a broader mea.ning referring to the entire process of 

experimental design, execution, monitoring, and formal (final) evaluation. 

" 
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In performing an experiment in part of the CJS, the entire jurisdiction 

under consideration (e.g., city, county, state) serves, in effect, as a 

laboratory and the number of lIactors·1 and resources used is usually large. 

Thus, the experiments tend to be extremely expensive and tim9-consuming. 

This, plus the fact that the experiments are non-repeatable (at least 

under identical conditions), make it very important that the design of the 

experiments be extremely well thought out. Besides, the publicity that 

such experiments receive--just by virtue of being performed in the field-

and the consequent major impact that they are likely to hav~ on local 

agencies throughout the country, raise the stakes of assuring against 

serious experimental errors to unusually high levels. 

It is our strong belief that the quantitative models developed in 

recent years at MIT, Rand, Carnegie Mellon and elsewhere can play an 

important role in assisting in every phase of the aforementioned experiments, 

from initial planning to the final evaluation of results. To implement 

this concept, it would be necessary to perform research on the use of 

quantitative models in experimental design and to report the results in 

nontechnical handbooks for CJS personnel. The emphasis would be on the 

description of a normative experimental approach in which models would 

continually be used by the experimenters to design, monitor, evaluate, 

and revise the experimental procedures in the field. It would be useful 

to illustrate this approach as well as to make a clear case for the 
. 

usefulness of the quantitative models in this respect, through a detailed 
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review of some recently performed and highly important experiments, 

such as the Kansas City Preventive Patrol experiment [lJ. 

One type of experiment that could provide a focus for the work would 

typically deal with reallocation of resources of a police department and/or 

with a revision of the operating policies of these resources. Listed 

below, as an illustration of the types of issues which could be investigated, 

are a few examples of the use of quantitative models in such experimental 

contexts: 

(a) Simple, rule-of-thumb techniques can be used to check 

some of the initial basic premises of the experiment. For 

instance, whether four police cars in a district make 

available four times as much preventive patrol time as a 

single car. 

(b) More sophisticated analyses based on the newly developed 

hypercube queuing model [2] can be employed to try to assess 

in detail whether the conditions under which an experiment 

would be conducted actually conform to the conditions that the 

experimenters have in mind. 

, 
(c) During the performance of the experiment itself, a 

parallel use of quantitative models and tools is helpful 
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in monitoring progress (through comparison with field results). 

In fact, one of the primary uses of these tools is an "adaptive 

feedback" mechanisms, that is, as means of adjusting 

eXperimental design parameters in the desired direction. 

(d) Finally, and very importantly, the significance of the 

results of an experiment should not be evaluated (as, 

Unfortunately, they are all too often) solely on the basis of 

"before" and "after" baseline data. Instead, a more proper 

method of evaluation is a comparison between the results 

predicted a priori (on the basis of whatever theories or 

beliefs prevail prior to the conduct of the experiment) and 

the actual measurements in the field. Quantitative models 

provide a unique tool for producing in detail the a priori 

predictions necessary for the successful conduct of the 

experiment. 

As an example of the use of models to produce causal relationships in 

evaluative studies, consider a simple example from the corrections 

component of the criminal justice system (CJS). It has been documented 

(by Wolfgang and Figlio [3J and others) that multiple offenses (measured by 

arrest or some other formal contact with the criminal justite system) can 

be modeled as a Markov process to predict the future criminal career 

profiles of offenders. Thus, if we say that an offender leaving the CJS 
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has a r.ecidivism (repeat) probability of X, then the average number of 

repeats over the crimimil career of the offender can be shown (using 

Markov analysis) to be 1/(1 - X). Now consider an experimental corrections 

program that is to be evaluated. Suppose that the IIfailure" rate from the , , 

corrections system prior to the experiment was 90% (a hiqh value, but one 

found in some correctional institutions). After the experiment, the 

IIfailure H rate was only reduced to 80%. An evaluator comparing the 

before and after "baseline data ll may be tempted to say that the Y millions 

of dollars spent on the experiment could hardly be justified since there 

is only an 11% decrease (from 90 to 80%) in the key outcome variable. 

However, using the model for future criminal career behavior, one finds that 

the average number of future repeats per offender is reduced from 

1/(1 - 0.9) = 10 to 1/(1 - 0.8) = 5~ fully a 50% decrease. Here the 

model suggests a simple manipulation of the baseline data to predict a 

more fundamental outcome measure--the number of future contacts with the 

CJS. In the same way, models can be used in the evaluation of experiments 

in other parts of the CJS. 

Returning to the police area, in our interactions with police 

personnel we have found that even the simplest of quantitative models of 

police patrol can provide insight into operational behavior of the system 

not readily available from other means. In several instances these 

insights have revealed the inadequacies of long-held rules of thumb or 

points of view. We give four examples: 

~l' 
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Example 1: Statement: "Doubling the amount of patrol r(~sources 

doubles the amount of preventive patrol.1I 

The reasoning behind this statement is widely accepted 

in police circles today. Yet it is clearly ,incorrect 

as we can show by a simple counterexample: Consider 

an isolated patrol sector with one unit assigned to 

it. Suppose the average call-for-service workload 
. 

per eight-hour tour is four hours and the time on 

preventive patrol is four hours. Doubling the patrol 

resources (i.e., adding a second unit) would result in 

four hours (total) of call-for-service time and 12 hours 

of preventiv€ patrol time. Here a doubling of resources 

yields a tripling of preventlve patrol effort. Other 

examples can be presented in which doubling the patrol 

resources increases the amount of patrol by a factor of 

4, 5 or even 10. The simple traditional argument is 

incorrect because it neglects the effect of units 

spending time on calls for service. 

Example 2: Statement: IIDoubling the amount of patrol resources 

halves average travel time. 1I 

This IIlinear ll argument is incorrect because average 

travel time varies as tbe square roo! of the resources 

allocated per square mile. A doubling of resources 

decreases average travel time by about 30%, not 50%. 
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Example 3: Statement: liThe fraction of dispatches which are 

intersector (cross-sector) dispatches is usually 

small enough to ignore in most cases. 1I 

In police circles it;s preferable to keep 

intersector dispatches at a minimum in order to 

maximize an officer's contact with his lIownli sector, 

thereby enhancing IIsector identity.1I In early 

traditional police administration texts (such as O.W. 

Wilson's), intersector dispatches were often ignored, 

largely because at the first time of writing of these 

texts (usually the 1930 l s or 1940 1 s) the workloads 

of urban police departments were nowhere near the 

workloads experienced today; hence, the sector unit 

was most often available to respond to emergencies 

that arose in "its" sector. Nowadays, if a police 

precinct has a call-for-service workload causing its 

units to be busy, say, 55% of the time, then at least 

55% of all dispatches are intersector dispatches 

(hardly an insignificant amount). The correct argument 

is simple: Consider a randomly selected call for 

service. With probability 0.55 it will occur when the 

sector unit is busy on a previous call; thus, with 

probability 0.55, it will require an out-of-sector unit. 

But, this applies to all sectors and all calls, and thus 

the statement is true. 

.( 

. ",. . .' , .' ~ .. ~ ... 
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Example 4: Statement: "The workloads of units will be balanced 

(i.e., equalized) if the workloads of their respective 

sectors are balanced." 

This statement or its equivalent appears in nearly all 

of the classic police administration texts. And, due 

to intersector dispatches, it is wrong. In our recent 

MIT work, we have derived useful sEctor configurations 

in which the unit assigned to the least busy s~ctor had 

the greatest workload (among all units) and 

(simultaneously) the unit assigned to the busiest sector 

had the least workload. This type of behavior can be 

modelled very well with hypercube-type models. 

To place the required new work in the context of traditional 

evaluative research, we refer to E.A. Suchman's book, Evaluative Research [4]: 

Many of the newer techniques and research designs, such 
as ... operations research, have not yet been adequately 
incorporated into the planning and conduct of evaluation studies. 
The valid interpretation and successful application of findings, 
while the sine gua non of evaluation, is often grossly neglected 
and misunderstood. These are only some of the important problems 
and needs in the field of evaluation. Undoubtedly one of the 
reasons that many of the current attempts at evaluation have 
seemed weak and invalid is the lack of any clear-cut theory or 
method to support the research. 

We are postulating the need to develop a quantitatively based conceptual 

framework {and details of the conceptualization necessary to implement it 
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in practice) for evaluating experiments in the CJS. The required 

quantitative framework would focus on three distinct phases of the 

experiment: 1) design, 2) execution, and 3) evaluation. The methods 

employed should be useful for any of the standard experiment~l designs: 

the "one-shot" case study ("XO" in C~mpbell's [5J notation); the one-group, 

pre-test, post-test design (O,X02); the static group comparison (XO,); 
O2 and the pre-test t post-test control group design (01X02). 

03 04 

The design and evaluation phases would be constructed so as to use 

quantitative models (wherever relevant) to predict c~usal relationships 

among the variables. The need for this is overwhelming, as pointed out 

by Suchman [4]: 

The primary reliance of the evaluation guides upon existing 
records discourages the utilization of research for the collection 
and analysis of data. This means that in most cases one deals with 
statistics obtained from samples of biased or unknown representa
tiveness, with available rather than pertinent data, with 
unreliable and invalid measures, and with relationshi)s whose 
causal connections are not at all clear. EmphasiS added.] 

Simple "back-of-the-envelope" reasoning, such as that illustrated with the 

four examples above, would first be used in setting up the experimental 

and control environments. In the context of the Kansas City patrol 

experiment, such reasoning could be used to predict a priori the response 
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times, patrol levels, and patrol workloads in each of the three experi

mental areas. Then, once a reasonable design is selected on the basis 

of crude mO'dels, more precise models (such as the hypercube model or the 

JUSSIM Model) would be used to fine-tune or calibrate the experimental 

design. So, in the design phase, quantitative models would be used to 

predict causal relationships between control variables (resources and 

deployment techniques) and empirical performance measures (response 

time, workloads, number of cross sector dispatches, patrol frequencies, 

etc.). 

As an example of using such models in the design phase of an 

experiment, Figure 4.1 depicts an idealized square "reactive beat H in 

the Kansas City Preventive Patrol Experiment. Each such beat (there 

were five in the Experiment) receives no conventional preventive patrol 

coverage; the closest unit, called the IIreactive car," patrols the peri

meter of the beat and is dispatched into the beat to respond to calls 

for service. Back-of-the-envelope models can be used to predict the 

average distance travelled within the beat by the reactive car as a 

result of responding to a call for service there. If B is the length 

(in miles) of a side of the beat, the result is that the average distance 

d is the sum of (5/6)B, representing average travel distance to the 

incident, and (1/2}B, representing average travel distance from the 

incident. Thus, d = (4/3}B. This type of analysis can be continued to 

predict the total mileage travelled within the reactive beats both 

before and during the Experiment. The analysis suggests that the experi

mental design utilized in Kansas City did not greatly reduce total patrol 
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Figure 4.1 
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_visibil ity in the reactive beats, especially during summer evening hours, 

when citizen opportunities for judging police presence are high [6J. We 

are suggesting that such analyses should be done with this type of 

experiment before the fact, in order to assure that the experimental 

design yields the type of operations desired. 

This proposed evaluation method appears to offer considerable 

advantage over one that does not incorporate such causal relationships. 

Without them, the initial design is not likely to produce the experimental 

environment desired. Furthermore, one would have no way of predicting 
'" 

the likely amount of inct'ease or decrease of a particular performance 

measure as a result of the experimental conditions. 

In a directly parallel manner, the evaluation phase (the third 

phase) would u~e quantitative models to compare the observed values 

of performance measures to those predicted by the models. Discrepancies 

coul.d quickly point the way to aspects of the experiment that did 

not operate in the way intended. Or they could indicate phenomena 

that were heretofore unknown and therefore not incorporated in the 

models. At the least, the models would provide a rigorous basis for 

considering the guantitative outcomes of the experiment. The qualitative 

outcomes would still have to be examined carefully, utilizing the 

standard techniques of evaluation research. 
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It is possible that some of the insights gained from the quantitative 

modeling component of the evaluation could shed light on results of the 

qualitative evaluation. As an example, models predict that dispatching 

the closest police vehicle (using an automatic vehicle location system) 

greatly increases the amount of cross-sector diSpatching. This, in turn, 

could help explain the negative attitudes of police officers interviewed 

as part of the qualitative evaluation. 

The quantitative framework to be developed for the second phase--the 

execution of the experiment--would recognize that uncertainties in the real 

world (due to unantic;ipated responses from agency personnel, or from 

citizens, or due to mechanical limitations of experimental hardware, or 

due to lack of consideration of one or more important environmental 

factors) usually cause one to change the "operating rUlesllof an experiment 

during its execution. In a patrol experiment, for instance, it wO!lld be 

very unwise for the planner to ignore cries from citizens' groups who 

claim that they are receiving inadequate police protection as a result of 

the experiment .. Vet, the planner faces a dilemma--if he changes the 

operation of the experiment, he runs the risk of destroying any chance of 

successful evaluation. 

Thus, in general, when one is planning the sequence of ev.ents in an 

experiment, the planning should take into account unexpected (or only 
.! 

partially expected) events which may arise during the course of the 

experiment and which, if ignored, could drastically reduce the chance of 

successfully evaluating the experiment. In the planning literature, this 

"' 1:; 
_~ _~.i.~ -......~ ~r.!c:''--'~_'_ 
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dilemma focuses around the issue of master planning vs. contingency 

planning. As another example, in a Police experiment, a planner 

following a master plan would layout the schedule and accomplishments 

of the experiment in a hard and fast way, not allowing for information 

learned during an early part of the experiment to influence the conduct 

of a later part. An experiment allowing for contingencies--such as 

adverse responses from neighborhood groups, suggestions from patrolmen, 

an increase in the workload due to pUblicity--would consider and 

incorporate these inputs throughout the program, thereby having a 

greater chance to complete the experiment successfully and to evaluate 

the outcome. 

The need for such a flexible environment for the execution 

of an experiment has been noted by several authors [7], [8], [9], [10]. 

McCaskey, while arguing for a contingency approach to planning, 

incorrectly identifies such an approach with lIinformal 11 or "intuitive" 

procedures, as contrasted to the "formal"procedures associated with 

a master planning approach. Weiss identifies the "tendency of the 

program to change whi1e it is being evaluated ll (po 93) as one of 

the big problems in evaluating the experiment. Following Parsell, 

Weiss recommends that the evaluator " ... develop a dynamic rather 

that a static model of the program to categorize it in terms of its 

movement as well as its conceptual location." {po 94} However, no 

formal procedures are offered for carrying out this process. 

, 'I 
l 
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The required work in this area would develop a methodology to 

incorporate feedback from the experimental environment to affect the 

experimental design. It would use tools from operationsvresearch-

particularly those associated with short-term and longer-term planning 

(such as dY8amic programming, decision tree analysis, and Markov decision 

processes) to plan for such contingencies prior to implementation of the 

experiment and to assist in structuring an evalaat'ion plan that anticipates 

adaptive changes in the experimental design. 

Formally, the resulting experimental design would be a matrix of 

contingency plans, columns corresponding to discrete time periods and rows 

corresponding to the state of the feedback process. Each entry would be of 

the form, "What I (the experimental designer) would do if I were here 

(here determined by the particular feedback received}.1l Informally, one 

would hope to extract some general properties from the solutions to this 

type of prob'iem to provide useful guidelines to evaluators who do not 

have the time or resources to apply the formal method. 

Evaluation of Routine Operations 

While the previous section has discussed the need for formal, 

quantitative tools for experimental evaluations~ it is perhaps even more 
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important to monitor 'and evaluate routine, day-to-day operations. Here, 

too, quantitative models can playa useful role. 

Unlike the area of experimental evaluation, we see no need for 

further methodological development prior to incorporating a significant 

number of quantitative models in day-to-day evaluation.* The major tools 

are available. The key impediment to their implementation up to this 

time is, we believe, their perceived inaccessibility due to mathematical 

notation, overly formalized and technical presentations, and the 

frequent need for computer assistance. 

As illustrative uses of quantitative models in day-to-day evaluation, 

consider the following three situations: 1) evaluating the performance of 

te1ephone operators at a police 911 facility; 2) predicting the 

recidivism-profile of a convicted offender as a function of sentence type 

(from the judge1s point of view); 3) evaluating the utilization of the 

jury pool called up in a particular month, 

In a 911 emergency call handling facility, the key type of 

quantitative model that is relevant is a queuing model. Such a model of 

the 911 system predicts, as a function of the number of operators assigned 

and their skills, the delays that can be anticipated by incoming callers 

and the average workloads (i.e., fractions of time busy) of the operators. 

A standard queuing model was applied to this problem in the New York City 

* This is not to say that all relevant methodologies have been 
developed. Rather, a number now exist that are implementable. 
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Police Department in 1968, [llJ, and has been used for many years since .then 

as the primary basi's for scheduling operators and evaluating their 

performance (and the performance of thei r supervi sors) . Thi s same procedure 

could be utilized by any other· police department if a nontechnical 

handbook on its implementation were~widely available. 

In the second example, a judge is repeatedly confronted with the 

problem of which sentence (or "correctional alternative") to select for a 

convicted offender. Here, for the classes of offenders which occur often 

in a statistical sense, it would be useful to provide a judge contemplating 

a sentencing decision an estimate of the expected recidivism profile of the 

offender for each alternative being considered. In this way the judge can 

eliminate inconsistencies in his sentencing practices, greatly reduce 

inequities, and (hopefully) develop a store of knowledge of the effects of 

various correctional alternatives so as to choose the most reasonable 

one for each type of offender. The quantitative modeling required here 

entails relatively simple categorization of offender classes and'detailed 

statistical analysis of former sentencing decisions (along with the 

recidivism behavior of those sentenced). The resulting probabilistic 

model is a simple lIexpected value" model, one that could be implemented 

on computer systems containing criminal career profiles. Such a capability 

enhances a judge's ability to evaluate his own alternative sentencing 

policies. 
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In tha third and final example, consider the problem of calling up a 

jury pool for a particular month. Usually, from a larger sample of 

eligible citizens (selected for that year), a number Ni is selected to 

be in the pool for the ith month. The magnitude of Ni depends critically 

on the estimated court workload to be incurred during the ith month. Too 

often the number is made too large, so scores of citizens sit around the 

court house all day with very little to do, incurring significant social 

costs (in terms of lost time on the job, jury pay, and disillusionment 

with the judicial system). Occasionally the number is made too small, 

resulting in delayed trials a~"\d jury screenings. However, here too, 

rather simple mathematical models can be employed to estimate better the 

monthly demand for ,jurors, thereby balancing the costs of oversupply 

and undersupply of jurors. We have already demonstrated the feasibility 

of this approach in a court in the Boston area, but further documentation 

is required to make the technique generally available. 

Recommendations 

For evaluations of experimental programs and/or day-to-day operations 

that require quantitative performance measures and rnodels, the following 

recommendations appear appropriate: 

, t 

(1) LEAA should support research that would lead to improved 

methods for conduct; ng and eva 1 uati ng' LEAA-sponsored 

experiments. This research would include methods for 

experimental program design, execution,monitoring, and 

, . 
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after-the-fact evaluation. The product of this work, in 

addition to being useful in general social science appli

cations, would focus particularly on the unique problems 

one encounters in CJS and LEAA experiments. Hopefully, 

in addition to research reports, the product would include 

a handbook for CJS and LEAA personnel contemplating the 

conduct of experimental programs. 

(2) LEAA should select an already completed CJS experiment 

(e.g., the Kansas City Preventive Patrol Experiment) and 

test the developed methodology in an lIafter-the-fact" 

manner. As a result of this process, the methodology 

may be modified or changed in several ways. At that point 

LEAA might consider employing the methodology in an on-going 

test case to discover its usefulness in real-time applications. 

(3) To facilitate evaluations of day-to-day operations, LEAA should 

select a small number of common operational problem areas 

(e.g., scheduling of 911 personnel, jury pool selections) 

that are conducive to improvement through the use of 

quantitative performance measures, methods, and models. For 

each such area LEAA should support the writing of a handbook 

to be used by the relevant agency personnel in implementing 

the technique in their own agency. A limited (lUmber of such 

implementations should be evaluated, and if successful 

according to the eva 1 ua ti on criteria, them other common 

operationai problem areas should be tackled in the same way. 

\' 
\' 
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V. GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS IN THE AREA OF EVALUATION 

While the previous three sections have focused on a variety of 

specific evaluation areas of relevance to LEAA and CJS planners, 

rese~rchers and managers, we offer here several additional suggestions 

that also bear on the evaluation issue. 

Dissemination 

Despite recent and current attempts at disseminating the results 

of "successful" projects and at pressuring agencies to include evaluation 

design in their overall prGgramdesign, there is still much to be done in 

communicating the results of LEAA-funded programs to the potential user 

community. Evaluation now is often thought of as a 3% to 6% "add-on" or 

"surtaxH--a price to be paid in order to obtain an LEAA grant. And many 

evaluation designs are shoddy and eventually never carried out. Why not 

require dissemination of all evaluations of LEAA-funded projects through 

some yet-to-be-created national m(~dium? This could be an LEAA newsletter 

or, preferably, a popularized research journal with its own board of 

editors. Requiring s'lch dissemination would make each LEAA project very 

visible to the user community--with regard to design, execution, outcome, 

and evaluation. Such a step may bring about an accountability for the 

outcome of LEAA projects which is now largely nonexistent. 
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Evaluation Workshops 

Most people--within the.CJS or LEAA or any other governmental 

agencY--have not been exposed to a formal presentation of evaluation 

methodologies. No wonder, then, that many "forced" evaluations ate poor 

in design and execution. Perhaps the LEAA should consider running a 

series of evaluation workshops around the country--probably at least one 

in each of the LEAA regions. Each workshop could last anywhere from one 

or two days to two weeks, depending on the audience and depth of material 

to be covered. 

It might also be appropriate to encourage universities receiving 

LEAA funds in a criminal justice training program to offer courses in 

various facets of criminal justice evaluation. Perhaps even the IACP 

could be encouraged to present concepts of evaluation in several of their 

workshops that are presented yearly around the United States. 

Interfacing Evaluation Data with New Technologies 

The LEAA has been funding for some time now various types of new 

information processing technologies to improve the operational effective

ness of parts of the CJS. These include computer-assisted dispatch 

(CAD) systems, automatic vehicle monitoring (AVM) systems, computerized 

criminal history files, in-the-field inquiry systems (for stolen 

automobiles, wanted persons, etc.), computer-assisted court scheduling 

systems, etc. Yet it is only the exceptional implementatton of one of 
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these technologies that processes the data in the system that is 

relevant to ongoing management and evaluation of activities. For 

instance, a CAD system includes within its computerized files the most 

up-to-date information possible relating to management, allocation, and 

evaluation of patrol forces in the field. Yet few (if any) CAD systems 

to date utilize this information by reducing it to understandable form 

and then feeding it back in a timely manner to relevant agency decision 

makers for routine day-to-day management and evaluation. 

Perhaps NILEC·s Office of Evaluation should take steps to encourage 

CJS technology designers and consumers to utilize management- and 

evaluation-oriented data which are now usually viewed as a (neglected) 

by-product of the technology. These steps could take the form of grant 

requirements, of educating both the designers and consumers, and of 

funding exemplary projects that propose to utilize the evaluation-oriented 

data. 

AN SPA EVALUATION KIT 

While we are generally opposed to adding to the already-too-numerous 

bureaucratic requirements associated with LEAA grants (or grants of 

many other federal agencies, for that matter), it might be reasonable 

to suppose that evaluation will not be carried out on the majority of 

SPA-funded projects unless an easily implemented mechanism is set up. 

One such mechanisnl could be a format for describing the evaluation plan 
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for each proposed project. The format, which might vary by type of 

p~'ogram (say, pol ice, courts, cor'recti ons), coul d take the form of 

two or three additional "boiler-plate" pages to fill out in the formal 

grant application papers. While we are convinced that this step in 

itself will not bring about usable evaluations of LEAA programs, 

perhaps without such a formal requirement "evaluation" will be taken as 

this year's fad wor~ (hopefully to be replaced by something else next 

year) . 

The formats of these pages could be motivated and presented in a 

NILEC-produced "SPA Evaluation Kit," which would discuss many of the 

general issues of evaluation as well as illustrate detailed versions of 

the forms . 
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Preface 

This Report was produced for the National Institute of LaW' 

Enforcement. and Criminal Justice under contract order No. 5-0968-

J-LEAA by Professor Robert Lind in collaboration with Professors 

G. Robert Blakey and Richard Blum. The work and ideas that have 

gone into this Report represent the joint efforts of these tClr.ee 

men, hO'\'.1ever, the Report was prepared by Professor Robert Lind and 

is his responsibility alone. While he has drawn heavily on the 

ideas and comments he received from Professors Blakey and Blum, 

no attempt was made to obtain a concensus on the wording or content 

of the main body of t~e Report. 

Professor Lind received written connnents from both Professors 

Blakey and Blum which constitute su'bstantia1 documents in their own 

right. The paper from Professor Blum in fact constitutes a complete 

report in itself. TI1ese papers are included as appendices to this 

Report and should be read with care as many of the insights, 

perspectives and recommendations they contain are not fully captured 

or reproduced in the main body of the Report. 

The work plan was as folloW's: Professor Lind asked Professors 

Blakey and Blum to think about the statement of W'ork and develop some 

preliminary ideas for discussion. On the weekend of April 12 and 13, 

Professor Blakey, Blum and Lind met in Ithaca and spent two days 

discussing the role of measurement and evaluation as it pertains to 

the criminal justice system. Professor Blakey and Blum agreed to 

prepare separate documents to be submitted to Professor Lind for 

inclusion in the final report. These documents 'vere to reflect their 

own thinking on the topics that had been discussed at the April 

meeting. The Report is based on the discussion of this meeting, 

on the written input from Professors Blakey and Blum, and on consider

able independent research and thought by Professor Lind on the problem of 

measurement for criminal justice evaluation. A report of several' 

hundred pages could easily have been. produced; however, W'e felt a 

more concise document with specific program recommendations would be 

more useful to the Office of Evaluation. 
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As further background, ProfE::~sor Lind, who is an economist, 

chose as collaborators Professor Blakey, an expert in the criminal 

law, and Professor Blum, a social psychologist and criminologist with 

a long history and experience in the criminal justice field, to get 

varied perspectives. As was predictable, the participants presented 

d~fferent points of view and these points of view sometimes conflicted, 

although the three participants did find themselves in agreement much 

of the time. Perhaps the biggest difference among the participants 

was that, while Professor Blakey was interested in questions pertain

ing to the objectives of criminal justice and how their achievement 

might be measured, he felt that in many places the system of criminal 

justice was in such a state of disarray that we should focus on more 

process-oriented measures of how it is functioning, with the hope of 

making immediate improvements. He was skeptical of the return from 

money and research time spent analyzing the overall goals of the 

criminal system and of trying to measure its performance with respect to 

these broad goals. While Professor Blum and Lind agreed that there 

was a real need for looking at basic indicators to determine whether 

the system is performing those basic tasks that we think it should be 

performing, e.g., providing fair trials without long delays, minimum 

standards of decency in the prisons, etc., they both felt that much 

is to be gained from more long-run research designed to describe 

and measure the basic processeS and output of the criminal justice 

system and from the use of such measurement to evaluate how the 

system is functioning and how it can be improved. As a result, they 

would recommend a larger scope of work than 'Professor Blakey, but 

one which would encompass the type of analysis that he supports. 
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Introduction 

In this Report, evaluation is considered to be a management tool 

to improve decisions with regard to the planning and operation of our 

criminal justice institutions. Implicit in the notion of improvement 

is the concept of a scale of measurement by which we can determine 

how well the system as a whole, a given institution within that system, 

or some sub-unit of an institution is performing with respect to some 

task or to some objective. Based on an appraisal of how well it is 

performing, we may decide to increase or decrease the resources allocated 

to that activity, to reorganize it, to change it management, etc., 

in an effort to improve its effectiveness and the effectiveness of the 

overall system. Therefore, evaluation is essential to decisions with 

regard to the allocation of resources within the system and to the 

internal management of our criminal justice institutions. 

At the same time the process of evaluation poses both a threat and 

an opportunity to the individuals within the institutions being evaluated. 

It is a threat in that an unfavorable evaluation or one that would 

lead to disruptive changes in the organization may adversely affect the 

members of the organization; it is an opportunity in that a favorable 

evaluation may result in more resources, greater power, etc. There

fore, evaluation cannot be viewed simply as a neutral tool for making 

better decisions with regard to the plannin~ and management of our 

criminal justice institutions, but must also be viewed as an instru

ment for control and power within the system that will be resisted, 

coopted, and manipulated by participants for their own purposes. 

[See Appendix A by Richard Blum, pp. 1-3, for an insightful discussion 

of this issue]. While the major part of this Report will focus on eval

uation and measurement as a technical tool for better management and 

resource allocation, it must be emphasized that the development of mea-

sures of performance should be part of an overall evaluation strategy 

that ~ncludes incentives for the adoption of sound evaluation prac

tices. Further, the evaluation procedures and performance mea-

sures that one developes must be consistent with the objectives 

of those who will use them; otherwise, they will be discarded. 

More will be said, subsequently, on this in the context of a pro

gram of research for the Office of Evaluation. 

--~~-~-----"'-----
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Given that evaluation is a management tool to promote better 

decisions, then the value of improved evaluation must be measured in 

terms of the value we place on the improved decisions that it facili

ta.tes. Thl:'! . s'ame principle also a.pplies to the development of improved 

measurement techniques. The value of refinement of a measurement or 

the elimination of sources of error should be assessed in terms of 

the improvements it facilitates in decisions it is used to support. 

Thus, a first cut at measuring some dimension of the system that hereto

fore had not been measured may be of much greater value in terms of 

decision making than the sophisticated refinem~mt of some existing 

measUl~e. 

This point also relates to the previous one that evaluation, and 

measurement related to evaluation, may meet significant resistance 

within the agencies responsible for implementing its use. A simple, 

well understood, and established method of evaluation that provides 

roughly correct information and that is used is superior to one ". 

that it more sophisticated and precise, but that it not. This is not 

to say that a program of evaluation research should not undertake 

to develop netv and more sophisticated evaluation and measurement tools 

that will impact only the future planning and management of our cri

minal justice institutions. In most cases the adoption of new methods 

taken time, but in allocating our limited research funds, we should 

look for those areas where the potential return from better management 

as a result of new or improved evaluation and measurement tools is 

highest. In short, just as the principle of cost-effectiveness should 

guide decisions with regard to criminal justice programs so it should 

guide our research strategy. 

Defining Objectives as a Basis for Measurement and Evaluation 

The very concept of evaluation of the criminal justice system and 

its component activities implies that we have objectives or reasons 

for the existence of those activities, and that we can assess whether 

these activities are performing in a way that more or less promotes 

the achievement of these objectives. Thus, implicit in evaluation is 

an objective or set of objectives and rule of determining whether or 

not one situation is better than another with regard to these objec

tives. At a very minimmn, evaluation presupposes that given any two 

- -.~-.-----

I 
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situations we can determine which one is preferred given our basic 

objectives. Put differently, evaluation presupposes the ability to 

establish an ordinal ranking of alternative situations or that we can 

rank alternatives on an ordinal scale. 

Tnere are several ways that one can approach the problem of 

evaluation and each has different implications for the role of measur.e

mente The first approach is to define the objective or the objectives 

that one wishes to achieve and then to develop a procedure for assigning 

numbers to alternative situations so that a situation that provides for 

a higher level of objective achievement is assigned a higher number 

than all other situations corresponding to lower levels of achievement. 

In cases where there are several objectives, a measure of achievement 

must be developed for each objective, and in addition, we must define 

an objective function that maps vectors comprised of the scores with 

regard to each of the individual objectives, into a single real number. 

In theory, the objective function incorporates one's value system as it 

pertains to how various objectives should be weighed. This approach 

is classic and is familiar to every student of operations research or 

decision sciences. 

Given this approach, the decision problem or the problem of evalua

tion requires that one consider each of the alternative courses of 

action available to the decision maker, predict what the effect of 

each will be on the level of achievement of each objective and therefore 

on the value of objective function, and choose that courSe of action 

that maximizes the value of the objective function. Given that you 

can define and measure the objectives, define an objective function, 

and predict the effects of alternative courses of action, the objective 

function provides the evaluation and the problem of choice becomes 

that of finding the alternative that maximizes the objective function. 

This approach has much to recommend it in that it presents a 

complete representation of the elements that are involved in any decision 

or evaluation. One can see clearly both the elements of prediction or 

assessment of the outcome of alternative courses of action and 

the elements of valuation. The problem, however, is that for many 

reasons (which we shall ndt go into here) it is almost never possible 

to define an objective function that 'Would connnand any degree of 
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acceptance. In almost all cases, the most that one can do is to 

define various objectives and measure their achievement. This infor

mation can then be given to a decision maker with the weighing 

of alte,rnative obj ectives left to be balanced as part of his internal 

decision calculus. 

However, even this is nDt a clearly satisfactory procedure for 

evaluation of the criminal justice system and its component activities. 

It is frequently pointf~d out that there are many objectives of the 

criminal law and of the system of criminal justice institutions that 

has developed to enfor(.!e it. Most men will agree that there is more 

than one objective and that different men will differ on what they 

believe the objectives of the system to be. This has led expert 

observers such as Professor Blakey to conclude that it is impossible 

to develop an obj ec.tive for the criminal justice system and to measure 

the performance of the system as a whole. He would argue that it is 

much more cost-effective to concentrate on more process-oriented.mea

sures of performance at the level of operating units within the system 

such as clearance rates for police, case loads processed or delay times 

for the courts, etc. 

While most people would grant that the definition of a single, 

widely-a.cce.pted goal of criminal jus tice and the development of a pro

cedure for measuring the achievement of that goal will probably always 

elude us, it does not necessarily follow that the only alternative 

for evaluating the performance of the system as a whole and its com

ponent parts is to look at process-oriented measures of performance 

alone. While different people will differ on what the objectives of the 

criminal justice are, we can get wide agreement that certain types of 

information are relevant to an evaluation. For example, whether one 

views the purpose of the criminal law as crime control, keeping the 

King's peace, or of teaching and reinforcing certain moral values, 

one would probably agree that the level of crime in the community and 

c!hanges in the level of crime are relevant data for any evaluation of 

how well the system is working. Similarly, if we found that doubling 

the clearance rate for a police department had no effect whatsoever 

on the level of crime in the community either because the underlying 
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incentives or reasons for crime were unaffected or because some part 

of the system was not functioning, e.g., backlogs in the courts make 

obtaining convictions impossible except in a few cases, then most 

men would seriously quest~on the value (in terms of what they would 

be willing to pay) of obtaining higher clearance rates. 

While there may be a number of goals or objectives of the crimin

al justice system and while different men may subscribe to different 

goals, most people think about the system and behave as if crime 

control were one of the major goals of our criminal justice system. 

Our preoccupation and use of crime statistics supports this con

tention. Further, as we watch individual citizens adjust to the per

ceived threat of crime by moving to safer neighborhoods, staying in 

at night, installing locks, etc., it is absolutelY clear that their 

objective is to reduce the threat of being victimized, to increase their 

security. It would be strange indeed if these same people ~id not 

see the reduction of the threat of crime as a major function of our 

criminal justice institutions. Therefore, in evaluating the system, 

we will not go far wrong if we proceed as if crime control were a major 

objective shared by most citizens. 

Similarly, there appears to be wide agreement that one of the roles 

of the courts is to protect the rights of every citizen and to guar

anty due process. Others would also argue that the courts serve a 

fact-finding role, and that one of our objectives should be to improve 

the accuracy of the fact-finding process both to assure that the 

innocent are not found guilty and that the guilty are. Whether one 

subscribes to incarceration of the guilty as a means of rehabilitation, 

as retribution, as paying one's debt to society, or simply as a way 

of keeping criminals out of action, one can agree that conviction of 

the guilty is an objective. 

Two conclusions emerge from this discussion. First, despite 

differing philosophies and models of our criminal law and criminal 

justice institutions, we can get wide agreement that these institutions 

should have an impact on things such as the amount and type of crime. 

Second, even if one does not get agreement on a single goal or objec

tive, it is important to ask the questions: What do we hope to achieve 

by undertaking action A? If we do achieve what we set out to achieve, 
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why do we care? When we have pushed this line of questioning to the 

point where the answer is, IIBecause that is something that 

we value in and of itself," then we have identified a basic objective 

of the system or a reason for action. This process of questioning is 

itself of critical importance for the planning and management of any 

institution as it forces a'searching analysis of the activities of 

that organization. 

In the case of the criminal justice system and its components, one 

can through such a process of questioning and analysis identify 

higher level goals and develop procedures for measuring the achievement 

of these goals. The limitations to the use of such measures in evalu

ation arise largely because of limitations in our ability to predict or 

assess the effect of particular courses of action on the achievement of 

higher level goals rather than from an inability to define such goals. 

To illustrate this, consider the following examples. Programs 

by the police to increase patrols, to reduce response times, to 

improve detection work are all undertaken with the idea that they will 

reduce crime either by increasing arrests which, assuming that this 

leads to increased convictions, gets criminals off the street and acts 

as a deterrent to others, or by the deterrent effect of a greater pre

sence. Crime reduction is a stated and accepted goal of these programs. 

The problem of using the impact on crime to measure the effectiveness 

of these police actions is that it is exceptionally difficult to deter

mine what crime levels would be with and without them. This is what is 

required for evaluation. We can observe crime levels before and after 

the programs were put into effect, but unless we can reasonably assume 

that all other factors that influence the level of crime including 

random fluctuations remained constant, we cannot attribute these changes 

to the actions being evaluated. Therefore, to evaluate criminal justice 

programs with respect to their effect on the level of crime, one must 

have a model or theory of crime that allows us to control for changes 

in other factors affecting crime. 

The broader the questions we ask as part of evaluation, the more 

difficult this problem becomes. For example, let us suppose that one 

goal that led to the creation of LEAA was to stem the rising tide 
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of crime in America. One would like to be able to answer the question: 

Has the existence of LEAA and the programs it has funded made any 

difference on the level of crime in America and, if so, how much of a 

difference? This is a question we cannot now answer. The problem is 

not that we cannot agree on what it is we would like to measure or how 

to measure it, but rather that we don't sufficiently understand the 

factors that determine the level of crime to separate the effects of 

LEAA from the effects of a multitude of other changing factors that 

are known to influence crime. 

What this forces us to do in evaluating criminal justice programs 

is to measure effectiveness in terms of some more limited objective or 

task on the assumption that the performance of this task will contribute 

to our higher level goal. We may use some behavioral or judicial 

theory to justify such an assumption. For example, one would predict 

that a higher arrest rate would both deter crime and reduce crime by 

reducing the number of criminals at large, therefore we might measure 

the performance of a police department using the clearance rate because 

we feel we can better assess the effect of police action on the clear

ance rate than on the level of crime. Similarly, in the case of the 

courts one might be willing to assume that, other things being equal, 

justice would be better served without long delays. Further, one 'might 

be able to predict the effect on the speed of the judicial process of 

making procedural changes, adding more judges, changing the size of the 

juries, etc. These alternatives could be evaluated with regard to this 

dimension of the judiCial process in terms of their effect on waiting 

times. It is critical, however, to keep in mind what the connection 

is between the operational, process oriented measure of performance 

and the higher level objective. Clearly speed is not itself the goal 

and if pursued, without some concept of the higher goal in mind, would 

lead to the adoption of procedures that are totally inconsistent with our 

coucept of justice. 

To summarize one approach to performance measurement and evaluation 

of the criminal justice system and of its component institutions and 

activities is to ask what ar.e we trying to achieve and to push the 

question why until the answer is either that "that is something we value 
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in itself" or "whatever my ultimate goal, I am sure that this is 

something I want to increase or decrease." The level of crime is a 

case in point. Whatever our theory of justice most o~ us agree that we 

WQuld like to ~ecrease crime or that decreases in crime will correspond 

to more effective justice, greater security, or whatever. If we can 

develop a procedure for assigning numbers of situations so that higher 

numbers correspond to higher levels of achievement, then we have develop

ed an ordinal scale on which to evaluate performance with regard to 

that objective. The primary limitation to using such measures to evaluat~ 

particular policies, programs, or actions is our inability to assess what 

impact they will have on the measured objective. In such circumstances 

we generally choose some intermediate objective that we believe is 

positively related to the more fundamental objective but in terms of 

which we can assess the impact of the actions we wish to evaluate. This 

will lead to the development of an array of performance measures that are 

appropriate for Elvaluation in different circumstances, for different 

kinds of decisions, at different levels in the system. 

Many measures for evaluative purposes do exist and are being used in 

some form. While in many cases these measures need refinement and should 

be based on better data, they do exist and are being used. Therefore, 

one job for research is to look at what measures we are now using, how 

they are computed, and the data on which they are based, and to suggest 

improvements. The much larger job will be to develop the capability to 

determine the effect of policy options on measured performance. 

Public Opinion as a Measure of Performance 

Another approach to performance measurement and evaluation is to 

go directly to pec)ple in the community and to try to as.certain and 

measure how they think that the system is working and to determine 

what dimensions o:E its performance are important to them. We will 

refer to this as the marketing or survey approach to determining what 

people want and how they evaluate what they are getting. One can 

legitimately raise the question, since its the taxpayers' money that 

is paying for the criminal justice system, shouldn't we be evaluating 

its perfo~iUance and making decisions about whether it is worth the cost 
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on the basis of his preferences and his perceptions of what he is getting 

for his criminal justice dollar? This line of argument certainly has 

a strong and appealing logic. 

However, one might object that people's perception of ~ow our 

criminal justice institutions are working is not based on first hand 

knowledge and is largely shaped by such things as items that appear 

in the press. Also, it might be argued that a police department could 

change its performance rating simply by undertaking a vigorous public 

relations campaign. All these things are undoubtedly true, but do they 

matter? We allow consumers to judge the quality of cars, appliances, 

and many other complex products and to make expen.ditures decisions even 

though they may not have engineering data on various aspects of perfor

mance. Further, we accept individual judgements in the face of intense 

and continuous advertising designed to color and change their perceptions 

of various products. Should we not be willing to make allocation decisions 

for criminal justice on the same basis as for other products? 

There are some differences between the situation with respect to 

criminal justice and other products. First, the degree of ignorance by· 

most citizens as to how the system and its component agencies are operat

ing is probably greater than in the case of most products. This is 

largely because most people have very little contact with the system. 

Most citizens never have been in a jailor prison nor have seen how 

they operate. The situation is almost the same for the criminal courts. 

To the extent that citizens have contact with the police, it is gen

erally in connection with traffic control or the social service func

tions of police work. Therefore, the ability of citizens to make inform

ed decisions with regard to expenditures on criminal justice will probably 

'be significan,tly less than on the family automobile. A person at least 

knows if the engine will start, if it will go over thirty, and if it 

rides like a truck; most people do not know such rudimentary facts about 

the police or the county jail. [It should be noted that there are two 

groups of citizens who do have first hand knowledge of the system, 

namely victims of crime and those who have been arrested. These groups 

are a potential source of valuable information on how the system is 

performing and their opinions should be surveyed]. 
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Bes:Cdes the consumer's lack of first hand knowledge, there are 

several {)thet' differences between justice and other products. Justice 

is not ~31;>ld in a market so that individuals cannot comparison shop 

thereby sharpening their understanding of alternative products and 

their prices. Further, people do not actually buy criminal justice 

service:Si in the market so that we cannot verify their stated preferences 

with ha:l:d market evidence. We are left to rely on our survey results 

without the benefit of observing actual sales behavior. 

With all these problems in mind, it appears that using survey and 

associated scaling techniques to measure how people feel the system 

is performing has promise and should be pursued as part of a program 

for criminal justice evaluation. This approach is complimentary in a 

number of ways to the previous one of beginning with the definition 

of objectives and proceeding to develop measures of objective achieve

ment. First, survey techniques can be used to determine the attributes 

that people value from the service they receive from their criminal 

justice institutions. This is another way of saying that survey tech

nilques can help us identify the people's obj ectives for the system. 

Such surveys are likely to show that while people are concerned with crime 

cOl1.trol there are marty other important dimensions of, say, police service 

and police behavior. Thus, survey techniques are likely to help us 

identify new objectives, in particular practical ones which inay be 

very important in how people assess their local criminal justice agencies. 

Second, survey data combined with scaling techniques may help us 

around the problem of defining an objective function in multi-attri

bute decision problems. For example, such techniques can be used to 

weight crimes by their seriousness (as for example the Sellin and Wolf

gang crime seriousness index) or show how various police activities are 

weighted in value by citizens in a community. Thus, not only can such 

techniques be used to identify objectives, but to weight them as well. 

Finally, it provides another method of getting a crude measure of 

how the criminal justice system and its major components are performing. 

It provides an alternative barometer to the standard barometer, namely, 

the crime rate. Like the crime based measure of system performance, 

measures based on public opinion are subject to many of the same 

difficulties. There are many factors other than what our criminal 

justice agencies do that will affect the ratings; these factors and the 
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extent of their influence are not well understood; we can not separate the 

effects of changes in the system from the effects of changes in these 

other factors. In other words, we have all the same problems that 

we have with crime statistics. Yet, the public's evaluation of the 

system is ;important just as is the level of crime and must be. consider

ed. In fact, it is more important as in the final analysis it is the tax

payer's money that supports the system and he is the beneficiary or 

casualty of its performance. In the end it should be his judgement 

that counts. 

Performance Measurement and Evaluation for Resource Allocation and 

Management 

Certainly two of the primary reasons for measuring performance 

and evaluating programs on the basis of performance are to enable us 

to better allocate our resources and to better manage the criminal 

justice system. Without claiming that these are the only purposes for 

measurement and evaluation, they are important ones and they are the 

ones that we focus on in this Report. It is important to discuss mea

surement and evaluation in the context of resource allocation and 

management because the decisions with regard to allocation and manage

ment determine the requirements for measurement and evaluation. 

Consider first the question of resource allocation within the 

justice producing system. It can be analyzed in terms of three separate 

but mutually interdepend.ent decisions: (1) decisions about how much 

the society's resources are to be devoted to the justice system, that 

is, what should be the total budget allocated to the criminal justice 

institutions, (2) decisions about what proportion of the total expen

diture will go to each of the production units, and (3) decisions within 

production units about the allocation of funds among specific production 

tasks. 

The first decision involves contrasting the incremental increases 

in justice against the incremental costs of obtaining these increases. 

These costs, measured in dollars, represent the foregone opportunities 

of the use of goods and services that are inputs. The optimal expendi:'" 

ture of justice will be reached when the total spent has been increased 
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up to the point where the incremental increase in justice is valued 

equally to the incremental costs of obtaining it. In other words, 

the optimum is reached at the point where the value of the last 

increment of justice produced just equals the last increment of cost 

required to obtain it. How much a community should spend on criminal 

justice activities depends on how justice is valued with respect to 

other goods and services, the relative cost of these other goods and 

services, and the total wealth of the community. 

Because of the fragmentation of the criminal justice system and 

because of the multiple sources of funding, it is unlikely that the 

total amount spent on criminal justice will be the result of the bal

ancing of the gains measured in terms of some overall measure of 

performance for the total system against the costs. At the same time, 

each jurisdiction that funds criminal justice activities will weigh the 

value of those activities against the costs. While it is unlikely 

t.hat a single performance measure will be used by policy makers in making 

trade offs that go into the budgeting process at the state and local 

level where most of our criminal justice institutions are funded, it is 

likely that if local officials can see promising programs, and if their 

performance can be documented, performance measures are likely to play 

a major role in budget determination, e.g., if police can show that 

increased patrols will lower burglary or if the state correctional 

department can show that more parole officers will lead to a lower rate 

of parole violations. 

There will be very different effects on the production of justice 

depending on where funds are allocated within the system. Si,milarly, the 

amount of justice that can be obtained by any additional expenditure 

will depend on how these funds are used within the agencies to which 

they are allocated. Suppose that resources were allocated to the police 

for increasing the arrest rate. This increased capability would probably 

result in an increased number of cases for trial. If the resources 

allocated to the courts were not sufficient to handle this increase, 

then overall effect on crime control, and in the broader sense of justice, 

of increased police effect-iveness would be minimal. What we see here 

b~ that the contribution to justice by anyone agency is critically 
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dependent on the operation of the other agencies within the system. 

Therefore, it is critically important that whatever we spend on the 

system as a whole, we allocate those funds in a way that will maximize 

the total effectiveness of the c:rimina1 justice system as a whole. 

This means that balancing expenditures amon,g agencies is an important 

a1.1ocation problem, one that must be seen in terms of the production 

of the total system. 

This particular point is one that we discussed in some detail at 

our meeting and one that greatly concerns Professor Blakey. It turns 

out that in many situations there seems to be a real imbalance between 

what the police on one hand can achieve in terms of making arrests, 

albeit not as good as we might desire, and ~lhat the courts and corrections 

are capable of handling. Professor Blakey points out that we don't need 

refined measures of performance and refined techniques of evaluation to 

know that if an offender cannot be brought to trial and must instead 

be released because of a bottleneck in the courts, better police work 

is going to have little effect. Similarly~ if crowding in our prisons 

means that people are given lighter sentences, given alternatives to 

prison, or if as a result of putting one criminal in prison another o~e 

has to be released, then our system of deterants is not going to work 

as planned. Good police work will not have the desired effect even .in 

cases where convictions can be obtained. 

Finally, ac.~he lowest level, each agency has to make decisions . 
with regard to how it spends its funds on men and material and to 

which tasksit assigns these men and this material. It is at this level 

that measures of performance may have their most profound impact on the 

day-to-day operation of the system. The manager at the agency level 

needs to know several things: (1) Are the tasks to which he has assigned 

men and material being performed well and in a technically competent 

manner? (2) Is the performance of these tasks having an impact. ~m 

higher level objectives? For example, the rationale:-forincreasing 
, ,~ .~, 

traff:lc controls may be that by giving more tickets one will cut down 

on thEl traffic offenders and thereby reduce traffic accidents. From 

a mana.gement point of view, the police admi'nistrator wants to know: 

- .,\. 
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(I) Were his mon performing their task, namely, were they giving 

more tickets to traffic offenders ~~hich is a measure of performance 

that shows that they were doing thei:r job?, and (2) Did this have 

any effect on the basic obJective of the action? Thus, he needs 

measures of performance that are both task-oriented and measures of 

effectiveness related to basic objectives. 

Suppose that the police administrator found that when the program 

was in effect that there was no decrease in the number of traffic 

accidents in the area. Given this information, he still needs to 

determine whether this was because the program of increasing patrols 

and citations did not have an effect on the accident rate, or whether 

his ~en were simply not carrYing out the task that was assigned to them • 

. Therefore, to evaluate programs he needs a measure to tell him if the 

task was performed well and one tD tell him if it. made a difference. He 

also needs the task measure as a mean.s of monitoring and controlling 

the operation of the organizatiou. 

This discussion suggests several conclusions. First, even if 

we had an acceptable measure of the total performance of the criminal 

justice system, it does not appear that this measure would be used in 

balancing the gains from greater expenditure for the system as a 

whole against the added cost. The pri.mary reason for this is that 

the fundi.ng of our criminal justice institutions is fragmented between 

local, state, and federal agencies with the vast majority funded at the 

state and local levels. Also different units of government have res

ponsibility for different institutions and activities within the cri

minal justice. Therefore it is likely that the total budget for the 

criminal justice system will be determined on the basis of a large number 

units. .Each will trade off the gains from better performa'uce against 

the cost, but will do so in the limited context of its own programs 

and environment. For this reason, it is likely that more limited 

measures of performance will play a role in the budgetary process 

to the extent that they are used at all. 

Second, if we are to obtain any balance at all between the 

activities of the various parts of the system within this fragmented 

system of criminal justice institutions and governmental units, we must be 
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able to coordinate the activities of each unit with the workload in 

all the other units upon which that unit has a significant impact. 

To obtain an effectively workj.ng interaction between components of the 

system, we should at a minimum develop the capability to measure 

the impact of increases in the output of one sector of the system on the 

workload of other sectors of the system. Beyond this it would be 

desirable to knQ\y what the effects on performance will be 

of heavier workloads in those institutions that are affected. The 

thrust of this is that for the purpose of allocating resources among 

different branches of the criminal justice system, it is vitally impor

tant that we develop measures of workloads and of performance for each 

of the component parts and that we develop the capacity to show the 

connection between changes in one part of the system and workload and 

performance in other parts of the system. In other words, we need 

more of thEl kind of the system modelling done by Blumstein, Larson, 

and others in order to affect a better balance between different parts 

of the criminal justice system. 

Again, going back to Professor Blakey's concern, he (,mes the 

system as breaking down largely because of an imbalance in the allocation 

of resources to the courts and to corrections. His point is that we 

don't need a sophisticated measure of the output of the courts or 

corrections to know that the system is in a state of disarray when 

those institutions do not have the capacity 

functions for which they were designed.-

to perform those minimal 

At the same time, it is important in analyzing such allocation 

decisions to keep the higher level objectives of the system in mind. 

For example, if we found that by releasing a large fraction of those who 

are accused and who would otherwise go to trial or by increased plea

bargaining, there was no effect at all on the crime rate as opposed to 

What it would have been if these people had been processed by the 

system~ then we might question whether in fact we would want to 

commit more resouroes to the courts. This might suggest that we 

approach the problem in a different way. 

The remainder of this Report proposes a long term program of 

research for the Office of Evaluation in the National Institute. This 
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program was prepared by Professor Lind based on his research for this 

project and his experience as a researcher and consultant in the field 

of criminal justice evaluation. It draws heavily from the contribu

tions of Professors Blum and Blakey, but makes no attempt to present 

comprehensive coverage of their views. For this reason, their inputs 

are presented in their entirety as Appendices. It is strongly 

recommended that they be read. In particular, Professor Blum has 

outlined a complete program for research in Appendix A that should be 

carefully studied. 

In the course of the work on this project several points of 

emphasis developed that were not fully anticipated at the 

beginning of the project. First, the effective use of performance 

measurement in evaluation is critical to justifying that a program of 

evaluation that supports the development of performance measures 

is cost-effective. Therefore, such a program should address not only 

questions of how to measure performance for purposes of evaluation, 

but also to ask where and how c~n these techniques be most useful and 

how can we implement their use in the decision process. 

Se(!ond,· it became clear that while better measurement is important, 

probably the single biggest obstacle to evaluating programs on the 

basis of their contribution to achieving various objectives is not 

our inability to define objectives and to develop reasonable measures 

for them, but J.'ather our inability to determine what the effect of 

a given policy action will be (or what in retrospect it has been) on 

measured performance. This leads to the conclusion that basic 

research on the criminal justice system and how it operates, and on 

the social processes that cause criminal behavior central to 

better evaluation. The development of performance measures should 

be an integral part of this research, because for purposes of evalua

tion, the performance measure serves as the dependent variable. 

Third, crime rates and the level of crime by type are and will 

remain an important element in criminal justice evaluation. We need 

to develop tools so that we can get more reliable crime data and collect 

such data on a basis that is both appropriate for evaluation of a wide 

range of programs in the criminal justice system and appropriate for 
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research on the factors that determine the level of crime in a given 

community. We need better models that allow us to identify and iso

late the causes of changes in crime rates so that we can better 

measure the effect on crime of criminal justice programs and policies. 

The following items are descriptions of the proposed program 

elements: 

I. Research to Promote the More Effective Use of Evaluation by 
Performance 

The purpose of this element of the program is to provide 

LEAA and researchers on criminal justice evaluation with guidance as 

to how to make criminal justice evaluation more effective. Further 

it might also serve as a guide to legislators and other professionals 

in the criminal justice field as to how to implement better decision 

making based on performance measurement within various parts of the 

criminal justice system. If implemented, it would 

enable us to identify those agencies that would be receptive to 

the use of performance measurement in evaluation and to provide them 

with the tools that would both be helpful to them and that would 

make a real difference in the decision making process. In cases 

where there is resistance, this resistance and its causes would be 

identified and analyzed. This would help us think about how to 

structure incentives to overcome these obstacles. This program element 

consists of several parts. 

A. A number of studies of our major criminal justice institutions 
such as the police, the courts, the prosecutor's office, etc., would 
be undertaken to analyze what decisions they make, how they make 
those decisions, and whether they use performance measures. The point 
here is to assess current practice and whether it could be improved 
by improved measurement or by the use of better evaluation techniques. 
Further, if the answer is yes, then would the agency be receptive to 
technical assistance and evaluation and what typesof tools and technical 
help vlOuld be best suited to its n.eeds? If the answer is no, a study 
should determine why not and how the agency might be made more receptive. 

To do this, part of each study would include an analysis of the 
private objectives and reward structures within agencies that create 
resistance or receptivity to evaluation. The output of these studies 

I 
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would be used to identify both classes of agencies and in particular 
agencies within a class that would be receptive to better evaluation 
and measurement and also used to identify particular areas where 
better evaluation might have a significant impact. As part of this 
work, one would review the use of traditional measures in evaluation 
and assess the usefulness of these measures to d.etermine whether 
modification of the measurement techniques or better data would . 
significantly increase their usefulness in the decision making process. 

The work that is envisioned is not totally different from the 
projects being carried out on the police by the American Justice 
Institute or on the courts by the Rand Corporation. In all likelihood 
these studies would constitute a strong first step in the program of 
research envisioned for this program element. At the same time, 
the emphasis on implementation and on the characteristics of the 
institutions and their personnel may take the proposed programs beyond 
the present studies. Given that there is work underway in this field, 
certainly the first step before pursuing further studies would be 
to review the work on these topics. What is envisioned is not the 
re:invention of the wheeL Instead it is a drawing together of our 
existing knowledge about how our criminal justice institutions operate 
and a focusing of this knowledge on the problem of implementing 
better evaluation techniques and better use of performance measures 
within criminal justice institutions. 

B. The second item under this program element is addressed to the 
question of getting a better balance of expenditure between the various 
branches of the criminal justice system. One clear concern is that 
there is an apparent significant misallocation of resources among 
different criminal justice institutions in some instances where the 
system appears to have broken down in that one part can not handle 
the work generated by the other parts. It is proposed that research 
be undertaken to study ways in which we could evaluate the relative 
effectiveness of interrelated parts of the system and based on such 
an appraisal find ways of reallocating resources, or at least 
providing supplemental resources, to help those parts of the system that 
constitute a bottleneck. Such work should addl:~sS the technical problems 
of assessing the situation and the development of models to assess 
the impact of each part of the system as it relates to the workloads 
of other parts of the system. It should analyze the institutional 
network that results in the existing funding decisions to see how it 
might be influenced and how a better allocation of our criminal justice 
resources might be effected. This activity seems to be highly appro
priate for LEAA because we are talking about making funding decisions 
at the margin, and while LEAA does not provide the major source of 
funding for our criminal justice institutions, it can have a very big 
impact at the margin. Thus, an analysis of this type might show LEAA 
where it should spend its resources if it wants to have the maximum 
impact in the short run on the criminal justice system as it now exists. 
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II. Studies of Crime for Evaluative Purposes 

It appears that crime is certainly one of the major concerns of 

the criminal justice system and that many specific ~rograms within 

the system are designed to reduce crime in one way or another. Regard

less of one's theory or model of justice, the fact of the matter is that, 

both the public and our criminal justice agencies are interested in 

the rate of crime and how various activities of the system affect that 

rate. Crime data are important for evaluating criminal justice 

institutions and it is worth making a major investment to make 

crime statistics and crime data a useful tool for evaluation. There are 

several major problems with the crime data that we now have that makes 

it almost useless for evaluative purposes and for the purpose of 

doing basic research on the factors that influence ctime. First, most 

of our crime statistics are based on data collected and prepared by 

police departments on the basis of reports to them. The inaccuracies 

and biases in this data are familiar to us all~ yet, because we have 

nothing else, we continue to use it. . For purposes of evaluation it 

is simply unacceptable to have agencies that may be evaluated con tal the 

source of data. The incentives and potential for manipulation are 

great. Second, but as serious as the problems of manipulation or bad 

record keeping by the police, are the problems of underreporting 

which are well known. Third, much of our present data on crime cannot 

be broken down by geographical location, by type of crime, or by time 

period in a way that makes it useful for either evaluation or for basic 

research on the causes of crime. For example, when one is trying to 

analyze the effect of a new patrol program on a particular area, one 

would like crime statistics broken down on the basis of a region that 

may not correspond to one of the geographical record-keeping units of 

the police. One would also like to have selective information on what 

has been happening to crime rates in adjacent areas where displacement 

effects m.ay be felt, etc. In general, it is ~lmost impossible, or 

at least very costly, to get this kind of data out of police records. 

Similarly, with regard to basic research on the factors that influence 

the rate of crime, one would like to have one's crime data developed 
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in such a way that it could be put next to other sources of data 

such as basic demographic and economic data to analyze the interaction 

among these influences. The point is that our existing data is not 

adequate for the job. Furthermore, the answer is not to try to 

bludgeon the police into keeping more and better records. We still will 

have all of the biases that come and are inherent in reported crime 

statistics and from having the police control the data. Further, it 

is very costly to develop data in this way and it burdens the police with 

an enormous record-·keeping task. 

One additional problem is that there are a number of large areas 

of crime where we have few if any, records at all, and very little 

understanding of the entire process of crime in these areas, They are 

organized crime, white collar crime, and transnational crime. 

Therefore, the following program elements are recommended: 

A. A study would be undertaken to design a research methodology 
and the supporting data base that would. be required to ass.ess the degree 
to .,;.;rhich various socio-economic and criminal justice system factors 
influence the crime rate. What is recommended is not that the entire 
study be commissioned, but that some group be commissioned to put 
together the strategy and the models that would be used in such a study. 
Most of the work on the causes of crime has been deficient in the 
sense that it has not taken into account the interaction between the 
variables that determine the level of crime. Until the Votey and 
Phillips work, little attempt was made to take into account the fact 
that communities with higher crime rates were also likely to have higher 
levels of police activity in response to those crime rates. The 
relation between police activity and crime is a two-way relationship 
and this must be accounted for in the statistical models that are used. 
lihat is needed is for someone with strong methodological skills to develop 
a simultaneous equation model of crime including both socio-economic 
variables and criminal justice variables. Further, this person or team 
should assess the data requirements of using such a model and develop a 
strategy for collecting the data. In other words, such a study would 
be to design the ideal analysis of the factors that influence the rate 
of crime. Further, this would be developed in such a way that it 
would be useful for the purposes of criminal justice evaluation in 
trying to separate out the effects of various basic criminal justice 
actions froul other factors in the community. 

The purpose would be to develop a plan that could be subjected 
to criticism and that could be refined before embarking on a major 
effort to collect the necessary data and to implement the model. 
Since this work is not only important for the evaluation of the effects 



-23-

of criminal justice activities on the level of crime, but would also 
constitute a basic step forward to our understanding of those things 
that affect the level of crime in our society, it might be funded 
collaboratively with some other office within LEAA or be funded 
jointly with NSF or some other agency. 

B. It is proposed that studies be undertaken to determine whether 
it would be possible to develop survey instruments that would be used 
in assessing the rate of specific crimes, in certain areas, during 
specific periods of time in an effort to facilitate the analysis of 
the impact of particular criminal justice activities, mostly police, 
in various localities. On many occasions evaluations are requested 
where several million dollars has been allocated to police agencies 
to undertake programs with the primary objective of crime reduction. 
Many s~ch programs have been funded by LEAA as experimental programs. 
In most cases, there has been an evaluation budget of up to $150,000 
to analyze the impact on crime. The problem for the evaluator is to get 
the relevant crime data for the areas that were affected by the program 
and for the relevant areas where displacement effects may have been 
felt over the relevant time period. The problem is not of controlling 
for changing socio-economic conditions, but of looking at what was 
happening to crime in the area in the short run as a result of the 
program. 

Perhaps the only way to get the necessary data at a reasonable 
cost is to develop a survey instrument that could pe applied cheaply to get 
data. within the relevant areas. The budget for most single evalua-
tions is too small to develop and test the necessary survey instrument. 
In almost all cases the evaluator has no choice but to use whatever 
data he can get from the police. 

Therefore, it is recommended that the Office of Evaluation 
support the development of crime and victimization survey techniques 
that can be used to assess crime levels both on a continuing basis 
and in particular situations. As an exploratory part of this program 
the possibility should be investigated of having the police keep 
only those records on crime that are necessary for the internal opera
tion of the system, e.g., evidence ·on which to base prosecution and 
data requisite to internal police management, and of using survey 
methods for assessing crime levels and trends and for evaluating cri
minal justice programs. This would free police resources for other 
things and could provide a more reliable data base both for evaluating 
the performance of the criminal justice system and its institutions 
and for scientific study on the causes of crime. 

C. Most crime data is related to violent crimes and to 
commmon crimes against property, particularly those that are physical 
in nature. Basically, we are keeping data on violent crimes and on 
street crimes. Yet there are a number of areas of criminal activity 
that are largely unexplored and not well understood. These are white 
collar crimes"organized crime, and transnational crime. Obviously, 
there are many cases in which these forms of crime are related., The 
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criminal organiztation that operates across national borders supplying 
heroin, arms, stolen documents, etc., is organized and operates 
transnationally, and the swindlers who mastermind and implement 
major international stock frauds fall in both the white collar and 
transnational categories. It is proposed that in each of these areas, 
The Office of Evaluation fund pilot studies to assess what is known 
in these areas of crime, including surveying what data we have, what 
capabilities we have for dealing with such crimes, how we would measure 
the impact of such crimes on society, and how we would evaluate ana 
measure the success of programs to reduce such criminal activity. 
It appears that the magnitude of these forms of crime and the resources 
that are cur.rently being spent to cope with them are drastically out 
of balance and that we are not allocating the resources to enforcement 
in these areas that is justified. It would be the purpose of these 
pilot studies to take a first cut at assessing the situation 
in each of these areas and of evaluating the magnitude of the problem 
and the degree of success of our response. 

III. Exploration of the Potential of Survey .and Attitudinal Scaling 
Techniques for the Measurement of Criminal Justice Outputs 

There may be significant potential not only from using survey 

techniques to find out what various groups such as victims and offenders think 

about the operation of the criminal justice syst~JU, but also in the use 

of modern techniques of attitudinal scaling in order to develop measures 

~)f performance that are based on citizen perception a.nd citizen values. 

There are many such techniques that have been developed and they have 

come primarily from social psychology and have found their application 

in such areas as marketing research. It is their marketing related 

applications that appear to have the most promise for making a substan-

tial contribution to criminal justice measurement and evaluation. 

These techniques have promise for developing overall measures of per-

fO'x1nance for the system, of helping weight various objectives of the 

system, for identifying new objectives or new sources of concern among 

citizens, and for providing institutions like the police with feedback 

about how people feel about their operation which may in fact influen(~e 

the performance of those operations. Although there is potential, 

it is not proposed that a major program of research and development 

in this area be funded immediately. 

"~'. 

,. 
'., 
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A. Rather, it is proposed that the Office of Evaluation .... 
commission a study of ~he potential of these techniques for criminal justice 
m~asurement an4 evaluation. The membe~s of the team for this project 
should include people who have a firm knowledge of our criminal justice 
'institutions, a knowledge of criminal justice evaluation and the state 
of its art, and individuals that have a strong capability in the theory 
and application of survey and scaling techniques. This is a job that 
could very well be done at the university, or in any case, by a team 
that includes consultants who have the specific techniques in the areas 
of scaling and evaluation research that are required. The functions 
of this study would be to provide the Office of Evaluation with a care
ful analysis of the potential and the details of this program element 
if this line of research appears prom~s~ng. 

IV. Methodological Developments for Criminal Justice Research and 
Evaluation 

There are a number of methodological issues that should be 

addressed. In most cases, this methodological work will be relatively 

inexpensive and will have a wide application. Some of the basic 

methodological work has been discussed in connection with other 

programs elements. Nevertheless, there are some additional methodo

logical issues that should be addressed. 

A. It is proposed that a program of a basic methodological nature 
should be funded to review the types of criminal justice performance 
measures that are being developed and used and to analyze the mathe
matical and statistical properties that these measures should have for 
different kinds of uses. In general the development of measures of 
performance in all areas of criminal justice, and in fact other public 
programs areas as well,have been divorced from the theory of measurement. 
Yet the uses to which some of these measures have been put, such as in 
cost effectiveness analysis, require that they have special properties, 
e.g., certain scaling properties. Further, many statistics on crime 
and the performance of criminal justice institutions are misleading -
because they do not in fact represent what their users claim they 
represent. A program of research is proposed to consider the uses of 
the measures of performance in the criminal justi~e field to determine 
the properties that measureme.nts should have given how they are used. 
This might include a number of relatively small studies of a methodolog
ical nature reviewing the properties of existing and proposed measures 
of perfo~ance. 

B. Wherever it is possible to measUre ~he benefits of a program 
in dollar terms, benefit-cost analysis can then be applied. This frames 
allocation decisions in terms of a common unit measurement, namely, 
dollars. It is-. important that we explore in a systematic way the 
potential for using benefit-cost analysis in the criminal justice field 
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and in particular that we invest money in developing ways to measure 
benefits in those cases where it may be possible. Therefore, it is 
recommended that a program element support first a survey of the areas 
in which it may be possible to measure the benefits from criminal 
justice activities, and then to fund further methodological studies 
for development of benefit measurement methodologies in these specific 
areas. 

v. Continued Basic Research on the Operation of Criminal Justice 
System 

It became clear in the course of our analysis and deliberation, 

that our ability to analyze the impact of programs on measures of 

performance was perhaps the greatest obstacle to better evaluation. 

There is ongoing research that is helpful in making the connection 

between particular programs and overall criminal justice performance. 

The purpose of adding this ~lew~nt is to suggest that a certain part 

of the budget go to funding a continuation of such basic studies. 

A. The Office of Evaluation should support systems studies of the 
criminal justice system that show the interrelation between the opera
tion of various parts of the system and their effects of the other 
parts of the system and how they operate. This work is basic in making 
predictions about what the effects of programs in various parts of the 
system will be on other parts of the system. 

B •. There are many possible influences or alternatives to criminal 
justice action that lie in the private sector. If we are to evaluate 
criminal justice actions we should take into account the alternatives 
that lie on the boundary or outside; of the system itself. Research 
should explore potential solutions and their impact that lie at the 
boundary of the formal criminal justice system. 

C. Basic work on such things as record keeping, basic indicators 
of performance with respect to tasks within the system or basic 
conditions within the system should all continue to be supported where 
good proposals by good people come to the Office of Evaluation. 

VI. There is a major opportunity to do an evaluation study of LEAA's 

own program, both re.trospectively and prospectively. Because LEAA 

provides funding, it has leverage to get the agencies which it funds 

to do evaluations. It would be exceptionally important for the LEAA, 

in fact for our knowledge of evaluation in general, to analyze what 

evaluation we should require or would desire from agencies receiving 

LEAA funds. 
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A. It is proposed that a project be funded to design an evaluation 
strategy for LEAA. Such a project would analyze alternative sets of 
objectives and specify what one would need to know in order to evaluate 
the impact of LEAA programs individually and as a whole. Further, 
it would make recommendations regarding how evaluation might be improved 
given limited data, uncertainty regarding basic relationships, and 
limited budgets. 

B. It is proposed that the Office of Evaluation support a post 
audit of LEAA projects both to evaluate project evaluation and to 
evaluate projects. This work and that proposed in "A" above should 
provide the basis for LEAA to develop a set of procedures for evaluating, 
selecting, and monitoring its program in the future. 

Concluding Comment 

While the subj ect matter of any research program is i~ilportant, 

good research is critically dependent on having first rate researchers 

to do the work. A high priority research topic treated by second rate 

researchers is likely to produce a product of little value. Therefore, 

in building a program of research related to criminal justice evaluation, 

a part of the strategy should be to build a community of first rate 

people in this field. Continued support of such individuals or 

groups should be an important part of the Office of Evaluation's strategy 

while it, at the same time, uses its leverage to steer their research 

to areas on which the Office places high priority. Only with the 

development of a strong research community and the development of a 

receptive clientele of prtlctitioners can the state of criminal justice 

evaluation be advanced. 
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INTRODUCTION: Evaluation Management 

We shall consider the evaluation of the criminal justice system in several 

ways. First, we shall consider the strategy and politics of evaluation. Secondly, 

we shall consider various criteria on which it rests and methods of evaluation. 

Thirdly, we address implications and proposals. The perspective of this section 

is drawn from the social/behavioral sciences. Its primary assumption is. th~t 

evaluation is a necessary activity to accomplish rational public administration 

and public policy formulation. It is also a useful device for assessing the fair

ness or equity of the system, viewed from the standpoint of law, or democratic 

principles, morality, social science and administrative. Evaluation also contri

butes to knowledge as such. 

In spite of its contributions, it must be recognized that there is much 

resistance to evaluation; individuals and organizations resist and reject appraisals, 

for these necessarily imply that there may be discrepancies between what is done 

and what should be done or that power is being given to others to. Insofar as 

evaluation is conducted by Iioutsiders, II over whom system members can exert no 

administrative or social controls (via quid pro quo, censorship, punishment, etc.) 

resistance can take the form of extreme hostility and defensiveness, especially 

if it is anticipated that either the methods of evaluation \vi11 themselves inter

fere with existing functions and satisfactions or the findings will threaten 

equilibrious arrangement.s. Evaluators, as lIexpertsll,are often seen, therefore, 

as SOCially "illegitimateJl competitors for or arbiters of power or prestige with 

system members. A further threat arises insofar as evaluation findings may imply 

the need for specific changes which will displace existing personnel, institutions 

or budget arrangements or will require efforts which are feared to be burdensome 

and "unrealisticll frdm the standpoint of the existing va,lues or procedures of 

system participants. As studies have shown (Blum and Downing) resistance both to 

evaluation and to innovation in public governmental institutions can be extreme. 

The fact that evaluation is generally unwelcome in any program is fundamental 

to considering its uses. It follows that a basic aspect of evaluation planning, 

almost without regard to the approach taken, is the examint\.tion of the likely 

sources of resistance, the development of means for incorporating, neutralizing or 

overwhelming these, and provision for facilitating innovations once recommended. 

Implicit here is what might (pompously) be called IImeta-evaluation ll or the evalua

tion of evaluation itself. We must affirm the importance of recognizing that 
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evaluation is not a means by which to guide or accomplish change unless the 

phenomena of competition for the privilege of judging performance and setting 

goals are understood. 

Evaluation implies that justifications for the existence of criminal 

justice institutions, procedures, objectives and endorsements are being questioned. 

A justification is, essentially, any approving .. answer to the questions "why is 

A there, why does)B do what he does, why is the achievement C sought or accomplished 

or why does D finance, support or otherwise sanction or legitimate A, B, C or D 

himself? It is immediately seen that the criteria set forth by the evaluator may 

not he those employed by those participating in any aspect of the criminal justice 

system. As noted, there is likely to be conflict over the "right" of an evaluator, 

be he within or without the system, to decide what shall be the standard, how it 

shall be examined, what shall be done with the results, and what inferences are 

to Qe drawn from the findings. The variety of criteria, methods and inferences, 

is evidence for the non-homogeneity of beliefs, interests and values among ob

servers of and participants in the criminal justice system. That diversity, in 

turn, guarantees conflict based on these differing interests and perspectives and, 

necessarily, competition for the power to influence the system - its compoaent~ 

participants and objectives - one way or another. 

One aspect of evaluation management is to appreciate what factors contri

bute to a giv-j~;t position on an issue, as for example a person's education, voca

tion, criminal history, political philosophy, institutional affiliation, etc, 

An important approach to evaluation is to determine what these positions are 

vis a vis any single component, process, function or goal in or of the system. 

By determining through research the chara~teristics of those supporting and opposing 

such positions, one can construct a social geography of sorts, that being a map of 

positions, issues and the kin~s of people affiliated with these positions. By 

determing the importance of a position, that is to say, the strength and intensity 

to which a person adheres to one or another criteria as the "correct" way to judge 

a criminal justice system component, one can also map the politics of evaluation 

and the intensity of conflict. 

Insofar as there are disparate positions strongly held as to what standards 

are proper to use in appraisals, then evaluation undertaken by commitment - that 

is adhering to one criterion rather than another - is an exercise in, if not an 
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instrument of,socia1 or political power. It follows that evaluation based on 

standards which are or are seen as threatening to others can hardly expect to 

resolve the problems of the criminal justice system if the diversity of interests 

and views is conceded to be a part of the problem. If, on the other hand, the 

value position from which evaluation proceeds is not only broadly based, but has a 

potential appeal even to those in opposition (here one can assume that individual 
i 

and j.nstitutiona1 beliefs and values while intercorrelated are simultaneously 

mUltiple so that, for example, an individual can be in favor of "punishing 

criminals" but at the same time oppose lIexpensive long term sentences") then 

evaluation findings may be used to implement the positions from which that same 

evaluation proceeded. The conduct of evaluation requires then that it be guided 

by a strategy. As a strategy it means that alternatives will be considered, costs 

and benefits weighed, value positions considered and ~esources allocated. 

That strategy should acknowledge the interests of those authorizing the 

evaluation. It requires that those supporting an evaluation have at least some kind 

of map of the beliefs and interests of those who are to observe or be affected 

by the evaluation. It is necessary that the choice of methods be appropriate to 

the criteria which are to be employed and that these methods be capable of use in 

the social/institutional setting where other observers and participants live, work 

and may be adjudicated. 

What Is 

apply. 

and of 

to be Evaluated? 

When asking what 
\ 

The easy 'choice 

interest, as for 

is to be evaluated, three quite different considerations 

is of that component or proce~s or outcome which is known 

example the arrest and clearance rates for a given police 

department for burglaries, the recidivism rate for parolees from a particular state 

prison, or the costs of a municipal court apparatus. Known institutions, forms 

o'i conduct or records data constitute the traditional targets or measures in for 

Ei:valuation from which come conclusions such as "the burglary clearance rate is 

such and so" or "a five-year follow-up shows that parolee recidivism is ..• II or 

"the municipal court costs taxpayers X dollars a year. II 

It is much more difficult, however, when considering what is being evaluated, 

to develop knowledge about the events which comprise the phenomena being appraised. 

Saying that the police department in Midville has a clearance rate of 5% for 

burglaries may meet a minimal requirement for administrative reporting, but it is 

ordinarily not sufficient' kndwledge. One usually wants to know more: What is it 

within the Midville police department which affects on the outcome measure burglar)?, 

clearance rates? One assumes it is not the 7th precinct building itself which 
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affects the measure, nor the color of uniforms, nor the fuel consumption of thB 

bikes piloted by meter maids, nor the deliberations of the city manager about who 

will be.the next police chief. What is it then, the actions of the detective , 
bureau? The arbitrary practice of the chief records clerk who has always shown 

a 5% clearance rate in lieu of any records analysis? On-view arrests by one 

interested policeman out of a force of 3D? Unless one refines the focus of the 

evaluation, moving from the easy semantics of the designation of a facility or 

gross process to what may initially be the search for and test of hypotheses bear~ 

ing on influential events, it is quite possible never to know what it is that one 

evaluated. 

The likelihood that relevant processes may be unidentified does not matter 
1 

if one's interests as an evaluator are limited to the identification of gross 

features without concern as to antecedants and accuracy. This, in turn, depends 

upon the strategy for evaluation. If the strategy calls for an understanding of 

events occurring within a particular context lin,ked, in turn: to measures of these 

an,d subsequent events, the latter perhaps considered as "outcomes,1I then one does 

want to know what it is that one is investigating. That implies an objective for 

the evaluation itself. If that objective is at all refined it also implies a 

concern with accuracy and that, of course, requires an interest in methodology. 

These three attributes of evaluation; defining purpose, defin.ing the target, 

selecting a method are essentials in evaluation strategy. Through such defini~ 

tions alternatives are set forth and decisions made possible. 

Attributing to a police department a burglary clearance rate without know

ledge of the processes leading to the figures is an example of over-inclusiveness, 

or just plain not knOWing enough about what is going on within an institution and 

about an evaluation measure. A somewhat similar error of definition and measure -

and sometimes logic - constitutes a third consideration in asking what it is that 

is being evaluated This one, however, is the problem of under-inclusiveness. 

It occurs when one fails to include enough (e.g. institutions, persons" processes) 

in defining an interest area or seeking to comprehend the events leading to the 

results or interpretation of a measure. Two examples will illustrate. The daily 

newspaper editorial complains that the police department has failed by not stopping 

crime. They are referring to a recent rash of muggings of the elderly. The 

editorial claims it is a police responsibility to bring such muggings tv a halt 

and that heads should roll. The editorial "evaluation," for it is certainly that, 

has a limited view of crime. It does not consider what kinds of young men (it 
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tells us that much about the criminals in the editorial) engage in muggings. It 

doesn't consider what events in their lives have influenced their careers so that 

they engage in this criminal ~nterprise. The editorial certainly doesn't enlighten 

us about the attitudes that muggers have toward themselves, their elderly victims 

or towards the law which enable them to elect such na.sty, vile conduct. Nor are 

we advised about the prior experience of these muggers in being arrested or pro

cessed in the criminal courts and corrections which have increased or decreased 

(if either) the likelihood of their engaging in further muggings. The editorial 

doesn't tell us about the characteristics of the urban environment which facili

tate street crime (street lights, citizen apathy or fear, crowding, etc.) nor 

does it tell us about the chain of circumstances which lead to the impoverished 

elderly living in proxinlity to young hoodlums and having to walk without familial, 

neighborhood or police companionship. The editorial gives us no aid to under

standing the limitations on the police department in its assignment of personnel 

to the victim's neighborhoods nor does it comment on the extent to which visible 

police would in fact reduce muggings (where do they occur? at what time? how often 

have they occurred with police in view?) We shall not continue further with the 

analysis, for it is clear by now that the editorial evaluation was based on a 

narrower presentation of the factors influencing mugging than the reader of 

criminologiaal studies enjoys in his books. The editor was evaluating the police 

department role in muggings, but he did so in violation of the rule against under

inclusiveness, that is drum-beating over-simplification. Had the editor aimed 

for a more modest evaluation objective, asking for instance, "can increased police 

pa.trol and increased arrest of muggers affect mugging rates?" he could have 

justified his attention to the police only. Given what we know,he might not, 

however, have been able to answer ever that relatively simple question. 

The "criminal justice system" is a convenient abstraction for an immensely 

complex series of presumably interrelated events. The terminology invites the 

attention of systems analysts and organizational specialists who .seek to describe 

how one part links to another, and what internal events constitutes flows of and 

blocks to the processing of the daily business; people, papers and objects. Not 

charted in systems studies, but of interest in some kinds of evaluation, are also 

the flow and counterflood of emotions, ideas and power. One encounters the problem 

of under-inclusiveness here in defining what it is that is being evaluated when a 

component or event is missed which, in fact, influences an nutcome (or charted 

progression.) An ordinary eva.luator describes what he is asked to see; for 

example, a type of offense, say heroin sales, then police intervention, referral 
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to prosecutor, being in jail, a court with its internal events concluding in a 

trial (with numerous appeals, of course) and disposition of some sort. These 

major formal operations can be fleshed out by descrip.<t;ions of plea bargaining, 

b~ notations o~ dispositions in lieu of sentence to a methadone maintenance 

center, and other realistic commentaries on hmq the "system" really works. 

The "system" is ordinarily conceived according to its formal aspects; 

official offenders, official police, official judges, the whole official poFpourri. 

No systems investigator is so naive, of course, as to presume that the buildings, 

badges of office, official documents and public records are the only elements. 

These are but aspects or emanations of daily work in which people confront and 

accommodate one another, pursue their personal advantage (be that to a'void jail, 

enjoy a fat bribe, receive a high legal fee, write a decision that will merit 

the approbation of judicial peers, find a job as jailor for a drunken brother-in

law, do their professional best in spite of it all, or what-have-you) and try to 

adjust, grow wise, get out or whatever it may be. Nevertheless, if the focus of 

evaluation is to be the criminal justice system, that focus is likely to be 

attuned to the visible and existing formal apparatus, what it processes and with 

what outcomes of social interest. There is no problem in this providing that the 

evaluation objectives are only these public events and do not have, whether in full 

innocence or by guile, hidden expectations and agenda. What if the assignment to 

the evaluator is, "Tell me about the efficiency of the criminal justice system in 

Smalltown?" Let us, hypothetically, g.rant him money, patience, skill and access 

He can do well at his task, telling us how many reported offenses lead to apprehension, 

what the proportion of those apprehended are that appear for trial, what dispositions 

occur there and, for each part and the whole, how long it takes for each participant 

or each stage, what way stations are passed, what ritual marks are inflicted on 

documents or biographies and what the outcome at each stage costs for each official 

participant, each official wrongdoer, and each taxpayer groaning behind them. The 

evaluator can do even more, of course, given many years, dollars ~nd professional 

teamwork but this is enough for the illustration. 

What, on the other hand, if the evaluator's instructions are, "Tell me how 

effective the system is?" In the past, typically, one has counted reported crimes 

cleared or alleged wrongdoers arrested, cases processed by prosecutors, bodies held 

in jails, cases gOing to trial, decisions not reversed on appeal, offenders coming 

out the other end having experienced justice, parole revocations Dr finally, 

recidivism. None of these measures is as simple as it seems, but measures, at 
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least, there have been. Effectiveness, it is seen here, depends on the official 

mandate 'to each component of the system and relies on the component I s own tra

ditional measure of its product. No one Ls surprised tnat each component can 

claim that its part of the system "works" even though each proces~ need not be 

in harmony with the other and the first input and final output measures are as 

yet but dimly comprehended in terms of any principles of overall effectiveness. 

When one wishes to go beyond these traditional measures, by expanding the 

criteria of effectiveness and the subsequent accuracy of measurement, one en

counters greater challenge in the search for greater knowledge and the potential 

ability to improve public policy. One aspect ,of such desires leads us to that same 

problem of under-inclusiveness in saying what it is we are evaluating. It occurs 

first when one decides to classify, as being outside the system of justice those 

operations and institutions which interrelate to it but are not traditionally 

considered as components. Here on~ could include all of the social institutions 

through which alleged offenders pass on their way to the formal system (usually 

thought of as beginning with arrest) and without which they would not have appeared 

as suspects had not some prior formal action been taken. These are the institutions 

which serve as "gatekeepers" for referrals to the police, bridges if you will be

tween the "dark number" of unreported crime and the official bookkeeping of the 

criminal justice system. They include most, if not all, of the social groupings 

in which humans live, and where they exhibit such foibles as to lead to conflicts 

and disapprovals. These are the institutions which have the power to invoke a 

police response. They are the settings in which citizens make the judgment that 

crime has occurred and set in motion the wheels of justice. Such settings include 

the family, work groups, schools, leisure associations and the like. In these 

settings expectations operate as to how people should behave, what constitutes 

an offense, how the criminal justice system should respond to a call or complaint, 

and what should happen to the offender committed to justice. Remarkably little 

is known about the circumstances under which these definitions and decisions arise, 

except perhaps that there is marked variation in how acts which might be judged 

similar legally are, in fact, judged socially. On such judgments, as with the 

magistral functions of the cop on the beat, entrance into the formal legal system 

depends. The exclusion of these "entrance level" institutions from the purview 

of the criminal justice system can be understood in terms of existing classifi

cations in the minds of public administrators or perhaps the public itself, for 

the formal system is the governmental one which is, essentially, reactive, Yet, 

if one is interested in how th0 systf.:m opera,tes, one can contend that operations 
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at the intake side are as consequential as mid-point and outcome activities. 

In the same manner, one may append to the existing components of the 

system all those institutions which act as reception centers for those processed 

sideways out of the traditional stages (police, courts, corrections.) When a 

policeman, acting as curbstone magistrate, "books" a neighborhood hooligan before 

his priest or family instead of the station house sergeant, that is a sideways 

referral. Other examples occur when the sergeant reprimands the alleged wife 

beater at the station house but releases him without record, when plea bargain

ing results in charges dropped rather than reduced, when the prosecutor accepts 

the defense attorney's argument that the hurried self-referral of the junkie to 

Synanon satisfies the interests of justice or when the judge in chambers agrees 

that the exhibibionist church elder can elect psychiatric care in lieu of trial 

and a sentence. These are all normal practices, but insofar as sideways reception 

centers are dismissed from eva.luation because traditional classifications of the 

Justice system exclude them, then the evaluator may be missing not just pieces of 

the system, but influences on outcome measures as well as constituent processes. 

There is a strong tradition in limiting definition of the criminal justice 

system to the public sector, that is what taxpayers pay for directly and what 

legislation defines as the justice system. Understandably, public agencies which 

wish to have an impact on that system lilnit their intervention to these agreed

upon components. Insofar as evaluation is primarily financed by these supporting 

or supervising public agencies, evaluation research focuses on those traditional 

public operations. One might illustrate this by considering the expenditure of all 

LEAA funds since its inception, comparing monies given for support of and research 

in or on public agencies compared to monies given to criminological studies which 

take place outside public agencies, as for example on the post-prison job adjust

ment of offenders, the possible genetic features of the "schizopath" (See Snyder, 

MADNESS ANDTRE BP~~N) or (Robins DEVIANT CHILDREN GROWN UP) which place him/her at 

risk of criminality, or the family values which predispose one minority adolescent 

to want to join the police force but which turn others away from such vocational 

aspirations. 

One could take as criteria for the evaluation of the system as a Whole 

some of the more general expectations which are offered as reasons for its 

existence. These include, for example, maintaining the (king's) peace, preventing 

crime, general dete~rence (educating the public, contributing to group norms of law

lessness and propriety, creating risl .. for unlawful conduct, etc. (see Andenaes, 

/ 
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PUNISHMENT AND DETERRENCE) reinforcing the individual conscience through public 

displays of punishment to wrongdoers, etc.) satisfying vengeance, substituting 

controlled community retaliation for the vagaries of individual or family 

retaliation (blood feuds, etc.) as part of maintaining social order, reassuring 

citizens by the display of lawful authority, or even that lofty correctional 

goal of penance, reform and rehabilitation. Each of these may be seen as goals 

of social control or the satisfaction of individual or group wishes or emotions. 

While the formal criminal justice system can trace its historical origins and 

present justification to these objectives, there is no a priori reason to assume 

either that the formal system is the only means by which these crime prevention 

and control objectives are sought or achieved nor that the existing formal 

system best operates to achieve these goals under its current programs. It is 

quite likely, for instance, that most "crime prevention" occurs when families of 

well adjusted parents rear law-abiding children who grow up in wholesome peer 

groups where neighbors exercise social controls over children generally, and where 

the opportunities for private illicit conduct by children are few. It is likely 

that general deterrence operates as part of the general fabric of morality, 

reinforced by individual conscience and social norms. One could go on, but the 

point is that given the earlier general objectives (and we grant here that the 

research to say just who has these goals is not at hand) it is evident that the 

criminal justice system is by no means the only force which society harnesses to 

achieve them. 

Many would contend that the formal justice system exists only because the 

other forces have failed, and that the entire apparatus of the law is a third line . 
of defense defending against those who have already proved uneducatable or 

I 
" 

incorrigible under the normal rearing and restraints of primary and secondary 

groups; the family, peers, church, work, school, etc. (This view ignores the 

public service functions of the police and the civil dispute mediating functions 

of the courts.) Be this the case, then the evaluation of the objectives for the 

formal system might be more charitably seen as tests of its ability to reinforce 

the major influences which, we assume, account for civilized conduct (i.e. general 

deterrent) or to succeed where all else has failed (specific deterrent and corrections.) 

This comparative emphasis implies that evaluation of the formal systemJs achieve-

ments of general goals might best be conducted relatively, that is in comparison 

with other influences operating at the same time on the same people. Such a 

comparative emphasis in research would not require that the criminal justice system 

be defined so as to include all child-rearing, moral training, school superVision, 
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peer social control and the like--clearly an impossible extension-'-but only that 

its evaluation be considered in this larger context. 

Another implication for the argument for greater inclusiveness in our 

view of what is to be evaluated--or how to go about it--derives from the observa

tion that we cannot be sure that the present focus of criminal justice operations 

is optimal .. For the most part the direct enterprise of justice is aimed at 

offenders, their apprehension, adjudication and disposition. Whether one wishes to 

argue for their correction as well as their specific deterrence (i.e. holding them 

so they cannot commit crimes and influencing them so that they will not) as an 

essential current goal of the system depends on the optimism of the discussant. 

Although there.are good traditional reasons for these functions arising from 

general objectives, the current sentiment about the failures of the current system 

(apparent public and professional evaluations based on crime statistic~\, public 

anxiety, court loads, etc.) allows consideration for alternate emphasis and allo

cations of resources. Such innovation could take many forms, but would, at least, 

reguire the inclusion of altered operations within traditional systems. (Examples 

of internal reformations currently proposed are mandatory short penalties for any 

second offense, greatly reduced trial and appeal time through condensed and 

universal review proc~)dures, restitution as the major emphasis for first property 

offenses and post release conduct in association with work training and rehabilita

tion and 'decriminalization of vice', elim.ination of the indeterminate sentence, etc.) 

The l.ikelihood of such revised emphasis points to the need for evaluation not only 

to be of that which exists now but designed, as part of gfmeral strategy, to 

faCilitate exp1erimentation with new procedures. 

As far as new efforts outside of existing formal components are concerned, 

;one could design evaluation in support of such experimentation. Let us say th~ 

objective is crime prevention and general deterrence. Let us aSSti!tle that family 

factors such as lack of family organization, presence of pareD.tal criminality, 

alcoholism and drug abuse, presence of other psychopathology (schizophrenia, etc.), 

absence of parental supervision, discipline, affection and humour, all create risk 

of greater than ordinary delinquency. (The data show that is the case.) At 

present the criminal justice system intrudes only when trouble has occurred (police 

called for family beefs, report of runaway child, apprehension of juvenile offender) 

although there are minor preventive programs in police juvenile bureaus. Assume 

that mandatory incarceration of all second offenders on index crimes works in the 

sense that less police time is required for apprehending offenders (this assumes 
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that more of the high risk criminal group will be in jail and off the streets.) 

Assume that more police effort can be allocated to direct family contacts with 

qhildren, as f~r example officers being trained to be Big Brothers for families 

identified through neighborhood contact as ones where parental traits place children 

at risk of ear.ly delinquency. Evaluation in this instance has been of the 

e~isting allocation of police resources, of police training, of criminogenic 

families in neighborhoods. It them moves to an experimental or demonstration phase 

testing to see if the police resource freeing and juvenile crime preventi-ve aims 

so exercised are achieved in controlled experiments. 

The foregoing examples illustrate that evaluation strategy is seriously 

limited if it accepts existing classifications of the criminal justice system 

as the only appropriate targets for work. If, on the other hand, what is to be 

evaluated is considered in a broader context, either of related institutions, of 

events occurring to determine "intake" of suspects into the fOl'mal system, or 

of innovation and demonstration such that eval~on becomes synonymous with 

experimenta~ion with new methods to meet general objectives at times and in elaces 

now excluded from the ordinary interest of the system, then evaluation strategy 

increases its options. It serves then not only as a means for feedback control of 

current practic,es, but helps define unrecognized existing- aspects of current 

systems and, further, assists in innovation to test whether new approaches work 

better, given particular objectives, than do existing ones. 

Criteria and Methods 

Evaluation is usually linked to objectives. One asks, what do I intend? 

One then hopes ~o learn, what did I achieve? Yet with institutions, as with in

dividuals, goals are often multiele and/or unclear. Furthermore, they may have to 

be inferred from' activities and consequences rathel:' than from statententsand pro

grammatic schemes. This introduces the notion that an evaluation cannot always be 

designed on the basis of given objectives. One important function of evaluation 

is to determine what real functions (operations, processes, gratifications) exist 

in the absence of accompanying or in opposition to stated goals. We speak of 

objectives and functions in the plural; that should serve to underscore the evalua

tor's attention to the dive~se activities of any person) or group. Even fo~ formal 

systems whict~ may admit to only one goal, diversity is the rule. Diversity, in 

turn, suggests that objectives vary with persons, time and place. They need not 
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be consistent or in harmony. Indeed, one of the concerns of the evaluation of 

complex settings is with the array of goals and functions and the degree to which 

these are compatible. An important feature of the criminal justice system is not 

only this diversity, and the possibility of incompatibility, but also uncertainty 

as to whether goals and functions are compatible or not. That assessment is not 

easily made. 

Let us say that we have, as an overall strategy for evaluation of the 

existing formal justice system, the goal of identifying objectives and finding 

measures whi.ch help us learn to what extent these are being met. How might we 

begin? It requires that we learn what people expect from the criminal justice 

system, whether or not they think their goals are. being met, and what character

istics people have which allow us to anticipate what their position on this question 

will be. 1fPeople", of course, is too general; we are referring to particular groups 

or populations. Until the work is done we cannot know how to characterize these 

biosocially, but one does as~ume that, as with other social research findings, 

values and satisfactions will vary with such things as personality, education, 

politics, age, residence experience with the system, sub-cultural membership and 

the like. The methods for such work are those typically used to assess the dis

tribution of po~itions in large populations; intensive interviews as part of pre

testing, surveys, follow-up representative group discussions, content analysis of 

documents, analysis of voting patterns when criminal justice issues are at stake, 

examination of the actions of interest groups and the like. Our resulting map 

would tell us which groups in the country, including "insiders" in the criminal 

justice system itself, share views as to,'tv.hat the objectives of the system are. 

Their differences will, of course, define the groups more clearly, telling us not 

just the range of objectives which exist - and the degree of satisfaction with 

system components ~ but also how important these functions are to group members. 

As a second step, one wants to learn which groups are not "served" by the 

system as inferred from t.he discrepancies ,between their views, those of adminis

trators in system components, and evaluation of what the system is in fact doing. 

That work !'equires two steps. The first is to see which groups have objectives and 

satisfactions akin to the managers of the system and which groups do not. Agree

ment does not tell us who influences whom; managers and others may come from the 

same background or, alternatively, one group may control communication processes 

which reach and persuade the others. That can be learn~d. The second step is to 
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compare the stated goals of systems managers with process and product measures. 

These latter can be derived only in part from observations from diverse sourc.es 

as to what happens day-to ... day and whose interests are served, interests being de

fined rather narrowly in terms of personal esteem, gain, protection and the like. 

Measures of product are indeed hard to come by in social and public services and, 

at the present time, can only be tentatively suggested. One approach is to inter

view samples of people participating in the system to learn what they say they have 

gained or lost. Another method is to observe those part~cipating - including, of 

course, those being served or;processed - to see how their careers are affected bl 

their exposure to the system. What is the income and prestige of judges compated 

to an age and grade matched sample of their law school colleagues? What proportion 

qf offenders diagnosed as alcoholics emerge from prison without an alcohol problem 

measured two years post release as compared to age, sex and class matched alcoholics 

measured after the passage of the same period of time, but outside of prison? What 

if judges make more money and enjoy more esteem than their classmates whereas al\~o

holic offenders post prison are worse off than an I'untreated" sample? H:ardly a £air 

test, of course, but with enough such comparisons one could begin to see which un

stated functions the system achieves (here a career ladder to success for attorneys?) 

and which claimed objectives are not met (the unregenerate alcoholics). That is 

obviously a narrow example. 

What about the conclusions of an IAACP team which spent six months studying 

a metropolitan police department? Their still unreleased findings are neither 

narrow or theoretical. They concluded that although this department has a si.zeable 

per capita ratio of police to citizens, that the departments major functions, in 

terms of unstated operating priorities, was to serve as a massive police benevolent 

association. It provided ambulance service and health care to officers and families, 

full pay regardless of disabilities including alcoholism, time off for any family 

function; disregard of high yield incomes from corruption on the part of most depart

mental members, rules and procedures which guaranteed against change, and very 

little work to do for anyone if 'Iwork" was defined as being busy apprehendirtg 

offenders. (Their detective bur€!au made arrests at per officer rates as low as 

1% per year of other departments.) As for the secondary services di.rected to 
,i 

citizens, there was R real commitment by the detective bureau to apprehending 

rapists and homicides for which offenses their·clearance rates were equal to othe:(J 

metropolises. There was also a symbiotic relationship between citizens and the 

police, for citizens reportedly were re~ssured by the visible presence .of officers, 

appreciated their generally kindly interactions, and were gr~teful for such atten-
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tion as the citizens did receive (a visit to homes, for example, where the accumu

lated value of properties stolen was over $3,000; no visit, otherwise.) 

The study team members may have been unduly cynical; unfortunately they 

did not use pre-tested techniques for rating and quantifying their observations, 

a common failing in visiting expert appraisals. What they reported did privately 

reflect differences between what the department said it was doing and what analysis 

of activities showed it accomplished. But the report also warns us how subjective 

appraisals are dubious. Inferences about organizational objectives of which come 

the logic, IIthis is what they do, this must be what the organization is there for ll must be 

substantiated by the use of reliable observation instruments, ones not only pre

tested but retested so one can be sure that different observers of the same phen

omena will report the same thing. This is the requirement for objectivity and 

replicability of any process study which is to yield data on agency functions and, 

thereby, inferences as to the object~ves of participants. Such studies in the 

justice system are very rare indeed. 

There is probably no dispute about the wisdom of observing big city police 

at work to find what the system does for them, although taxpayers are not likely 

to agree that the major purpose of a department is to be a benevolent association 

for the police. Taxpayers might prefer to see services directed toward more 

"legitimate" clients. The victims of crime surely are such a population, one that, 

at least, SOme part of the justice Jystem is there to give high priority attention. 

Victims can be a very useful source of performance data about the system. 

Ask a random sample of victims in Westown one day after they have reported 

thei.r v:i.ct;tmization what it was they wanted from the police. Immediate response? 

Court{~sy'? 3Y\;l'pa.thetic understanding? Attention to recording the details of t!1e 

crime? A report on the progress of the investigation? Insurance claim backup? 

Property recovery? The satisfaction of knowing the offender had been caught and 

punished? Restitution from the offender? Assurance that they would be protected 

against further outrage? Then ask these victims how they feel about the police 

and courts two weeks later, and then six months and a year later. Have their 

general views about crime or the system changed? Have they influenced the opinions 

of their friends and families? Have they changed their behavior better to protect 

themselves? Provide this victim data to the local police department? What do they 

do with it? If problems in police service are apparent, do the police managers 
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acknowledge them? Six months and a year later does one fin'd that the department 

has made any changes seeking to improve upon deficient services? If not, why not? 

The foregoing suggestions, the first for a wide-based population survey and 

the last, victims follow-up and police response to victim data in one local illus

trate quite different approaches to evaluation. The former is of broad sociological 

and political interest. It is the kind of thing on which political parties and 

legislators base their promises and programs and the stuff of ~.Jhich professorial 

lectures are made. The latter is local and particular. It is .even being done by 

a few advanced police departments. It is a feed-back procedure useful to attentive 

departments, probably welcomed by harmed citizens, and exemplary as a product 

measure for one kind of police service; how are victims handled. The evaluation 

strategy would tell us which approach met the knowledge need. 

The crime victim is a client of the system whose evaluations are often over~. 

looked. Her needs and dignity are,too,if current concern with the cruelty of trial 

procedures for rape victims is a measure. The victims' financial needs are only of 

recent concern, as the efforts to provide for compensation to victims testify. And 

restitution as a measure to aid victims as well as to create a moral relationship 

in the community for the offender is rarely considered. Each point here sets forth 

an objective which some would advocate and for which evaluation measures are readily 

available. A dark number study would tell us (plus or minus an X error rate) how 

many rape victims do not report their victimization because they say they fear the 

indignity of police interrogation and or trial. Assessment of the status of com

pensation laws and the circumstances governing allotments would tell us where the 

legislatures stand on this issue, while in any court we could determine hO\.J often 

judges require restitution. When the offender is indigent we could also learn how 

clever judges are, should they state that restitution is one of their values, in 

seeing to it that probation officers find jobs for offenders so that they are in

come generating. 

This latter comment introduces the reality of job markets and vocational 

skills as well as the availability of industrious probation officers, work furlough 

prog}:ams and the like. The judge, operating without community resources, is. hardly 

able to require restitution of unemployable offenders. He is also hardly 1ikely 

to expect such offenders to stay crime trouble free very long. We see that ~ 

evaluation of the attainment of particular objectives each requires a probing :!E. 
context. For rape victims one needs find unreported victimS to learn ~hat they 
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fear from the system and how they came by such fears. For compensation pro

grams to victims by the state one must look to the political arena and the oper-... 
ations of lobbies, budgets and felt priorities. If the objective were restitu-

tion, the function of the justice system toward that end could also be under

stood only if one knows the judicial alternatives, priorities and court and 

community resources. One concludes that the evaluation of particular objectives 

force is best done in context. What is required in such instances is know1epge 

of the larger setting, of ·the forces determining participant behavior at any 

given time, and of the relative priorities for given actions. 

The appraisal of the criminal justice system to date has benefitted from 

research which does go behind the obvious, but not sufficiently so to allow us to 

be sure of what is happening even in major sectors. An example is the study of 

Canadian judges by Hogarth who determined that the objectives which a judge held 

for the corrections system did indeed predict what he,wou1d do. His background, history 
i ' 

ott the bench and cognitive styles were also correlated with sentencing, making sentenc-

ing idiosyncratic indeed. What predicted his conduct little, within a given range of 

offenses, were the facts on the offense and offender. Were the abstract objective 

ffjustice fl and were that assessed in a lawyer-like manner by our non-appellate review here, 

we would perhaps say that so subjective a system of justice was not working. If the 

objective were only to hope for consistency not among judges but between one judges own 

past and present sentencing behavior, then there is evidence of a kind of efficiency. We 

fl,ee in this study how research On sentencing behavior by evaluating judges tells us little 

of what larger object~.ves might be met by the system in operation, but how such 

evaluation does allow insights into the forces which account for what does happen. 

That is the kind of process understanding for which we argued in the introduction. 

Victims are system clients little studied, judges are systems managers 

poorly understood, whereas offenders are the systems' products whose views are 

remarkably ignored. There will be objection to the notion that the offender is 

the product of the criminal justice system. The criminal, himself, may claim it 

was his mother's fault; his attorney may hold it was an unconstitutional procedure, 

whereas the social reformer will blame the offender's deplorable plight on poverty, 

lack of opportunity or oppression. Nevertheless, if one is interested in product 

measures, that most often counted by the system is the detainee become suspect 

become charged case become trial case become convicted offender. The system 

measures itself most often by the number and speed with which it collects, labels, 
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holds, disposes of and then often recollects these persons deemed perilous to 

public interest. Why then does it never ask them what they think? One would 

expect that as consistent clients of the system, soma of them on hand to View it 

on and off and in and out for 50 years, all of them certainly sensttive to its 

ministrations, that there would be routine inquiries to the mill's grist. Was 

the apprehension efficient? Was there brutality? How many apprehensions were 

missed when they could have occurred? Were the police charitable, drunk or 

simply too busy to make those other missed arrests? Whatrs the jail like com

pared to others? Is the inmate penitent? What has he learned today about car

theft or forgery? Has he learned enough to counsel his defense on the small 

points or assist in the selection of a judge? And just between us, when he is 

released tomorrow will it be back to robbery to make money to pay the lawyer 

or what? Each query bears on aspects of the system which might be held as partial 

goals, or at least as values to which the system says it would conform. Why not 

ask the outcast experts? In a comfortable city, the detective knows where to go to 

find who is holed up where to snitch on a red hot case; h€~ asks the professionals 

and habituals working the street. Or in the jail, who is it that's planning the 

escape or buggering the new boys? Ask the trusty stoolie and find out, The phe

nomena of not systematically querying offenders - those arrested and those self

admitted still working or now retired from the streets - to appraise the system's 

functions and goals is as blatant an ostrich act these days, as is the avoidance 

of victim interviews, as ,vas - and sometimes is - ignoring the dark number of 

crimes committed but officially unreported. In all instances the significance of 

not asking is, in itself, a kind of measure.' One presumes the system'has a very 

limited capacity to query itself. Probably it has a limited capacity to digest 

information. Probably it prefers not to learn about more problems and a problem 

occurs whenever anyone says it does. Whenever there l.s a discrepancy between goals 

and achievements, between what the system says it does versus what it really does, 

between the formal claims and the informal realities between what people want, and 

what they get. Who is in a better pOSition to,gene.rate demands and prove dis

crepancies than are victims, unreported and reported, and offenders, apprehended 

and unapprehended. That all are ignored has told us something about the politics 

of evaluation by the system itself .. 

\ 

:1:1: would be a mistake to consirler that only external clients are excluded 

as experts whose opinions matter. The official participants rarely are aslted their 

_:&.;. 
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private opinions about their own organization~ and only recently, with Banton, 

Wilson, Reiss, ;Sordua, Rubinstein, have observers done the looking at partici

pants, mostly police. There is a caveat. The police in their fraternal organ

izations, the chiefs with their professional lobby, the prosecutors with theirs, 

the guards and prison administrators in assembly, the judges with their several 

associations; they do have voices and strong ones, too. These speak to the 

issues which trade unions an~vhere address, supplemented by moral convictions on 

crime and such political ideology as is correlated. These voices speak to the 

rest of society,mostly in the direction of the ears of the legislative and the 

fourth estate, but they speak about what others should do for them, as unions 

must. New laws to make their jobs more meaningful Or better paid, to make their 

facilities more efficient or comfortable, new guarantees and benefits to make lives 

more secure and old views on what and who is wrong with society. But these 

at.~-semblies do not ordinarily speak to evaluate the institutions in which they work 
u 

in terms of the objectives which others have set forth. The wardens' group wants 

newer, bigger prisons with larger, better paid staff (see Milford), the objective 

perhaps being rehabilitation. But the wardens' assembly does not fund- and report 

on a self-study based on the survey of prison goals set forth by the nearest towns

people, or the prison employees, the prisoners themselves, supplemented by a 

critical appraisal of recidivism statistics, prison violence data, or prison 

hospital morbidity figures. It is the measure of performancy by others' standards 

which is lackina, lacking in the justice system just as it is almost anywhere else. 

Ohairman Mao's self-criticism program is, perhaps, an exception, but a reading of 

Lifton suggests that not all participants there are enthusiasts either. 

It is clearly too much to expect organizations to criticize themselves in 

any serious way, just as it is unrealistic to antic~pate that the managing partici

pants in a system gratuitously distribute their powers by seeking unsettling 

appra:lsals from outsiders. Oustomer satisfaction or consumerism has not yet 

reached the justice system, although we anticipate that fashion will one day see 

that it does. In the meantime, it would appear remiss for oversight agencies npt 

to fill this function. As experience comes to show justice agencies that they can 

live with a wider view of themselves, they \vill be encouraged routinely themsel\ies 

to sample consumer goals and appraisals. 

Oversight agencies will, of course, demand more than files full of clients 

good ideas. The uses to which evaluation data are put depend on records utilization 

r 
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for planning And that is another story. There are several books on police 

records keeping, including the "green bible" on municipal police administration" 

Each shares technical excellence about who is to record what on which form filed 

where. What is missing are studies of what really happens in records keeping. 

We have ourselves conducted such a study in a public mental health agency (Blum and 

Ezekiel) and have seen what does happen. Whether its purpose is to keep track of 

clients, events, personnel activities, costs, complaints or outcomes, there are 

errors at best and in some settings complete chaos. Insofar as routine records 

form the mainstay of justice agency self-monitoring, and external reporting, one 

would hope that the emphasis in records keeping would be as much as on errot 

sources and their control as on ideal forms. Yet well-kept records can be worse 

than poorly kept ones if they take time for no known purpo%Je. One wonders when, 

the ordinary justice agency last reviewed its records system with an eya to deter

mining purposes, errors and utilization. One wonders,too, how many of these un

studied agencies would doubt the accuracy of such records as they do use to report 

index offenses, count pattol cars, describe offenses and the like. Insofar as 

administrators rest upon internal records for their kind of evaluation, we believe 

it is of paramount i!Uportance to show how model records studies can be conducted, 

how error sources ca.1 be identified and countered by personnel selection, training 

and supervision as well as equipment purchase and maintenance (e. g. computers) and. 
t 
I 

how records systems can be revised as no evaluation needs arise. 

Our reference to internal records does not indicate that justice agencies 

need keep no records of external affairs. In police agencies these have typically 

been limited to often dubious intelligence files, press clippings, equipment 

catalogs and very small professional libraries. What are miSSing are those afore

mentioned studies commissiorted to survey dark number crimes whenever evaluation 

requires that crime reports be cheCked against crime commissions. Missing, too, 

might be appraisals of departmental performance, when these are in order, offered 

by known offenders on the streets, and by samples of citizens - perhaps called on 

at home by officers as part of community relations. We do not discuss 

here how ot;her external file data may be both useful to and lead to 

measures of departmental performance by linking agencies to citizens in ties of work 

and consultation. 

There will be some aspects of agency performance that Will not be linked to 

sp~cific and long-term objectives, but will be considered right in themselves. 

Unfortunately not all parties will agree on what is right. One of the fUnctions 
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of administration is to monitor. the status of affairs regarding some of the pre

dominant values. One of the functions of external evaluation is to determine if 

managers share these values with the citizenry and, whether they do or do not, to 

see if they can assess the state of their organization. Such general values in

clude efficiency, safety, cleanliness, health, honesty, personnel morale, courtesy, 

and .the like. For a jail, they will inclnde nutritious food, cleanliness, segre

gation by age, sex and trial status, lack of crowding, supervision to prevent 

staff or inmate violence and to detect illness, lack of oppression and violation 

of civil rights, etc, }i'or a court one hopes for up-to-date calendars, mentally 

competent judges working a full day, sober bailiffs, sufficient prosecutorial 

staff, adequate indigent defense counsel, etc, These are very simple requirements, 

none of which are the grand objectives of the criminal justice system but all of 

which are likely to be demands which society imposes for conformity to its general 

standards. One would think that such demands would be easily met, especially if 

the longer broader term goals such as crime prevention or offender correction 

cannot be. Yet as the work of the President's Crime Commission - and numerous 

committees before and after have shown - many justice agencies do not meet the 

minimal standards of competency, decency, lawfulness or efficiency. An IAACP 

national survey team characterized most of America's police departments as "under

developed countries too backward to care." Federal jail surveys have found hundreds 

of jails unfit and unsafe for humans. The American Bar Association study groups 

have, on occasion, expressed doubts about the efficiency and competency o·f at 

least some judicial selection methods and, of course, many reform commissions and 

most observant citizens have their doubts about much of the sense, consistency 

or efficacy of existing criminal codes. 

One may feel it not succiciently fancy for an evaluation strategy concerned 

with the major goals and sophisticated methodology to address itself to the nuts 

and bolts issues of minimal standards which have plagued the justice system pro

bably since Hammurabi. Yet if the system cannot deliver rape free jails l police

men who are at least discreet if they must be corrupt, judges who are not so 

senile that they relieve themselves in the courtroom corner (not hyperbole but 

a recent event in California,) probation records which at least get the name and 

sex of the probationer right, well, what is one to expect in regard to the more 

spectacular achievements? 

Evaluation addressed simply to minimal operating standards has no reason 

to expect to contribute more to the achievement of affairs right in themselves 
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than have the dozens of prior and on-going study groups, conwissions, accredita-

tion bodies, investigative reporters, MA theses, and the like. This does not 

eKclude its worth; like the criminal law (if one accepts the theory of general 

deterrent) the description of discrepancies between what i~ and what should be 

serves to educate communities and their laggard justice agencies. It serves as a 

hook on which to hang public demands for improvement or requirements to be met be

fore federal or state aid is granted. Yet it is possible that an evaluation strategy 

can seek to stimulate achievement through analyzing the reasons for the chronic 

discrepancies between standards called for and operating status in fact. Necessarily 

that is research on the social, economic, psychological and political context in 

which substandard agencies exist and are managed. Necessarily such research will 

suggest demonstration projects designed to bring about change through altering 

the fundament. 

In this regard one thinks of LEAA itself, with its billions of dollars ex

pended to achieve just such immediate goals; the improvement of the operating 

characteristics of justice agencies. Have these dollars helped? Which agencies 

now meet standards that they failed to meet prior to LEAA funded (via State agencies 

for the most part) assistance? But which police departments still have poor mart~gE!;" 

ment? Which jails still serve maggoty food? Which courts continue to show sent~llfing 

disparity so great as to demonstrate that the justice is but whimsy? Here is an 

immediate and profound evaluation need: to review the pattern of LEAA funding, to\ 

see historical data on before and after local agency characteristics, to see what 

standards are not met even after funding, to see which substandard local agencies 

did not improve with funding, which improved without it, and to analyze the reasons 

for the failures compared to the successes. As an immediate evaluation strategy 

for LEAA (regrettably made more difficult by its imposition retrospectively rather 

than as part of prospective research) this analysis of the circumstances. under which 

fiscal assistance does and does not influence agencies to meet minimal standards 

will be most worthwhile. 

An important feature of many evaluation enterprises is to keep in mind the 

dynamic aspects of the social field in which change takes place. What is particu

larly important is to realize that it is not sufficient to measure the extent to 

whi~h objectives are achieved Without also measuring what else happens as part o~ 

this process. There can be hidden costs and benefits. A good discussion of 

attention to social costs in the pursuit of the criminal vice law is found in 
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Packer's THE LIMITS OF THE CRIMINAL SANCTION and, with a sounder data base, 

in Kaplan's MARIJUANA THE NEW PROHIBITION. Both illustrate that neither the 

policy-maker nor the evaluator can afford to attend only to the objective and 

its achievement, for all programs of change bring side effects. These side 

effects may be of any order of magnitude far greater than the objective itself. 

The desi.gn of evaluation studies wh±ch e!Jlbrace this awareness of dynamic 
, 

effects depends on the discipline from which tl;le evaluator comes and the kind of 

concerns which he, along with administrators and policy-makers have about the oper

ation of an agency or other component. Generally the attention to side effects 

1-1i11 require knowledge of social psychology, organizational structure, and econo

mics. The side or dynamic effects first measured will be those known to have 

occurred elsewhere when similar changes were introduced, but will also include 

measure of shifts away from or towards additional goals, short and long-term, in 

the system component. As an example, let us say that concern with pollution by 

industry has become so great in a community that local legislation is passed assign

ing to the police a pollution control responsibility. Political interest is high 

so that men are taken from the traffic bureau and assigned to patrol cars which 

monitor effluents day and night. They cite many violators which are processed by 

the courts. In the meantime, the undermanned traffic bureau has not been able to 

complete its paperwork on accidents with the result that insurance company claims 

and settlements are blocked. Angry citizens and insurance representatives pro-

test and the city manager, acquiescing, returns the pollution patrol to the traffic 

division. 

The example but demonstrates not only a very simple side effect which would 

not be noted if one only looked at the short-term enforcement of the pollution law, 

but it introduces the role of evaluation in the consistently difficult problem of 

Eriority setting for resource allocation in systems with limited capabilities. 

Thus the description of capabilities within a given agency. becomes an imEortant 

~valuation activity I defined not only in terms of the achievement of goals but 

immediately in terms of such things as funding and equipment, the number, training 

and competence of personnel, the adjacent resources which are used to supplement 

normal activities, be these mutual aid agreements in a police department, volunteer 

visitors in a prison, or lawyers for indigent defendants provided by the rotating 

list of the local bar association. Once capabilities are described numerically, 

one can not only calculate various service ratios which may prove to index and 

correlaca with goal achievement through comparative studies (e.g. a recent limited 
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study concluded that increasing police per capita ratios did result in reductions 

of index crimes) but one can begin to estimate the efficiency of activities in 

relationship to an array of objectives. Such an exercise can guide the establish

ment of priorities for resource allocation. Consider for example a probation 

service With ten officers and an average case load of 120 parolees per officer. 

Assume that an evaluation study learned that by characterizing officer character

istics psychologically, let us say degree of personal warmth, involvement apd 

authoritativeness, and linking these to offender age and criminal record, one 

could predict which officers were best assigned to which offenders so as to 

minimize the revocation rates in two offender classes; burglary and child mole.sta

tion. Say there are three such officers out of the ten. The first strategy of 

assignment is to consider the warm-involved-authoritative officer a special re

source for the three offender groups and to assign the three officers to these 

offenders. Let us say additional research shows that two further sub-groups of 

other offenders emerge, one which has a high revocation rate linked directly to 

how many cases the officer supervises. The more cases supervised, the fewer 

revocations. AnothE!r sub-group has greater revocations the higher the case load. 

Let us aSSume that car thieves are in the first group and narcotics dealers in 

the second. Let us also assume that an objective of the department is to minimize 

revocations and that this objective has been tested in two ways for side effects. 

One test was of crime rates for these offenses during a period when supervision 

case loads were varied, the other was systemadc interviews with prosecutors, 

detective bureaus and judges to learn of their informal observations or sentiments. 

If there were no adverse side effects, then the strategy of assignment based on 

evaluation findings would be to give the remaining seven officers case loads in

cluding both car thieves and addict dealers with instruction not to supervise the 

addicts but to spend much time with the thieves. 

There may be an objection to the strategy if one involves a new objective 

for the probation department. That could occur if a further study had asked why 

it was that supervised car thieves didn't get revoked whereas supervised addict/ 

dealers did. Assume we found the car thieves wel:e 19 and 20 year oids who responded 

to .authority and matured out of this delinquency fairly l:apidly (the younger majority 

of car, thieves would, of course, not be on parole with an adult parole auth9rity) 

whereas the addict/dealers were chronic drug dependent delinquents whose C!ontinuing 

criminality would be detected by any parole supervision. This is a typical situa~ 

tion. If the administrator is guided by one goal and his evaluation demonstra.tes 

. -' '0 
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achievement, the lowest possible revocation rate among those classes of offenders , 
on which it can be sh~Nn intervention (personality, case load) make a difference, 

he should stick to his guns. If, however, he adds an additional objective, a 

kind of "equity" which increases the risk of revocation for both addict/dealers 

and car thieves by equalizing supervision, then he would return to the old and 

"inefficient" pattern. 

If another kind of evaluation study determines that the reason the admin

istrator seeks an equal and higher opportunity for revocation for the addict/dealer 

group is his fear of newspaper censure, then he may be wise to evaluate the views 

of his local editors about his department functions. Perhaps he will learn that 

a quid pro quo of an immediate ~otification by his office to the press for each 

and every revocation will reduce the newspapers I court and police reporter1s 

work load sufficiently, and provide filler for the presses, so that a modus vivendi 

is worked out. The editor will not be unduly critical. That stage is one not of 

evaluation but of political negotiation i yet it is undertaken on the basis of a 

primittve evaluation of what can influence the newspaper1s editor's views of and 

response to the parole unit. 

The example shows initially how evaluation research, in considering inter

action effects between such factors as personality, case loads and revocation rates 

becomes identical with field experimental studies typically done in the social 

sciences. If an objective, in this case reducing revocation rates of parolees, 

is sufficiently important then one must expect to do research which isolates the 

variables which influence~rates measuring attainment. If those variables are 

found to be under any administrative control (as officer aSSignment is, whereas 

a variable such as parolee age is not; and local employment conditions mayor may 

not be) then such research can lead to administrative action which will increase 

success in obtaining the objective. A second conclusion from the example 

is that one may learn that the costs of achieving a single objective in a dynamic 

si.tuation reveal the existence of operating restraints and short-term objectives 

(e.g. avoiding press criticism for ignoring addict/dealers.) Here, too, evalua

tion can help both in planning action and in follow-up to see if results are as 

antiCipated. 

The example led us to conclude that variables which are under administrative 

control can be acted on so as to improve the achievement of objectives, providing 

the f~llarray of constraints and goals is understood and examined and that direct 

research is conducted as. part of e,valuation. But what about a situation in which 

, ., 
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research shows that the objective does not seem to be a function of variables 

which are under administrative control, that is, the causes or antecedents of the 

phenomenon estimated by the outcome measure are immune to the operations of the 

system which) presumably, was designed to act up on them? 'l'his is likely to be) 

or appear to be, the typical situation for many of the formal goals :Eor the 

criminal justice system. Consider that in Kansas City the presence or absence of 

patrol has been found to make no difference in criminal activity (although the 

availability of patrol in response to calls was not reduced nor do we know how 

much the experiment was advertised to burglars.) Recent data suggest that varia

tions in correctional experience (length of sentence, treatment, vocational 

training, etc.) makes not the slightest impact on recidivism rates when one controls 

for offender characteristics. Observation from police strike situations show th,at(~) 

while some crimes go up (looting, burglary) some go down (a reporting function?)'; 

and some are constant. A study of judges shows that sentencing practices, with-

in a class of offenses, are almost unrelated to the offender and his case, but 

depend upon the attitudes and background of the judge. Add big city plea bargaitii'-~ 

ing statistics which, when 90% of the cases are settled by the advocates j effectfve .. 

ly exclude the courts from any role in dispensing "justice" either in determining 

guilt or innocence or in setting penalties. Add, too, corruption data arising from 

city police department reviews (cf Knapp Commission, Reiss) indicating that the 

majority of officers engage in chronically feloniOUS behavior. Add, for police 

departments, clearance figures not above 2% in some cases for such class one index 

offenses as burglary, or the estimate (Bradon, New York City) of the detection of 

homicide at a rate of no more than 10%. If arrest rates are 70% and convictions 

50%, then for every 100 murders one may expect about four convictions. With condi

tions even approximating the foregoing one would conclude that if major goals of 

the criminal justice system include crime prevention and detection by the police, 

effective correction by prisons, or the careful consideration of all cases being 

prosecuted so that justice can be judidally assured, sufficient evidence of 

failure exists to suggest that the existing criminal justice. system in at least 

some locales is not in administrative control of the variables leading to the OU"t'" 

come measures (crime,'recidivism, justice assured by judicial hearings, prevention, 

detectio!.). and subsequent apprehension of offenders,) 

'l'he Grand Questions 

Assuming now that there will be agreement that the foregoing do constttute 

some but not all major objectives, we now face the question as to what impact the 
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criminal justice system does have on their achievement? The policy-maker, legal 

sc.holar administrator andresc:archer also ask what iml'act change in the system 

introduced fro~ the outside (legislation, reform, LEAA support, etc.) may have 

on the attainment of these objectives? At the present time there are three 

replies to these questions. The first reply, that of the ordinary social scientist, 

is that they are posed in such a general way as to be unanswerab'e if the answer 

is to be based on sp€!cific knowledge derived from quantified observations based 

on careful evaluation which is integrated into what one might call a poli~y 

calculus. Research on the criminal justice system is not yet adequate enough to 

tell us what is to be included in a description of the "system." It is insufficient 

1:;0 assure us as to what are the relevant processes within components that have been 

identified - relevant in this instance defined as having a demonstrable relation

ship to outcome data. And research to date is insufficient to tell us what the 

impa.ct of existing components is on objectives because we lack data on relative 

:{,nfluence on and interaction among the components, because we have but awkward 

.. Pleasures of outcome,and because we cannot even be sure what the degree of con

sensus is on objectives. Further, even with consensus on objectives, we cannot 

be sure that the stated objectives represent the full range of consequential goals, 

for some of these must be inferred from an analyses of functions. 7~ The arguments 

in support of these conclusions have been advanced in the preceding pages as we 

have considered evaluation itself. 

* A further obser.vation in support of the notion that objectives can be 
discovered through what soctologists call "latent function" analyses comes 
from Erikson who reviewed crime convictions in a closed and stable Puritan 
community. He found that the kinds of crimes charged varied dramatically 
over time (e.g. Witchcraft, homicide, sex offenses, property crimes, etc.) 
but that the rate of convictions remained constant over decades. He argued 
that there was no reason to assume behavior change within the community and, 
ftlrther, that the allocation of resources to the criminal process being stable, 
that the system Was itself not j,n disequilibrium. He argued that the community 
required a certain rate of convictions per annum and per capita, but that the 
conduct indicted was, within a range of disapproved acts, simply a matter of 
f~shioni The conclusion is that the criminal justice process is itself 
essential to a Puritan society. Its unvarying rate suggests that who is 
charged for what is secondary to the need that arrest, conviction and punish
inent take place. Hhy th~re must be "deviants" is a matter of speculation.-
I~ it because the super-ego must be reinforced by public rituals? Because 
gene-ral deterrent depends on a given rate of public information as to con
'E!equences? Because punishment is itself a gratifying recreation? Because 
justice 8pecialists, once the occupation is created, control sufficient 
power to guarantee jobs for their successors? Who can say? 
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The second more optimistic reply is that for a given sector of the system, 

or indeed for a linked series of components, one does have measures which assist in 

defining objectives; describing those features within the system that do and do not 

bear on these, do identify additional influences outside of the system which also 

bear on results, and finally, one can develop improved means for measuring objective 

attainment. The impact of planned intervention on any part of the system can ~e ( 

measured either in terms of short-term immediate effects on the apparatus itself, 

effects on the surrounding environment, or ~n the criterion (goal) measures them-, 

selves. A number of such studies have already been done. They share the character

istics which most contemporary social science research have; they are limited to 

particular locales, to specified operations, and to one or a few refined outcome 

measures. The results of such studies - which constitute much of the literature of 

criminology and some from the parent disciplines of sociology, psychology and the 

criminal law - give '!.lS our presentJlstate of the art lJ picture. 

Social science evaluation, while the theme of this section, dare not ignore 

the highly persuasive findings derived from other forms of observation and analyses. 

Consider the President's Crime Commission, American Bar Association commisSions, the 

Knapp inquiry, IAACP department surveys, Federal jail inspection team reports, 

investigative r~porting on police, courts or prisons, the work of legal scholars 

and the like. Such inquiries, of great scope,. magnitude and importance; have Con

tributed much more than social sc:i:ence to our knowledge of the criminal justice 

system. Because of their breadth, and because their virtue is that they escape the 

triviality which often characterizes social science research, it is likely that 

these non-scientific enterprises will continue to be the basis for the systemS-Wide 

appraisals which most stat.e and national policy-makers require. It is likely that 

the contribution of the social sciences will be to provide refined measures wh~tch 

answer questions about specific impact in specific places and, more important, to 

offer new concepts about how to think about crime and justice in society. 

The third reply to the major question about the attainments of thecriminci'!l 

justice system bears no "expert" answer but instead will reflect the conclusions : 

of any observer based on his vantage point, information, goals and'? interests. Fro:m 
( > 

our standpoint two simple conclusions seem in order. One is that the system, ove:r:!'

all, must 1I~'lOrk" because it exists. "Work" here means that it is an accepted par:t!: 

of our society, massively supported by tax monies, employing hundreds of thousands: 

of personnel and processing millions of citizens a year, and not challenged as to 
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its legitimacy by any note'worthy citizens. Indeed, even our revolutionaries would 

likely retain police I cou.rts and corrections, only redirecting their efforts to 

oppose those defined as enemies and deviants in their ideologies, We suspect that 

the number of anarchists who advocate dismantling the entire apparatus is few in

deed .. Existence and support thr:n prove efficacy, even if it is only the efficacy 

of tradition and virtue. The second conclusion is that the system obviously does 

not "work. II Surveys of citizens, 'pax:-ticipating officers (police, courts, corrections 

and their,'associates in professions,) concerned authorities (legislators, mayors, 

etc.) and offenders,easily document dissatisfaction and the widespread conviction 

that the goals of crime prevention, detection, deterrence, corrections and justice 

are not being met. Indeed the fact of innovation - and possibly its rate - may be 

taken as a measure of dissatisfaction as well as reflecting the evolution of new 

goals. Whether the innovation be LEAA itself, DEA, the Police Foundation, or re

lease, the Criminal Justice and Standards Commission, delinquency legislation, re

form of the criminal code, expanded police departments, these social changes testify 

to public and professional consensus not so much about what to do, but that "some

thing should be done." 

The extent of dissatisfaction no doubt varies. Perhaps those in law-abiding 

. homogenous communities will be only modestly displeased while those in high street 

crime areas may be upset indeed, Personal upset is, of course, not simply a 

function of actual experience with or risk of crime but is clearly dependent upon 

the aspirations one has for public safety and justice. Such aspirations are possibly 

linked as much to social views of the proper nature of society, the role of govern

ment, and the nature of man and to personality features such as punitiveness and 

insecurity as they are to knowledge of actual crime rates, crime control and justice 

costs in a comparative context. Indeed, one of the important potential contribu

tions of research will be the determination of the sources of dissatisfaction with 

the justice system on the part of various groups, In any event, the present 

failures of the system as set forth by most observers are evident enough on the 

basis of the gross data before us. What is not known is the extent to which any 

intervention by government on the system, will have an impact on either effective

ness, that viewed as achieving the grand goals, or propriety and efficiency, as 

static or process measures. 

.. t f r , ., 
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Measuring 

In the social sciences preoccupation grows with the sophistication of measure

ment. Research designs become more complex, apparatus becomes more expensive, 

statistical tests multiply, and the refinement of logic is virtuous in itself. 

There are many who hold that "if it can't be measured, it ain't there" although the 

truth of this propositiott in relationship to a theory of knowledge is debatable. 

What we accept for the purposes of this paper is that a number of reasonable tools 

now exist which can assist in the evaluation of the criminal justice system, but 

that these tools are rather rarely applied. We suspect that the proportion of 

funds spent on sophisticated evaluation-related research on the criminal ju~tice 

system compared to the expenditures of the system itself, or even more dramatically,. 

the costs of crime overall, would be low indeed, probably much lower for example 

than cancer research outlays as a proportion of .cancer treatment costs or the 

overall economic costs of that disease. We also accept, for the purposes of this 

paper, that preoccupation with numbers or the art of their generation, is easily 

come by and need not be relevant to much of anything including public policy, It 

is not simply that quantification in evaluation can be misleading or that their 

numerical equivalence cannot be assured (would the same index crime rates in Boston 

and San Diego refJ.ect the ,same dark number rates in those cities; is equal value 

to be assigned to a homi.cide apprehension following a family fight and voluntary 

confession as to the arrest of a professional hit man?) but that one can over

refine the measures of events which are passing crude. To seek to measure the 

excellence of justice by calculating the rate of reversals on appeal for .courts 

in town A versus B on criminal cases whilst overlooking an unsupervised plea 

bargaining rate of 90% in A and 0% in B i1lustratesthat. It is, in the larger 

sense, a matter of fitting the measure to .the need and that, like most of what 

we have discussed here, is evaluation strategy. 

It is beyond the scope of this paper - and indeed our competence - to set 

forth all possible reseal;'ch designs for evaluation work in the criminal justice 

system, nor can we list those which have been most useful for police-makers. 

Learning that would constitute a project in itself, It is also not possible to 

offer the consensus views of social scientists, criminologists in particular, as 

to what constitutes either the best evaluation measures, the best work done to 

date, or the portions of the criminal justice system which are most in n.eedof 

.. 
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examination. Not only has that survey not been conducted, but we would recommend 

against :Lt. Fashions rule in this profession as in any other, consensus is no 
" 

proof of creative intelligence, and the factors governing popularity contests 

either for methodology, or investigators, are uncertain enough to suggest caution. 

In the light of these limitations we can only touch on major research approaches. 

Each approach requires at least some limitation of setting, at least some control 

over variables either through administrative or experimental manipulation and/or 

through statistical procedures, the use of standardized instruments or otherwise 

reliable and valid measurements, and the limitation of generalization to like 

settings, exclusive of major discoveries and provocative speculation. 

The approaches which we expect to have the widest application will be as 

follows: 

Surveys,r,lesigned to sample from among populations to learn how traits 
of int~ ~:est are distributed. From this,one constructs groups who share 
partic~lar traits and, thereby, maps a social geography. One can learn 
wtth considerable accuracy about the distribution of personal experiences, 
attitudes, expectations, opinions, values, anticipated specific conduct, 
etc. 

It is important to distinguish between the survey method itself as a way 
of :t'eaching a representative sample and the particular instruments used 
to assess how a given person is to be described, as for example his 
attitudes, his personality, his criminal experience, his preference for 
legislation, his dissatisfaction with the police, etc. In each instance, 
one needs employ methods - be these interviews, questionnaires or tests 
which are pre-tested, known for their reliability, and also known to be 
valid. 

Panels: A panel is a group of persons selected from out of a population 
of interest who are observed, interviewed, tested or otherwise used as 
a gauge over a period of time. To control for the effect of being a 
panelist; most studies require other matched or randomly selected people 
from the same popUlation to be observed just before and after rather 
than continuously over time as occurs with the panelists. Panels can 
be particularly sensitive as informants registering their experience, 
opinions and the like during the course of efforts to introduce change 
in an agency or community, As with surveys,the particular tools used 
to measure changes, be these diaries, computerized experience recording 
apparatds, attitude scales or psychophysiological measures, must always 
be known for their reliability and validity prior to being used. 

Observations on organizations or groups (including individual members.): 
A variety of methods present themselves including participant observa
tion, sampling of members with questionnaires or for interviews, the 
use of previously quantified data on organizational actj.vities and the 
development of I?-ew activity measures. 
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Career studies: These examine individuals or groups, thereof, over 
a course of time. They canoe retrospective, prospective or cross 
sectional. They can uti~ize survey methods, participant observation, 
biographies, dial\ies, interviews with the subjects, interviews. with 
those who know the subject, data from institutions in contact with 
the subject (work, health, arrest, school records, etc.) 

Personality assessment: Trait (used here in the sense of any attri
bute observed) assessment among individuals (usually classified into 
groups) who are observed for their reactions to particular experiences, 
who are evaluated in terms of their prospects for engaging in specific 
future conduct, or who are assessed for their developmental changes 
over a long period of time, can all be important. In particular, insofar 
as a given personal characteristic can be shown to be the intervening 
variable between the actions of a system (e.g. jail) and later conduct, 
then the design of actions can proceed rationally. Consider the find
ings which show that remorse and anxiety peak for incarcerated offenders 
within the first few days or months of prison and then decline. If it 
could be shown that this peaking were an optimal time for release, then 
sentencing practices would be changed, 

Biomedical, psychophysiological measures: When preventive intervention. 
is expected to alter a trait which is otherwise associated with a high 
risk of an. undesirable outcome, when intervention itseLf is feared to 
produce an undesirable outcome, or when intervention aims to alter a 
condition already judged as undeSirable, biomedical measures are in 
order insofar as the condition is itself a physiological variable or if 
a biomedical measurement is correlated with the trait of interest. (A 
similar model of course applies to personal:ity and attitudinal measures.) 
Examples occur when one uses bioassays to evaluate methadone maintenance 
program success, when one uses blood alcohol levels to test the efficacy 
of new drunk driving laws, when one evaluates the health of jailmates on 
intake and later, if one measures seizure rates and accident rates 
among licenses drivers taking or not taking an anti-seizure drug. If 
one \Vere to give polygraph examinations (lie detector) to all police 
applicants okayed for hiring, where half had (randomly) been subject to 
new screening procedures and half had not, to determine if the new 
screening excluded felons or credit risks better than routine methods, 
that would be an evaluation using a psychophysiological measure as the 
criterion of program success. 

. . 
Experimental situations: Whenever one wishes to test the outcome of 
intervention on a given behavior sample under highly controlled condi
tions,' one will employ an experimental situation rather than the more 
uncertain natura1 or real life measures. l'rior to release of high 
accident drivers sentenced to mandatory driver training, one might wish 
to test for minimum achievement by comparing their driving in simulator 
circumstances before and after training, requiring 'certain, performance 
levels before 'restoration of a license. Inmates given psychotherapy and 
put in isolation for violent interracial strife in the. prison yard might 
be exposed to expeEimental provocation observed in a one-way mirror ob
servation room to determine if they have sufficient self-control not to 



- 32 -

respond vi.olently. Children instructed in a morals and law course could 
.be tested, before and after, under situations where they have opportun
ities to cheat but are, unbeknownst to them, monitored. Such situations 
are not often used but can be tailored for narrow uses. Under different 
conditions such experiments test hypotheses about what interventions 
might work to alter views, conduct, personality or physiological responses 
or condi tions. 

Public records: Records of arrest, legislation, appropriations, and the 
like can be used retrospeetively to evaluated impact. Content analyses 
can identify changes in themes in legislation, political speeches, 
editorials, letters to the editor, front page news priority and the like. 
Illustrations occur in the evaluation 6f the consequences of the absence 
of a police force in Copenhagen following the police force's arrest by 
the Germans, in describing the effectiveness of drunkenness control legis
lation in England which set hours and times on pubs, and which restricted 
sales and increased the price of gin, or in measuring the impact of the 
British Indian campaign against thuggee (from an estimated 40,000 to zero 
Thug homicides a year in 20 years, praise be to the Raj.) Erikson's study 
of Puritans used public records and their content analysis to learn that 
charges changed but arrest rat~s stayed the same over many decades. Studies 
of the value of punishment and vengeance in writings by fascist, democratic 
and socialist leaders correlated these emphases with the legislative pro
grams introduced (and Rokeach has demonstrated that a values inconsistency 
confrontation experience can change values in students for a six months 
period.) Currently public records of appropriations, crime reports, 
arrest, clearances, court dispositions, inmate populations, recidivism 
constitute the bulk of the measures of the crime problem, the operations 
of the justice system and inferences about impact. As earlier noted, public 
records ar.e likely to be strongly biased by random and non-random errors. 
Their use for contemporary work should be approached with caution unless 
careful analysis has been conducted to show what influences records keeping 
and what phenomena are systematically excluded. 

Methodological studies: Some work concentrates on methods and statistics 
themselves. Sellin and Wolfgang's n€\V method for rating 
crime severity, based on a psychophysical analog requiring subjects to dis
criminate among crimes according to seriousness is a most careful example. 
So, too, are studies which reveal marked differences in relative rates of 
prevalence (e.g. alcoholism) which different statistical tests yield. ''lere 
one to determine intercorrelations among discrete measures in one commun-
ity, as for example police morale, victim satisfaction with police response, 
offender appraisals of police competence, prosecutor appraisals of police 
evidence preparation, per capita taxation for police support, police salaries, 
police corruption rated in response to controlled opportunities (i. e. exper
imental entrapment) etc. one would be embarked on a methodo10gical enter
prise. The aim might be simply to see which measures correlated one with 
another, to see what common factors emerged; it might be to see which ones 
in combination best predicted another or, by (path) analyses, one might 
hope to infer which were antecedent (causal) to others. 

Organizational records: Most agencies keep records about pert:Lhent events 
such as personnel turnover, absenteeism and sickness, auto accidents and 
repair costs, complaints and citations, down time for expensive equip
ment> loss to inventories attributable to waste, pilferage, accident, per
formance measure.s for personnel such as arrests or citations among police, 
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cases adjudicat~d among judges, ratings by supervisors, performance on 
examinations and the like. Insofar as the intervention imposed seeks 
to change some aspect of any agency, it may well be that these and other 
organizational records can be used in, before and after, evaluation. 
As with any such effort, the goodness of the records must itself be 
establisqed. .. 

It can also occur tnat the records of organizations not directly 
acted upon oy an· intervention effort can be used to measure change. 
Examples are the liq\,.1or sales records before and after a temperance 
campaign, the hand gun sales rate before and after publicity about 
street crime reductions, venereal disease rates reported to public health 
agencies after a police campaign to close down brothels, Custom's 
seizures of heroin before and after a special interdiction effort abroad, 
or the number of minority applications for justice-related jobs before 
compared to after the inauguration of a police community relations pro
gram in a minority neighborhood. One. might be able, for example, to 
examine the rate of use and growth of private security advisol;'s and per
sonnel (guards, burglar alarm installations, et::,) in two communities, 
one with a program of mandatory sentences for all second offender shop
lifters and burglars, the other without (necessarily controlling for 
store size, inventory Val\leS, security service prices, etc.) 

Covert and/or deceptive mea.sures: These are used when one does not wish 
a subject or group to be aware that observations are being made; they can 
utiliz~ humans or technical apparatus for the primary observations; they 
can be done, as many experiments are, simply by giving a false explana
tion to subjects; they can utilize willing informants who make covert 
observations on a group - heroin dealers or policemen for instance. One 
can plant observers posing as police officers in a department or lawyers 
posing as new employees in a prosecutor's office. They can employ hidden 
gadgets, as for example, tape recording juries with the judges' permission 
(that happened only once!) using lie detector apparatus built into a chair 
about which the subject is una~l7are, taking fingerprints from Ilanonymous" 
forms used in a prison survey, filming from concealment the stripping of 
a car planted as "abandoned" on a street. The ethical problems in such 
approaches are evident and "huulan subjects" requirements now prohibit many 
of these deceptive privacy-invading activities. When an agency is in 
'charge of and conducting its own evaluations these methods are still in use. 

Inventions: Most that is history, political science or sociology is atten
tion paid to new developments, be these l.~evolutions, Populist movements, 
the growth of multinationals or, in the administration of justice, "new 
looks" such as work-furlough programs, open-door jails, juvenile or neigh
borhood peer trials and sentences, new criminal codes, diversion programs, 
and the like. These latter are all inti-ovative respOnses which presume 
either dissatisfaction with existing methods or the growth of new ,ideas. 
There are also new developments on the crime si,de, be these rising rates 
of marijuana or cocaine use among the young,tr<:msnational fraud, computer 
thefts, skyjackirtg, urban guerilla terrorism, and the like, These are 
ordinarily expla.ined in terms of new criminal opportunities, new legal 
definitions of what is criminal, changed population characteristics, 

r 
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changed individual experiences (Le. stress, family breakdown, etc.) 
and the like. On either side, the innovations in. response to crime 
itself or to problems in the justice system, or trends in crimes and 
criminal legislation constitute social signals which can also be 
evaluation measures, What does the growth of pre-trial diversion in 
town A mean when that is not occurring next door in town B? Analyses 
of the events in those two towns may show that town A was feeding far 
more defendants to trial than the courts could digest and, further, 
that concerned community groups were willing to take responsibility 
for sponsoring half-way houses, therapy groups or what-have-you. Now 
take town C which also has a court system quite unable to process cases 
but which has a district attorney who simply tells the police to reduce 
their referrals to him. Assume the police respond by reducing their 
arrest rate of armed robbers from 10 to 2 a month while reported armed 
robbery rates are the same. Assume now that community leaders demand 
change" a. study group comes on the scene, and, in lieu of tax money to 
hire more judges, they recommend diversion on the model of town A. 
There will be several outcome measures including the rate of "reception 
centers"for pretrial diversion, a change in police arrest rates, and 
the reported armed robbery rate. A wise evaluator will also monitor 
dark number reports of armed robbery, will have trusted observers monitor 
police robbery investigations, will keep talking to the DA and the judges, 
and will watch what goes on in the agencies supervising diverted cases. 
But the. innovations will be one measure of change. (The same kind of 
work can be done at the other end, as for example, the many "total" 
neighborhood delinquency control programs which sought to reduce juvenile 
predispositions to crime (Cambridge Somerville, Shaws Chicago are a pro
ject, many others), Here one starts with the innovation - let us say 
a recreation center, home visits and counseling - and measures changes 
in juvenile crime (for example, by follow-up interviews and police re
cords monitoring.) 

The foregoing suggest the range of methods used (but not always useful) in 

social science research to evaluate either conditions at one point in time, pro

cesses ongoing, the impact of interventions designed to produce change, or tests 

of hypotheSeS about the relationship of one to another variable of interest in an 

evaluation, crime and criminal justice activities. It is seen that the breadth 

of such enterprises can vary dramatically, from a national survey of citizen 

victimization in dark number crimes or of felony histories among ordinary people 

to studies of one group or organization, to individual assessments in experimental 

change .. inducing circumstances. 

Proposals for Action 

This section serves to highlight what has gone before. We believe the 

follOWing activities will be of value in crime and criminal justice evaluation of 

impacts on and of the system. The emphasis here is on more general studies rather 

than highly localized detailed efforts. 
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~, LEAA should review th? expenditure of funds to determine what pro

portion of the funds spent in support of the criminal justice system are spent em 

sophisticated research and evaluation. These ratios should be compared to tne 

research expenditures as a function of the support to and cost of other human and 

social problems, as for example, national defense, health or education. The find

ings may suggest new allocation priorities. 

LEAA should review its own support for evalu~tion research to deter

mine to what extent that has been guided by a rational strategy for evaluation 

management. Have policies been consistent, has there been peer review of the work 

done, have the requirements for knowledge been derived from explorations with the 

outstanding managers in the criminal justice system? Furthermore, has that man

agement anticipated resistance, monitored its own work to learn When evaluation 

has not led to needed innovation, and identified the conditions under which eval .. 

uation does lead to change? 

~. LEAA should review its expenditures and sample representatively from 

among agencies receiving support. After determining the before-aid level of function

ing, especially with respect to the adherence by these agencies to minimal standards 

for operation, the agencies should then be assessed for thei.r progress to adherence 

to minimal standards for operation. Whenever possible, their achievement of longer 

range criminal justice standards should be noted. The task them is to identify the 

conditions - a profile - which characterize successful versus unsuccessful aid pro

grams. Future activities would then focus on learning how to induce change in agencies 

characterized by these pessimistic profiles. Support without experimentation should 

be given only to agencies with profiles indicating that minimal standard achieve-

ment can be facilitated by support. 

Q. With respect to the objectives of the criminal justice system~ a. study 

should be undertaken which seeks to array the objectives which exist for the various 

components in the system. This will include formal goals and those inferred from 

observations of what is happening in reality. One would expect to identify major 

groups in the population who agree on objectives, and to learn what characteristics 

of persons and groups are correlated with support for an objective. One would ex~ 

pect to create a social map showing the knowledge and expectations various groups 

have for each of the components of the system, how important their expectations 

are, what di$satisfactions exist. In the study of these expectations, sat;i.sfactions 

and dissatisfactions, one would want to learn the e~tertt to which given positions 
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are derived from immediate experience with crime or the criminal justice system, 

and which positions are part of larger personality, s6cia1, political perspectives. 

Any such mapping expedition would anticipate that individuals will hold multiple 

goals for the system, that these need not be consistent or of equal importance, 

and that they mayor may not be validated by real knowledge of crime and justice. 

Provision must be made for distinguishing between operating standards to be met, long 

range expectations, and immediate service and gratifications derived from orie or 

another aspect of the justice system. One would look separately at the police, 

judges, offenders, victims, attorneys, various citizen strata, etc. 

D. With respect to conventional output measures of the system,used to 

infer performance, as for example, index crimes, arrest and clearance rates, trial 

delays, recidivism and the like, studies are required in a variety of locales 

which would identify the major influences on and error sources in these statistics. 

E. With respect to justice system records, a crucial need is the analysis 

of records systems themselves to identify major error sources and the reasons for 

these. Research would then focus on demonstrating how corrections can be made in 

major agency records keeping, including proviSion for the routine monitoring for 

error. 

E. Work should be done to develop methods for finding and elicting reports 

from victims, both those experiencing dark number crimes and reporting victims so 

that local justice agencies, perhaps in association with universities or contract 

research groups, can routinely gather information from victims which will reflect 

on crime frequency, assessments of the police, court and corrections response~nd 

recommendations for both improved justice performance and increased citizen self

protection. 

Q. Work should be done to develop methods for samplirig and eliciting repo~ 

from a variety of offenders, including those in various stages of justice processing 

and those still at large. These methods should be capable of routine use at the . 
community level to assess the dark number; police-court-corrections adequacy, and 

to contribute to recommendations for improved crime protection and efficiency in 

the justice system. 

H. With regard to the description and definition of organizations, events, 

people and processes which interrelate with the governmental institutions ordinarily 
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defined as the criminal justice system and to influence outcome measures, an 

expanded mapping is in order. This mapping will include internal studies of the 

process through which people enter the system, that is, the intake side invoking 

the police and definitions of crime by primary and secondary groups such as 

families, school, work associates, neighbors, etc. The mapping would include 

studies of the events and outcomes associated with sideways referrals out of the 

system through diversion, whether this occurs at the beat or station house level, 

in the DA' $ office conference between attorneys and the judge or at trial. As. 

more and more reception centers for diversion-are generated, it becomes increasingly 

important to understand what they are and do, how it is they are used, and what in

fluence they have both on the processes of justice and on suspects or offenders 

criminal careers. In the same way, increased knowledge of the "gatekeeper II in

stitutions on intake side will not only tell us more about objectives for and 

functions of the criminal justice system, and the discrepancies among these for 
, 

various groups, but should point to possible ways for ~horing up the social controls 

within these groups so that fewer referrals (complaililtS) are initiated which require 

the response of the justice system. 

I. As external influences and operations are identified \o,lhich prove to bl;! 

important for the functions of the justice system, it may become apparent that 

traditionally used performance or outcome mea.sures of the system (crime rates, etc.) 

are strongly affected by these, e.g. intake and diversion features, Research on 

these should be undertaken to learn how traditional and to-be-devised performance 

measures are affected by intervention within these often informal or non-public 

institutions. Insofar as these interventions (in family, gangs, school, work, etc.) 

are part of planned experimentation by components of the criminal justice system, 

as for example, LEAA as a support agency, it may be found that there are new optimal 

areas for producing impact on and by the justice system. Thus, One foresees that 

by expanding the description of what is relevant to the justice system and condu.£!

ing research wi thin these previously excluded sector.s> research which aims 'to show 

how product measures of the system itself (e.g. crime, arrest, trial, recidivism 

rates) can be altered, new priorities for and definitions of the justice system 

may emers~. 

~. Past evaluations have produced important findings with regard to the 

effectiveness of system components, These (for e~ample) that prison tehabilitatlon 
" does not occur and that whatever the prison ex.periertce, recidivism rates are about 

the same) suggest that experimentation must take elace within traditionU components 
y, 

t~ 
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of the system which provides for the evaluation of major innovations. Such 

evaluations must provide for probing in context to indicate unanticipated side 

effects, should require studies of the oa\q processes themselves so one knows 

what internal event;; are relevant to the outcome measures generated, and should 

utilize multiple measures of outcome so as to determine varied effects and their 

intercorrela tion., 

K. Methodological studies are in order. These go beyond the need for 

studies of record system error or bias to consider thE" yield of various statistical 

tests, as for example, in calculating prevalence rates for given crimes. One 

e~ample is found in the statistical research designed to produce better estimates 

not only of current heroin use, but to predict the rate of future uptake of use. 

Another example occurs in the comparison of six statistics for relative alcoholism 

prevalence under two conditions. At present there are few if any efforts ~how 

inte'rcorrelations among various operating and outcome measures of the sort which 

would allow identification of common factors, covariance, maximal predictive 

power when weights and interaction are taken into account (as in multiple dis

criminant analysis) and so on. Methodological studies bearing on justice system 

product measures should not be restricted to comparisons of findings from statistics 

derived from the same data or assumptions. One needs comp-are different research 

methods for their yield. This is being done now by LEAA in its routine comparison 

of dark number with reported crimes. One might, for example, routinely sample 

from among a national panel of police detectives to compare their reports on the 

diligence of their investigations to the yield of the court system defined as the 

ratio of sentences to incarceration over all other dispOSitions by each type of 

offense. When studies of the sources of error on existing outcome measures show 

consistent bias that is beyond administrative control (viz a recent narcotics 

arrest study in NYC showed low enforcement diligence in high black crime areas 

because of officer fears whil.e high narcotics arrest rates were obtained in white 

junki~ and middle class grass-user neighborhoods;) one will want to introduce alter

native product measures (e.g. in the N~C case one could compare narcotics use rates 

produced by a panel of heroin dealers, the Braden autopsy formula, interviews re

quested use estimates among acquaintanc~es from among all arrested persons (regard

less of charge), and a criterion study conducted in high and low police fear neigh

borhoods. It is only through studies on error and bias source, the comparison of 

Various data-gathering methods, and e~atnination of the yield of various statistical 

I; 
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methods applied to such data that one can expect to' increase not only the accuracy 

of outcome measures, but knowledge of the relationship of system operations on out

comes. One can also test refined methods, (as for example the Sellin a.nd Wolfgang 

cr.tine seriousness index) against their cruder counterparts (the FBI index) to 

assess improvements which, if great, can then be subject to demonstratio~ programS 

designe(l, to make refined measures usable in normal reporting. One can, in ad<lition, 
" 

expect to expand the regular measures of system performancei for example, adding 

to the victim, offender and participant routine feedback inquiries, periodic 

"career progress" interviews with a national panel of offenders followed over many 

years. Repeater victims might also be seen periodically as ,panelists over the 

years. Methodolical work which aims to train observers and develop for them 

reliable measures for rating agency functions are also much needed. When the 

analysis is to be of day-to-day fu'nctions from which inferences are to be made 

about objectives and from which one hopes to identify direct influences on outcome. 

measures, the importance of having such reliable quantifiable measures dare not be 

understated. As methodological queries,al1 such enterprises ask,what can we learn 

from this device that we don't learn from others? Is what we' learn releva.nt to 

assessing performance? Can it be learned efficiently enou~ to make learning it 

worthwhile, given our priorities for system achievement ,and for learning? These. 

questions are the essential ones in methodological studies in evaluation. They 

can be answered only through a program ~f research, a type considerably more 

centered, sophisticated, and more consistently well supported than has been in 

evidence in LEAA, or elsewhere, to date. A commitment to evaluation is a commit~ 

ment to genuine research. 

The foregoing proposals for action each comprises an evaluation research 

program area. The studies in each program can be done using conventional methods 

to yield quantifiable data and, more importantly, knowledge about the justice 

system's performance. 

(.lC 
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APPENDIX B 



MEMORANDUM ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND MEASUREMENT 

TO: Robert C. Lind 

FROM: G. Robert Blakey~ 
DATE: April 17, 1975 

You asked for a memorandum on criminal justice and meas
urement. What follows are first thoughts. They do not repE~at 
what we talked about at your house over the weekend fully OJ:" 

in detail. Hopefully, what follows are further details and 
ideas. 

I. Purpose 

What Mr. Justice Cardozo said of law may be said of criminal 
justide. Each man tends to see it through "his own ey.es." 
Our earliest traditions saw the criminal law simply as a sub
stitute for revenge, an instrument to promote the peace. Reli~ 
gious thought, particularly following the Reformation, tenqec1 to 
identify law and morality. Crime became sin, and punishment' 
found its rationale in expiation. The Enlightenment soon f.ol
lowed the Reformation. Criminal proscriptions then became a 
means of crime prevention through deterence. Modern man, en 
the other hand, has turned away from any view bottomed on moral 
or individual responsibility. Crime is now seen as the product 
of environment or the aberrations of personality. Reformation 
is the goal. Its explanation lies not in concepts like original 
sin or conscious choice, but in poverty, passion, discrimination 
or disease. 

Debate over the purpose of criminal law thus is a debate 
whose terms have changed over time and which is today still 
unresolved. It is safe to say, however, at least a couple of 
things about "purpose." No one sa,ve ideologues now contends 
that there is "an purpose to the criminal justice system; it is 
obviously a mul ti·-purpose creature if only because many people 
expect it to fulfill many purposes. It seems beyond argument, 
too, that the success of the system is significantly to be ,,' 
measured in terms of men's minds. Has justice been dene is a 
question in fact, but also a question of society's perception of 
that fact. Does the operation of the system promote respect for 
the social morality it represents? Deterence, too, obviously is 
a question of perception -- explicitly so. Although the suCcess 

. of the system in crime control would seem to be factual" on a 
closer examination it, too, is an issue in men's minds~ A 
system that does not lower crime to ,a tolerable leVel iis a 
failure. Consequently, I suppose it might 5e possibh~ to 

i'l 
I., 
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ascertain what people want from the system and then ask them 
to evaluate~it. Satisfaction with its operation may well be a 
measurable quantity -- at least in theory. 

I wonder, however, if the costs might not exceed the use
fulness of your data. HoW frequent and representative would 
your surveys have to be? Once a year? National, statewide, 
citywide, etc.? For criminal justice planning purposes, what 
if people expect contradictory things? Suppose you are doing 
the best that can be done, and it's not good enough? Do you 
then see your task in "P.R." terms? 

What troubles me most here is the abstract or general 
nature of these so-called objectives, 1. e., what people might 
try to measure. I am inclined t,o think you ought to set your 
focus on narrow gauge objectives·. Looking at "justice" or "crime 
control" through deterence or rehabilitation or incapacitation 
is just too abstract to be useful. 

II. Crime 

Traditionally, we have classified crimes in terms of indi
vidual actions -- murder, rape, robbery and the like. When 
the tas.k is the measurement of a social problem and society's 
response to it, this system is not only inadequate, but mis~ 
leading. Crime must be analyzed in terms of more than legal 
definitions. For present purposes, it is, therefore, more 
meaningful to speak of a typology such as "street crime," 
"white-collar crime," and "organized crime," that is, to put 
chief emphasis not solely on conduct, but also on thE;!- people 
involved. 

Next to economics, i.e., inflation and recession, many 
Americans today consider crime the number one domestic problem. 
Rightly or wrongly, they fear crime, and the crime they fear is 
the crime that affects their personal safety, especially on our 
public streets. While our primarily rural population of yester
day could view crime as characteristic of the remot.e and immoral 
city, our primarily urban and suburban population of today views 
crime as more directly threatening. 

:Ra'l:her tha.n walk in their neighborhoods at night, many of 
our people stay behind locked doors. Poor people spend money 
they cannot affort on a taxi, because they are afraid to use 
public transportation. Moreover, the fear of many is a fear of 
the stranger, often the stranger of another race. Fear of 
crime makes our people want to move from the neighborhood in 
which they live. It is a fear which seems to be ubiquitous, and 
it is a fear which is impoverishing the lives of many Americans. 
P.T.A. meetings.and church services are not held at night. 
Library facilities and other cultural opportunities are under~ 
U(1ir.:'$. We have become an intimidated society. As I noted above, 
I \,<:tuppose you might measure this fear, though I question how 
you would relate it to the system of criminal justice. In 
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addition, people are reluctant "to get involved" in aiding a 
victim of crime. Thus crimes go unreported to the police, for 
people feel--perhaps rightly--that the police cannot do anything. 
People are not only afraid, but hopeless. This too presents a 
problem for evaluation, should it be based on "reported crime, Ii 
for if people lost fear and then gained hope -- two goods --
the number of !'crimes" might go up. 

Public alarm, however, is largely founded in fact. Fully 
60 percent of all major crimes against the person--rapes, robberies, 
and assaults--bccur on the street or in other public places. \ 
There are honest disputes about the figures, but our best ind\~cators 
tell us that the various forms of street crime· are increasing l 

with some exceptions, notably, robbery. Overall, since 1967, 
reported crime has increased about 55%, while population has in
creased 5%. Violent crime.s are up about 67%. Property crimes 
are up about 53%, Depending on the offense, unreported crime 
is probably two to ten times higher than reported crime. cer
tainly, there is reason for concern about street crime. But 
how do you measure not people's fear, but what it is based on-
crime--when the II dark figure II and its relation to reported crime . 
is largely unknown? 

Yet all public fears are not justified. Apart from robbery, 
most crimes against the person--murders, rapes, and assaults-
are committed by family members l friends, or other persons 
previously known to their victims. So it is not a stranger 
you must fear. The motivation behind these offenses is largely 
beyond reach of a threat from the criminal justice sys·t.em; it 
is not part of the II crime problem,1I if by problem you mean some":" 
thing that is II sol vable" as opposed to "punishable .• 11 

It is true that race is a factor in street crime. The 
ratio of Blacks among perpetrators is about four itimes that of 
whites. However, if other factors relating to socio-economic 
conditions are correlated, there seems to be no interrelation 
betWeen race and crime. Moreover, street crime is not signifi
cantly interracial. Nonwhites are also disproportionally vic
timized by street crimes--wi th the exception of larceny ~ A 
Black male in Chicago, for example, runs a victimization risk 
six times that of his white counterpart; a Black female; eight 
times. 

The statistics, such as they are, tell us something else. 
While crime is on the rise in SUburban areas , it is still:· largely 
a problem of the city ghetto. Both the criminal and his victim 
tend to be of a broken home, poor, uneducated, unemployed~ and 
a member of a minority group. Street crime is, therefore 1 plainly 
related to socioeconomic factors. If so, the criminal justice· 
system cannot do much about these factors, so it cannot do much· 
about this kind of crirrie. Measuring these kinds of crimes, there:
fore, is not measuring the success of the system. And it is on 
these offenses that our UCR statistics are largely based. 
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Fortunately, the statistics also tell us something more. 
For the first time in seventeen years, crime decreased in 1973, 
although it has begun to rise again recently. The decrease was 
only 2%, but that decline broke a seemingly irreversible trend. 
The large core cities having a population in excess of 250,000, 
moreover, recorded an 8% decrease. Some people have suggested 
that this drop was not real and that it was more than just a 
coincidence that mayoral elections took place in these cities. 
This too is an issue. Maybe the measuring stick is politically 
biased. What can science do about that? People's perception 
of their safety, however, brightened. In 1970, 62% of our people 
felt crime increasing in their neighborhoods; today only 48% 
believe their neighborhoods are becoming less safe. 

Paradoxically, this decline in crime has not been accompanied 
by an increase in public confidence in law enforcement. In 1970, 
local law enforcement was rated "good to excellent" by 64%; 
today, the figure has fallen to 58%. Confidence in federal 
enforcement--perhaps in the wake of Watergate--has dropped from 
60% to 42%. This, too, presents an issue. Suppose people's 
perceptions are unduly influenced by t.he senaational? Should 
we let that influence our measures? 

Nor has the criminal justice system itself faired better. 
In 1967, only 26% were willing to say that the system really 
"does discourage crime much." Today, the figure has dropped to 
18%, hardly a vote of confidence in the system as a whole. 

While street crime continues to occupy our attention, too 
little is said of white collar crime--fraud, embezzlement, tax 
evasion, price-rigging, double dealing in securities and the like. 
If we want to measure "real problems," these will be missed if 
we measure perceptions, since these "crimes" are not perceived 
as "crimes." In 1949, Sutherland published his seminal study, 
White Collar Crime, an analysis of the crimes committed by 70 
of the largest manufacturing, mining, and mercantile corporations 
in this country. OVer an individual "life career" of 45 years, 
the. 70 corporations had an average of four criminal convictions 
each. Today, however, no one systematically collects statistics 
on these crimes; attention is focused elsewhere. People do not 
find white collar crimes in the headlines each day, so it is not 
a matter of interest or concern to them. How do we get at this 
issue? This is an aspect of the dark figure not generally noted. 

Many liberals also do not seem to speak of white collar crime 
because it does not fit neatly into their ideology. How can it 
be "crime" if it.is not the product of ignorance, poverty, dis
crinlination,. or disease? Many conservatives do not speak of it 
either; they are embarrassed for they might have to attack mem
pets of their own socio-economic class. I'l:s impact on our 
nation, however, can be great. The final damage figures cannot 
yet bec:::alculated, but the recent Equity Funding Corporation 
indictments, for example, include $430 million in bogus insurance 
poiicies:" Economically, petty theft merely transfers wealth, 
usually from the iichto the poor. Yet price-fixing and the 
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collusive allocation of markets undermine ,.;hat is left of our 
free enterprise system, most often transferring wealth from 
the poor to the rich and unfairly eliminating small businesses. 
When an individual in the upper mid<;11e class evades taxes, le.ss 
revenue is available for needed social services, and persons 
whose wealth is more visible must make up the difference. 
There is a cause for concern here, too,but plainly more know
ledge is needed before a more accurate evaluation (or specific 
action) could be productive. But I don't know how to suggest 
that you measure the victimization of people who do not know they 
have been "had" except in a generalized sort of way .. 

While people are concerned about street crime and white 
collar crime is largely ignored, our attitude toward organized 
crime is strangely ambivalent. A majority of our people probably 
do not believe that a· group like 'the Mafia even exists. others, 
particularly liberals, feel organized cI'ime only "services" our 
moral failings. Touched by its corruption, many political 
leaders also minimize its significance. Yet a growing number 
of people see it asa threat. The hard core of organized crime 
today consists of 24 highly structured groups operating in our 
largest cities across the nation, but concentrated mainly in the 
Midwest and Northeast. Their internal organization is patterned 
after the Mafia groups of Sicily. They are, however, more than 
mere criminal cartels. They are also para-governments within our 
society. They are active in professional gambling, the impor
tation and distribution of narcotics, and loan sharking, each 
an offense parasitic, corruptive, and predatory in charac .. ter, 
and whose chief impact is on the. urban poor. The economic price 
tag of organized crime, moreover, was put in 1967 at twice that 
of all other crime combined, and there is little reason today 
to revise that figure. Xn addition, organized crime clearly 
affects street crime. Estimates, for example, place the per-: 
centage of theft related to the need to acquire funds for 
narcotics at 50 percent in our large cities. 

Significantly, too, the organized crime groups have not 
confined their activities to traditional criminal endeavors, 
but have increasingly undertaken to subvert legitimate bus:i..nesses 
and unions. The viability of large spheres .of O\1r economic 
life is threatened. More importantly, these criminals have 
everywhere established corrupt alliances with the processes of 
our democratic society: the police, the. prosecutors, thecou:r:ts I 
and the legislatures. Freedom from legal accountability is 
s·ecured, often under a rhetoric of liberty. In many ways 
organized crime is thus the most Sinister kind of crime in 
America. In a real sense, it is dedicated not only to sub
verting American institutions, hlilt our decency and integrity. 
The cause he:r:e for concern is re.al, but how would you. put a 
quantified label on the price taig? Burglary, yes; bribe:t'y? 
The crime commission's figure WCis largely.based onah estimate 
of the cash flow of gambling. :r,t really·did not get at, the 
"cost" of organized crime. 
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III. Crimina~ Justice System 

To understand the administration of criminal justice in 
our society today, we must first appreciate the problems of the 
administration of justice in a largely stable, homogeneous, 
pioneer, agricultural commumity of the first half of the 19th 
century. It is then necessary to understand the problems of 
the administration of justice in our mobile, heterogeneous 
urban industrial community and the resulting difficulties in
volved in meeting those problems with legal doctrines and 
social institutions first inherited from England and then 
adapted to an American society of :the last century. 

We inherited from England a medieval system of sheriffs, 
corOners and constables, devised for a rural society and fashioned 
out of the history of the struggle between the Crown and Parlia
ment for political and religious freedom in the 17th century. 
A professional police force was then unknown. Not until 1844, 
in fact, was a unified night and day police force established 
in this country, first in New York City. Its primary function 
was street patrol. Today, there are more than 450,000 people 
working for approximately 40,000 separate police agencies that 
spend more than 3.9 billion dollars a year. Nevertheless, nearly 
one-half of the personnel of every city department remains pri
marily involved in street duty. But most of their time is spent 
in doing- social service work. Little of it is true crime-fighting. 
The rest back up the pa'crolman in detective work and staff posi
tions. Police work, in short, has changed comparatively little 
since 1844. 

Popular fiction notwithstanding, scientific crime detection 
is still a limited tool in police work. The radio and the auto~ 
mobile have had a greater impact on day-to-day law enforcement 
than the best the modern crime laboratory has had to offer. 
Police work today is still largely looking, questioning and 
listening--under the best of conditions and in the best of 
departments. 

The performance of the local police, moreover, is hardly 
impressive~ Our criminal justice mortality tables need to be 
perfected, but they do give us rough ideas--order of magnitUde 
measurements--ofwhat is going on~ Putting aside the question 
of community relations--too many times non-existent in the 
ghetto--the clearance rate by arrest of reported crimes against 
the person in 1972, for example, was fortunately high--82% for 
murder, 57% for rape, and 66% for aggravated assault. Yet 
recall that here most often the perpetrator was known to the 
victim--and it has not been in this area that the greatest growth 
of crime has occurl'ed. Under present law enforcement practices i 
the 1972 statistics demonstrate, in short, that crime does pay. 
Only 3D% of the rObberies, 19% of the burglaries, 17% of the 
auto thefts and 20% of the larcenies were even cleared by arrest. 
Excluding automobiles, only about 10 percent of all stolen 
property is ever recovered. The year 1973 was, unfortunately, 
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a typical year. Indeed, the trend is moving in the wrong 
direction. Since 1967, the overall clearance rate has dropped 
8%. Note, too, that these figures are clearance by arrest only. 
Something will be said of convictions later. While these stat
istics say something about clearance by arrest of crimes, is 
this the proper measure? Suppose we looked at criminal careers 
eventually interrupted by contact with the system? I would 
suppose that there are few people who make a career of crime 
who do not eventually get caught, but I cannot document this. 
Yet if I am right, the system may be operating tolerably well 
to catch criminals even if it does not solve crimes. Whioh 
is the proper measure? 

The truth is that the nation's local police officers, 
despite some important advances, remain poorly paid, undertrained, 
and overworked--and arguably ineffective at stopping crime. 
Professionalization is only just beginning. All too often, 
politics, if not corruption, taints their work. The experts 
agree that too few depar'tments are well organized. There is a 
need for area-wide planning ~nd state-wide coordination I but 
local law enforcement remains largely fragmented, complicated 
and frequently overlapping. America remains in too many places 
too often a nation of obsolete, small police forces. Too few 
.states have attempted to set up state-wide standards. Police 
personnel h as remained stable, while population and crime have 
increased. How much could be done just with more adequate per
sonnel has been often demonstrated. The needs of local law 
enforcement, in short, are massive. 

Ii 
As the state's chief executive, the governor of most stateo 

must see to it that 'the laws of the state are enforced. The II 

governor, too, is usually the head Of the National Guard, which' 
backs up police agencies in civil disturbances. Traditionally-
and today in some 47 states--the state attorney general, however, 
is the state's "chief law enforcement officer." In this capacity, 
he generally has supervisory power over law enforcement in the 
state~ State concern with law enforcement, moreover, is wide
spread. No less than 28 states have programs for police training. 
Another 31 have identification and laboratory facilities open to 
the local police. On the other hand, statewide police and high~ 
way patrol forces, now found in a majority of states and in all 
of the populous states, save California, have been a compara
tively new development. Principally because local county 
sheriffs or constables--institutions, with a few notable excep
tions, now anachronistic--were unWilling or unable to enforce 
the law, state police agencies were established, first in 
Pennsylvania in 1905. Today, they are the fastest growing of 
the police agencies; they employ more than 54,000 people, and 
they have been characterized by a high degree of professionali
zation, largely frt;:!e of corruption, and not dominated by politics. 
Usually, it is their job to train local officers, maintain 
state-wide laboratories, keep state-wide intelligence and other 
files, and otherwise back up local forces. In many ways, state 
law enforcement is the hope of the future. 

, : 
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Unlike the states, the federal g-overnment has no common 
law jurisdiction in the area of criminal justice. Like Topsy, 
the federal police agencies have "just growed." In 1789, the 
Revenue Cutler Service was started. Since then, innumerable 
different agencies have been established. Enforcing 2800 
federal statutes, they employ 36,000 full-time men and directly 
spend some $500 million a year on crime. Located in various 
departments of the federal government, the chief agencies are, 
among others, the Secret Service, the Bureau of Narcotics, the 
Internal Revenue Service, and the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion. Although small in numbers--New York City has almost as 
many police officers as the whole federal establishment--the 
impact of the federal agencies on criminal justice (federal, 
state and local) has been great. 

The impact in recent years, moreover, has dramatically 
taken the form of federal aid to local and state law enforcement. 
In 1967, the President's Crime Commission recommended a "national 
strategy" to fight crime, which called for planning by state and 
local crime prevention and control agencies to be followed by 
substantial federal contributions to states and cities for 
improved law enforcement. Congress responded to the Crime 
Commission's call with the passage of the federal aid program 
of the Safe Streets Act of 1968, subsequently extended for three 
years in 1970 and extended again for two years in August 1973. 
To date, this program has put more than 4.2 Dillion dollars 
into our criminal justice system. Candor requires the comment, 
however, that as large as this figure is, federal funds in 1972 
accounted for only 6% of the total criminal justice system ex
penditures. Obviously, the major role--financial and otherwise-
is still state and local. How then could you measure the impact 
of the federal funds against national crime rates? 

While the attention of state and local agencies has been 
primarily directed at street crime, a major share of the burden 
of responding to white collar and organized crime has fallen to 
the federal government. Evaluation of the federal effort, how
ever, is difficult, because there are so few objective measures. 
But what information we do have is encouraging. Eighteen Federal 
Strike Forces are in operation in major cities allover the 
united States. Progress is being made against the hard Core of 
organized crime. In April of 1973", the Attorney General was able 
to testify that one-half of the leadership of 't:he core groups 
of organized crime is now under indictment. The growth of the 
federal effort has indeed been dramatic. In 1968, 38 indictments 
invc:flving 38 defendants were returned and 23 convictions were 
obtained; while in 1972, these figures rose to 76, 121 and 60, 
respectively. with the enactment of the Organized Crime Control 

,Act of 1970, the federal agencies acquired the legal tools they 
needed. The failure to do more has been attributable, basically, 
to a failure to secure legally admissible evidence. Organized 
crime has shown a willingness to threaten, bribe, or murder those 
who would testify against its members. 

" 
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The need for such modern evidence gathering techniques as 
court-ordered electronic surveillance, moreover, is clearly 
being established. Indeed, Title III of the 1968 Safe Streets 
Act has yielded, including state and federal data, 6,956 arrests 
and 2,495 convictions to date. Other trials are pending. This 
is surely an impressive figure, which should put to rest any 
suggestion that electronic surveillance is "ineffective" in 
combating organized orime. While the outlook is good, much 
still remains to be done. 

But should arrests and convictions be our measure of effec
tiveness? Has gambling bee controled, narcotics been eliminated, 
or fencing ceased? This p,rogram has brought the lawless to 
justice; it has not substantially reduced crime. How should 
we measure its impact? Has it turned young men away from crime 
by showing that big men get caught? How do you assess criminal 
careers that never develop? You can alway::; say, "without us 
it would have been worse 1 II Can you ever measure what might 
have been, but was not? 

In addition, arrests 
Are all arrests the same? 
the same as the arrest of 
fying police work is that 
sort of analysis. 

or "collars" raise another point. 
Is the arrest of the street robber 

a Mafia leader? The danger of quanti
it may result in this unsophisticated 

Another point needs to be noted here. The police component 
of our criminal justice system is not one, but many. How do we 
attribute toone the "success" it has achieved. It could also 
be related to what others have done. The crook does not care 
who catches him, and as the power of state agencies has grown 
and the jurisdiction of federal agencies expanded, it may be 
realistically said that each can act in the other's traditional 
spheres of activity. Measurement here of effectiveness may 
well be beyond our present means to factor out the contributing 
efforts of various aspects. 
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It is not possible to talk about criminal justice 
without talking about the courts, bot.h state and federal. 
Popular fiction makes much of the drama of the criminal 
trial. It is supposed to be, of course, a' contest be
tween the forces of good and evil from which the truth 
emerges--established in a process characterized by a 
high regard for individual rights. Attention also is 
focused on the work of our appellate courts, particu
larly the Supreme Court. There we are told rights are 
vindicated and. justice done. The facts bear little rela
tion to popular fiction. Data from New York City shows 
how resources are being overwhelmed by volum~ now. Man
hattan has about 120,000 felonies. They result in about 
30,000 felony arrests. The arrests result in about 3,000 
felony indictments. The indictments result in about 300 
felony trials. How can you test anything in systems that 
have broken down? 

Well over half of all criminal defendants are poor-
and poorly represented at trial. Seldom is a defendant 
judged by a jury of his peers--his guilt is usually es
'cablished as a result of a bargaining process with the 
prosecutor in which the merits of the case is not always 
the chief consideration. One need only note the plea re
cently taken on in a federal court in Baltimore. Popular 
fiction notwithstanding, criminal justice today is thus 
largelY administrative not judicial. When cases do go to 
trial, moreover, the conviction rate for the offense as 
charged is seldom different from the exoneration rate, a 
disturbing result from any point of view. And some 20 
to 25% of these convictions are reversed on appeal. 

In large measure, this result is the product of factors 
wholly unrelated to guilt or innocence or the protection 
of real liberty. Our courts today operate with rules of 
evidence and criminal procedure that were fashioned in an 
age dominated by the dea'th penalty and fearful of the sup
pression of religious or political dissent. Law enforcement 
was consciouslY debilitated. Insistence upon the common 
law rights of an Englishman of the latter half of the 18th 
Century--pressed to the limits of their logic in our form
ative years by a Puritan and pioneer distrust of all 
government itself--has now produced a complicated, expensive, 
and time-consuming process, which has largely broken down. 
The adjudication of guilt or innocence, in short, is at 
best a matter of chance. A system designed for the leisurelY 
pace of a rural society is now operating as a mass production 
scythe of the poor and a means of avoiding legal responsi
bility for the rich. Volume alone--now more than a stag
gering 7.5 million cases a year--tnakes a mockery of justdce. 
However one may feel about so-called "civil liberties "-
some are real, while others are specious-it is true that 
the effectiveness of the system in vindicating these values 
is at the expense of crime control-at least in the short 
rUn. How do you balance off the competing values in both 
the long and short run in a measured way? 
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We experienced in the last several decades, too a 
revolution in criminal procedure, led by the Supreme' Court, 
which has been both good and bad. The elimination of the 
violence of the third degree--now largely an accomplished 
fact--was a reform crying for implementation. In 1936, 
for example, in Brown v. Mississippi, the Supreme Court 
overturned a conviction because it was based on a confession 
obtained by physical tortur~. No other result was possible. 
But as the High Court moved on and on to more and more 
attenuated questions of IIfairness," the single-minded 
pursui t by some jurists of individual rights--definE;ld by 
an 18th Century ideology, but applied to a 20th Century 
society--threatened finally to alter the nature of i::he 
criminal tria,l from a test of the defendant I s innocence 
or guilt to ~n inquiry into the propriety of the policemen's 
conduct--with possible adverse consequences to us all. For 
example, in 1957, in Mallory v. United States, a rape con
viction was overturned merely to discipline the police be
cause they questioned the defendant at the wrong time, even 
though his confession was fully voluntary and trust worthy. 
The defendant, after his release, raped another woman. 
Was that a success for the system? 

The revolution in criminal procedure that reached its 
peak in the 1960's, however" now seems to have come to an 
end. The liberal block no longer dominates the court. 
President Nixon 's unprecedent.ed four appointments, voting 
together roughly 70% of the time, have managed to return 
balance to the work of court in the criminal justice area. 
In the last year of the Warren Court, the Court heard 26 
appeals in criminal cases. The prosecution won only 8 or 
31%i 16 or 63% were reversed. In contrast, during the 
first term of the Burger Court (1969-70), the Court heard 
and decided 29 appeals in criminal cases. This time, the 
prosecution won 18 or 62%. percentagewise, this was a 
100% turn around. The "search and reverse" policy of the 
Warren Court is apparently gone, and this new atti tv.de 
toward law enforcement has been widely perceived and 
applauded. Indeed in 1973, the court received a "good to 
excel lentil rating from 37% of our peop1e--the first rise 
in approval since 1969, a year that marked the nadir of a 
long period of decline in expressed public confidence in 
the Court. But should we evaluate the work of the court-
a component of the system--by popular sux'veys? Suppose 
constitutional values are long run minority values? 

While we all have sympathy with the goals of the 
Warren Court--accurate fact finding, the recognition of 
human dignity, the preservation of privacy--it may be 
rightly questioned whether the judicial prQcess is the 
proper instrument for the moderization of criminal justice. 
The tool of reversal, the only one generally available, is 
much too blunt. Among other things, it maybe argued, 
better training, higher pay, in short, fair minded pro
fessionalism would do more for these goals than judicial 
exhortations. The improvements necessary cannot be 

ft,.!!' " 
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implemented by the judiciary. They must come from 1egis-
1ative and executive action. It is in this direction that 
the hope of the future lies, and it is to these sorts of 
remedies that I hope we will now turn to carry forward 
needed reforms. This, too, poses a problem. We are not 
measuring a static phenomenon. How do you measure a 
moving line? 

If it is necessary to talk about courts, it is nec
essary, too, to talk about corrections--probation" institu
tionalization, and parole. Our criminal justice '.system, 
in short, should be viewed as an in·tegrated who1e--even if 
it is not. in practice. On any given day--nationwide--our 
correctional institutions are responsible for a staggering 
1.5 million offenders. Each year they spend some $1.5 
billion. Here, too, the central role of the states is 
evident. All states have prison and parole systems. There 
are 45 states that operate or underwrite adult court and 
probation systems. Yet corrections does not correct. Life 
in many institutions is at best barren, at "'orst unspeakably 
brutal and degrading. Most institutions are confronted with 
sex-ious problems of rackets, violl9nce and homosexuality. 
Treatment is aimed at the offend~r, while marly of the causes 
of his crime maybe in his environIr,\ent, which is left untouched. 
probation or parole is often a joke. Caseloads of the pro
bation or parole officer are out of proportion. Although 
over half of the adult offenders are IIsupervised,1I frequently 
this supervision is limited to a 10 or 15 minute interview 
011ce or twice a month with an officler carrying' oyer 100 
other cases. Trained officers are an exception~ Parole 
decisions are often related to li ttl.e more than in.sti tutional 
capaci ty--the nece:3si ty to release o:t parole as many as are 
imprisoned. Personnel resources and adequate facilities 
are everywhere in short supply. 

We speak of rehabilitation, yet 80 percent of those 
in corrections are involved in custody and maintenance~ 
Twenty-five of our major state institutions are over 100 
years old. Our recidivism statistics, which. are inadequate 
because they depend on catching an offender an additional 
time, indicate a measure of our failure. For example, in 
a selected F.B.I. study conducted in 1972, 65% of those who 
were arrested had been arrested before two or more times. 
On the average, these individuals had been arrested four 
times, and their criminal careers spanned four years and 
eleven mont1:ls. These repeat offenders tended to repeat 
for burglary, robbery, narcotics~ and fraudulent checks. 
Frequently, there was a progression towards violence. This 
data, although incomplete, sadly document the existence of 
a persis'cent or hard core offender, who contributes sub
stantially to the overall crime problem. 

No short survey can do more than touch on the high 
points. There are, however, certain conclusions that can 

\ 
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be drawn from a survey of criminal justice today. The 
remarkable thing about our crime problem, however it is 
seen,. is not that it is bad, but that it is not worse. 
The problems are everywhere massiye. For too long now 
we ha.~re dissipated our energies in ideological debates 
over issues often of symbolic value only--consensual 
homose,xuality, capital punishment, police review boards, 
coddling of criminals, and the like. The problems of 
crime, of course, involve more than criminal justic,e,. 
Long term solutions must be sought to -underlying problems. 
But symptoms must be treated, too. Every part of the 
criminal justice system remains undernourished. And the 
balance between parts is all out of shape. Cops get too 
little, but compared to corrections officers, they are rich. 
Balance is almost as important as absolute figures. There 
is insufficient manpower', and what there is, is not well 
paid, trained or organized. Our legal theories were de
veloped in another age to deal wi th other problems. We! 
have tended, moreover, to forget that the liberty of the. 
King's subjects presupposes the establishment of the 
King's peace. Virtually every aspect of the present system 
must be rethought--and the rethinking must include questions 
touching on administration as well as theory. 

IV. Conclusion 

'\. All of this may seem unduly pessimistic. Our failure 
to provide adequate resources to the system may mean that 
it is achieving none of our expressed goals, to say nothing 
of our real goals. The system is in a state of collapse, 
and people are beginning to learn the truth which means 
that things will get worse. Indeed, this may be a dilemma 
for those who would measure it. Suppose it operates on 
men's minds? If it is perceived as effective---rightly or 
wrongly--it will be effective. By telling the world how 
bad things are, we will change people's per.spectives and 
make things worse! 

My basic suggestion, as I outlined to you last weekend, 
it to forget about effectiveness or impact except in the 
most limited fashion. We should examine the efficiency of 
the system itself. First, the data is at least possible' 
to obtain without overcommitting resources. Measure h0~ 
well the system processes cases--offenders, witnesses, etc. 
This is a classic problem of imput and output. It says 
nothing about impact. Develop standards for relative 
resources--police vs. courts--courts vs. corrections etc. 
Develop federal vs. state analysis. 

These seem to me to be possible goals. Society is. 
not going to give us what we "need" anytime soon. Other 
things will always take priority -- schools, welfare, 
national defense. ~~e immediate problem is how to balance 
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our resources between the various aspects of the system 
so that what we do does not work at cross purposes. 

This would offer a concrete enough goal. More is 
too ambitious now. Consequently, it is pie in the sky. 
Efficiency, yes: effectiveness, no. 
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