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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE --- - -- ~.----

Statement of the Problem 

Recent years have witnessed a dramatic increase in crime across 

the United States. In order to attempt to combat this increase, the 

federal government, under the terms of the Omnibus Crime Control and 

Safe Streets Act of 1968, authorized and funded state criminal justice 

planning agencies. These planning r.<: !lcies must allocate resources on 

a state and local basis so as to obtain the maximum amount of deterrent 

force and criminal justice per dollar spent. Under this criterion, 

state and local authorities must attempt to allocate given resources 

effidently throughout the total criminal justice system. This, how-

ever, typically has not been the case. Due to an almost total lack 

of data on a state~vide basis for local law enforcement and criminal 

justice agencies, state and local planning agencies have been forced 

to "guess" at much of their resource allocation in this area. As a . 

resul t, resources may go to that area or areas for which the bes t 

data are available, while neglecting the flmv effects on the total 

system. 

This approach can be seen best in the recent trends' for change 

in law enforcement agencies. Since these agencies are required to 

file annual Uniform Crime Reports ~vi th the Federal Bureau of Inves tigation, 
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at least some data are available. Hence, perhaps, resources have been 

allocated for computer systems to plan optimal beat patrols, car 

locators, etc., in order to increase the probability that a criminal 

can be apprehended and/or that a crime can be effectively deterred. 

Further expenditures have been stressed in the area of real time com-

puter information systems (for example, the input for the National 

Crime Information Center) in order that wanted persons and stolen 

property may be more rapidly identified, and hence, apprehended and/or 

recovered. Yet, in most of the localities proceeding along these 

lines, little attention has been given to the court or prosecution 

branches of the system. Therefore, if any of the police expenditures 

do result in a proportionately larger apprehension rate, we have not 

considered nor do we know what ,.;rill happen to the incremental cos t 

of the total system. It may well be the case that some additional 

dollars spent on the law enforcement agencies, while perhaps yielding 

a dollar's worth of deterrence, may cost the system proportionately 

more to handle the increased input. He do not know. 

Nor do we even know the relative effectiveness of city and 

COlliLty criminal justice systems, and of the police and sheriff's 

organizations \.;rithin them. Hith a giver. amount of resources, if one 

type is better able to get the job done than the other, perhaps 

resources presently used can be saved and reallocated where the need 

is greatest. 

Statement of Purpose of the Dissertation 

Before an economist or a state or local planning agency can 

hope to begin along the path of efficient resource allocation, they 
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must be able to examine and assess at least the objective costs in

volved in the total criminal justice system. They need to know the 

objective costs of major crime types throughout the system and some of 

the efficiency properties of various agencies within the system, in 

order to allocate better the available resources of the system with 

respect to objective cost and crime type. 

The purpose of this dissertation is to construct a systems 

analytic econometric model of the criminal justice system of the 

Commonwealth of Virginia, and to determine relative system cost and 

efficiency properties of the system and of f 't . one 0 1 S maJor components, 

in various geographic and de~ographic regions of the Commonwealth for 

1968 and 1969. 

Specifically, this dissertation will: (1) Examine the effective

ness of Police and Sheriff's organizations, and the influence of certain 

geographic, demographic, and organizational factors on them; (2) Examine 

the relative effectiveness of county and city criminal justice systems, 

and some of the factors that may affect their performance; and (3) 

Utilizing the crimin~l justice system model, make a five-year projection, 

assuming certain conditions, of the total system cost, and also the cost 

effects on the system of improvement in the law enforcement agencies in 

the form of increased rates of dpprehension. 

If this can be accomplished successfully, the COmmonwealth may 

know where its resources for criminal justice are going, and perhaps 

have a better idea of where they "ought" to go, if efficient resource 

allocation in this area is to be more successfully approached, and 

crime deterrence and criminal justice more effectively achieved. 
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The Literatur.e on Systems Analytic 
--Criminal JustiCe Systems Models 

The Background Literature 

There have been several investigations into the economics of 

crime within a welfare economics framework. Becker, Ehrlich, Tullock, 

and Stigler, for example, have been concerned with optimum resource 

allocation models of criminal justice systems and their relation to 

society.l In particular, they have focused on deriving and demonstrat-

ing the conditions required of the system so as to maximize social 

welfare. Others, within this framework, have tended to focus on the 

criminal and the question of whether or not "crime pays.,,2 While 

these investigations are extremely interesting, their approaches are 

beyond the focus of this dissertation: That of developing a model of 

existing resource allocation within the criminal justice system and 

examining some of the efficiency properties of the agencies involved. 

Hence, the interested reader is referred to the original sources listed 

below for in depth discussion of the material involved. 

lSee Gary S. Becker, "Crime and Punishment: An Economic 
Approach," Journal of Political Economy 76 (March/April, 1968): 169-
217; Isaac Ehrlich, "The Effect of Deterrence on Crime," (paper pre
sented at the Southern Economic Association meeting, Atlanta, Georgia, 
November, 1970); Gordon Tullock, The Logic of Law (New York: Basic 
Books, Inc." forthcoming 1971); and George J. Stigler, "The Optimum 
Enforcement of Laws," Journal of Political Economy 78 (May/June, 1970): 
526-36. / . 

2See , for example, William E. Cobb, "The Economics of Theft: 
A Case Study of Norfolk," (paper presented at the Southern Economic 
Association meeting, Atlanta, Georgia, November, 1970). 
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Little has .been written in the area of criminal justice system 

mode1:i~ng. However, OIL the following pages, I shall attempt to describe 

the relevant pieces in this area. 

Geoffrey C. Hazard developed a rather fundamental verbal model 

of a general criminal justice system. 3 His concern was to delineate 

the processes that are involved in the movement of an accused individ-

ual from the issuance of the initial complaint against him through 

sentencing and punishme.nt, back into society. His system is divided 

into four main stages: Police, Prosecution, Judiciary, and Cor.rections. 

As he pointed out, however, even though these stages share some areas 

of common administration between them, no consistent administrative 

supervision exists for the system as a whole. 

In Hazard's "Police" stage, crime complaints are divided 

basically by victimless crimes (prostitution, for example), direct 

complaints, and direct observation of crimes in progress. Legally, 

these crime types can be further defined by felonies and misdemeanors. 

The police mayor may not need a warrant to make an arrest, depending 

on the particular state laws in question, but the decision to arrest 

usually lies with the police officer on the scene. After arrest, the 

suspect may be taken to the relevant police station for detention, and, 

if sufficient evidence merits it, booked. At this point or at his 

initial appearance before a magistrate, he becomes eligible for release 

on bailor on his own recognizance. 

3Geoffrey C. Hazard, "The Sequence of Criminal Prosecution" 
Proceedings £f the National _~ymposium on Science and Criminal Jus~ice, 
22-23 June 1966 (Hashing ton, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1967). 
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Hazard's "Prosecution" stage begins \V'ith the issuance of an 

arrest warrant and booking. If the prosecution (normally the distri.ct 

attorney) decides that there is sufficient evidence and motivation for 

a case to be brought against the suspect, he may prepare a complaint 

requesting a \V'arrant for the suspect's arrest. This request is 

generally made even when the suspect is already in custody and has 

been booked. The request and complaint are submitted to a magistrate 

so that he may determine whether or not the issuance of a warrant is 

in order. After the suspect is in custody, he is brought before a 

magistrate for an initial appearance (usually within twelve to forty

eight hours). If he has been arrested for a misdemeanor violation, 

he is asked to enter a plea. If a plea of guilty is entered, he is 

sentenced at this point; if a plea of not guilty is entered, he may 

be tried immediately or within several weeks, depending on whether or 

not the arresting officer and complainant are present. In the case 

of a felony violation, the defendant is informed of the charge agains t 

him, bail may be set, and a preliminary hearing decision is made. 

After the preliminary hearing (or after the initial appearance, if the 

defendant waives the preliminary hearing), the case is sent to a 

grand jury. If an indictment is returned, the defendant is arraigned 

and subsequently brought to trial (bench or jury trial). Because of 

heavy caseloads, plea bargaining frequently takes place at this stage. 

That is to say, in return for a guilty plea, the charge against the 

defendant is reduced to one of a lesser crime. Hazard estimated that 

between 70 to 90 percent of indictments are disposed of at this stage 

by a guilty plea. 

!i ! 
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Hazard's "Adjudicat:i,on" stage encompasses the act of the trial 

itself. As the courts within a given area have complete administrative 

control of the court calendars and judge assignments, both the prosecu-

tion and the defense attempt to maneuver their cases so as to obtain 

the "right judge" on the "right day." This is extremely important, as 

the judiciary has sufficient power to find a defendant innocent or 

guilty with a suspended sentence, even though evidence supports the 

offense charged. 

Hazard's fourth and final stage, "Sentencing," begins at the 

point of a guilty verdict returned against the defendant. The sen-

tence is usually determined within some range set out by the relevant 

legal statute and may be influenced by a pre-sentence report, as in the 

case of felons. The pre-sentence report, prepared by the probation 

department, attempts to set out the defendant's possibilities for 

rehabilitation. The defendant may receive a sentence of detention, or 

probation, or the sentence may be suspended. The terms of probation 

vary with the state and crime type. Correctional institutions, vary-

ing in the same manner, include conventional high security prisons, 

work camps, and intermediate facilities. Prison terms may be reduced 

by "good time credit," in which no additional disciplinary action is 

required, and by parole. The parole services are similar to probation, 

except that they are administered by the state rather than local 

authorities. If the parolee does not violate the terms of his parole, 

he will leave the system; if he does, he will return to prison to serve 

the remainder of his sentence, and subsequently le.ave the system. 
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A somewhat similar but more detailed approach was provided by 

Law Enforcement in the Metropolis, a study edited by Donald M. 

McIntyre. 
4 

This study set out an in-depth analysis of the criminal 

justice system of Detroit, Michigan. By focusing on a specific region, 

the study was able to deal with a myriad of alternatives that occur at 

each stage of processing through the system. In its simplest form, the 

McIntyre system can be viewed as consisting of eight broad phases: 

Detection and Identification; Arrest; Charging; Adjudication; Disposi-

tion of Con17icted Offenders; Probation, Parole, Pardon, and Commutation 

of Sentence; and Supervision and Revocation of Parole. The description 

of each phase is supplanted by the actual case occurrences within the 

Detroit area and legal codes involved. Although this study is methodo-

logically similar to that of Hazard and its conclusions are es.;entially 

the same, it serves to illustrate the great difficulty in construction 

of accurate models of criminal justice systems, even w'hen one is dealing 

solely with a single large metropolitan area. 

Robert H. Roy developed a model of the criminal justice system 

that focused on the problem of detention and rehabilitation, and 

relied heavily upon the "Patuxent Concept" of the state of Maryland.5 

This concept relates to the Patuxent Institution and its handling of 

"defective delinquents." 

4Donald M. McIntyre, Law Enforcement in the Hetropolis (Chicago: 
American Bar Foundation, 1967). 

5Robert H. Roy, "An Outline for Research in Penology," Operations 
Research 12 (1964): 1-12. 
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According to Maryland law, 

A defective delinquent shall be defined as an individu<.\l 
who, by the demonstration of persistent aggravatE~d anti
social or criminal behavior, evidences a propensity toward 
criminal activity, and who is found to have eithE~r such in
tellectual deficiency or emotional unbalance, or both, as to 
clearly demonstrate an actual danger to society so as to re
quire suc~ confinement and treatment, when appropriate, as 
m~y make J.t reasonably safe for society to termin.ate the con
fJ.nement and treatment. 

A request may be made that a person be examined for pos
sible defective delinquency if he has been convicted and sen
tenced in a court of this state for a crime or offense 
coming under one or more of the following categories: (1) 
a felony; (2) a misdemeanor punishable by imprisonment in the 
penitentiary; (3) a crime of Violence; (4) a sex crime involv
ing: (A) physical force or Violence, (B) disparity of age 
between an adult and a minor, or (C) a sexual act of uncon
trolled and/or repetitive nature; (5) two or more convictions 
for any offenses or crimes punishable by imprisonment, in a 
criminal court o:E this state • • • 6 

If a request is made under these Circumstances, the person is 

entitled to examination by a medical physician, psychiatrist, psychol

ogist, and even his own psychiatrist, paid by the state, if he desires. 

The examination is followed by a court hearing, with or without a jury 

and/or counsel at the discretion of the individual concerned. If, as 

a result of the hearing, the individual is found not to be a defective 

delinquent, he is returned to the custody of the Department of Correc-

tions and serves his determined sentence , with the possibility of 

parole and time off for good behavior. If, however, he is found to be 

a defective delinquent, he is returned to confinement, given an inde

terminate sentence without any minimum or maximum limits, and his 

previous sentence is suspended. 

6Ibid ., p. 2. 
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A system of redetermination hearings is provided to guard the 

rights of the :1.ndiviclual and insure that he is not unjustly incarcerated 

for life. His first hearing is granted after two-thirds of his original 

sentence has expired, and subsequent heax:ings are granted every three 

years thereafter. These hearings take the same form and provide for 

the same individual rights as the original defective delinquent hear-

ing. He may be retained as a defective delinquent, or, if found not 

to be so, may be returned to the custody of the Department of Correc-

tions or may be released if his determined sentence has expired. 

The Patuxent Insltitution itself is under the direction of a 

psychiatrist, as opposed to a warden, and general supervision is pro-

vided largely by other psychiatrists, psychologists, and psychiatric 

social workers. The inmates are thought of as patients, who enter the 

lowest echelon of privileges upon their arrival, and move gradually to 

higher ones as their rehabilitation proceeds. In addition, group 

psychotherapy, individual chemotherapy and occupational therapy is 

provided. In a patient's final stages of rehabilitation, the institu-

tion DLay serve the same function as a half-way house. 

Roy viewed the present penal system as grossly lacking in its 

duties. 

Individuals commit crimes, are detected, apprehended, 
tried, and convicted, and are then confined for the duration 
of the sentence imposed by the judge. They may earn time 
off for good behavior or win parole but under the worst cir
cumstances (unless they have been sentenced for life, or a 
very long tenl, or to be executed) they can look forwar.d to 
a certain day of release. They are motivated to ~ehave by 
con~orming to prison regulations but not to mend their ways 
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when once again outside the prison ~valls . • . 70 percent 
of those released after service are back in jail within 
five years for the commission of other crimes. 7 

Roy's model is based on ,the fact that there are costs associated 

with each repetition of an offender, and under the existing system, 

he argued, the costs are non-minimal. The overall objective, therefore, 

is to minimize the sum of all the costs associated ~vith the whole 

systam over time. The model first assumes the existence of peneten-

tia.ries such that all defective delinquents will be confined as long 

as th.erc~ is a sufficiently high probability for recidivation if they 

are released. S Then the expected total cost equation is 

where 

ETC = C + D + J + F + (I + R)(S - B) - W[U - (S-B)], 

ETC = Expected total cost, projected for the future, of a 
single i.ndividual; 

C = Cost of a crime, reflected by material loss, loss of 

(1) 

life, physical or psychological trauma, disability, etc. ; 

D = Costs of detection and apprehension; 

J = Costs of adjudication: Trial, conviction, and sentencing; 

F = Costs associated with loss of liberty, social stigma, loss 
of support for family, etc.; (to criminal) 

I = Annual cost of incarceration; (to state) 

R = Annual cost of rehabilitation: psychotherapy, parole 
supervision, social service, etc.; 

S = Senten.ce imposed by the court, expressed in years; 

B = Time off for good behavior, expressed in years; 

7I bid., pp. 6-7. SThe model is set out as in ibid., p. S. 
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W = Value of work done per year after release (this 
assumes gainful employment of economic value, which 
may be regarded as a negative cost); 

U = Useful life expectancy of the individual expressed 
in years. 

Roy rewrites this equation to represent the lifetime of a 

recidivist at the moment of the commission of his first crime as 

ETC = Cl .+ D1 + J l + F1 + (I+R)(Sl-B1) 

+ l?2[CZ -I- DZ + JZ + F2 + (I+R)(S2-B2)] 

+ ... Pn[Cn + Dn + I n + Fn + (I+R)(Sn-Bn)] 

- W{U - [(Sl-B1)+PZ(S2-B2)+ .•• Pn(S~-Bn)·]}.' (2) 

where P is the probability of committing successive crimes. 

In order to arrive at a decision rule at a point near where the 

individual is to be released (here CI' D1 , J 1 , and Fl are viewed as 

sunk costs and are outside of the decision rule), Roy rewrites equation 

(Z) as 

ETC = T(I+R) + P2[C2+D2+J2+F2+(I+R) (SZ-B2)] 

- w { U- [T+P2 (SZ-B2)]} 

where T is the expected period of continued confinement. 

Using equation (3), Roy is now able to decide how to "best" 

(3) 

handle the individual from both the individual and society's point of 

view. As he suggests, if P2 (the probability of committing crime 2) 

is sufficiently high, at the point of possible release, ETC is 

minimized by not releasing the individual. Although T, I, and R will 

be positive and gainful employment (W) will be denied, all of the costs 

! 
I 

I 
l! 
I 

f 
I 

13 

associated with the probability of crime 2 (C2 , D2 , etc.,) occurring 

will be zero. If, on the other hand, P2 is very low, ETC is minimized 

by release. Where rehabilitation of certain individuals is not pos-

sible, ETC may be minimized by making R or the I,S product equal to 

zero, which, for example, could be accomplished by executing the 

individual. However, further resource allocation toward rehabilita-

tion may lower PZ' increasing the probability of release after initial 

conf inemen t . 

Roy also suggests that strict minimum cost objectives may not 

be altogether feasible, but rather that medical resources might be 

more applied to those who appear more easily salvagable and somewhat 

less to those not as easily rehabilitated. 

He carried his model no further because of the difficulty of 

measuring many of his cost variables. However, he made no attempt to 

estimate any of these costs or to empirically evaluate the model in 

any way. 

Martin T. Katzman produced an essay which focused on some of 

the economic trade-offs involved in the deterrence of street crime. 9 

The first part of his essay is devoted to the relationship of the 

criminals, the police, and the public; the second part, to the eccnomic 

behavior of the police. 

He begins by divid~ng criminals into three types: the organized 

criminal, the unorganized professional, and the amateur. He then 

9MI'1rtin T. Katzman, "The Economics of Defense Against Crime in 
the Streets," Land Economics 44 (November, 1968): 431-40 • 

1 
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(. focuses on the amateur as the criminal type responsible for the t 1" 
'0 

The police ,department is faced wit:, a plethora of resource 

largest number of crimes and discusses the costs and benefits in-
I r allocation decisions in pursuit of the above goal. Given a working 

volved in criminal activity. budget, they must view their output in terms of crimes deterred or 

(. The role that the police play in the deterrence of street crime criminals apprehended per additional dollar expended. Also, these 

is bound up with the roles of the public and of the court system. resources must be allocated among neighborhoods so as to make greatest 

Although the police are thought of as being involved in crime detec- use of minimizing response time. Choices must be made also on the 

( tion, they rarely catch a violent crime in progress; and there are basis of individual crime type (i. e., which offenders should be pursued 

many instances where the victims themselves may not report a crime, or 
I: in which order). For example, should an offender for a minor offense 

where crime has no such outraged victim (as in the cases of prostitu- be released if he can supply information to more serious offenses in 

c tion or drugs). In fact, about the only set of crimes which police the present or possibly in the future? 

detect themselves are traffic violations. There are overall trade-offs between detective and apprehensive 

If a crime has been detected, the police may then proceed to 

apprehend the criminal. The speed and success of this process depend 

heavily on the speed with which they arrive on the scene, the degree 

programs. Too much stress placed on the detective side may lessen the I [' 
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probability of catching criminals in the act; too much stress on 

apprehension may leave many crimes undetected. 

of identification of the criminal by the victim, and the willingness Decisions must also be made in regard to the direct cost of 

of the public to provide the police with information about the crime. 

Even if the criminal is apprehended, there is seldom retribution 
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items appearing in the budget, such as manpower (patrolmen, investiga-

tors, administrators), vehicles (automobiles, helicopters, horses, 

to a victim of a property crime; and about the only retribution for a 

victim of a crinle against person is seeing the police catch the crim-

ina 1 , and perhaps, seeing the criminal punished. Because of this, 

Katzman argues that society tends to view the primary function of law 
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motorcycles, scooters), and communication networks (alarm boxes, 

telephone lines, two-way radios); and the benefit in terms of deterrence 

and/or apprehension, including help from the public and the courts. 

The courts, here, affect output via laws against wiretapping, random 

enforcement and the administration of justice as deterrence; hence, 

that the police are able to and should make every effort to decrease 
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searches w'ithout a warrant, e:x:traction of confessions through torture, 

etc. 

"crime in the streets." I! 
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The police must finally weigh all 0:1; the above decisions against 

the public's acceptance of their \'lOrk. That is, the public may prefer 
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more or less non-criminal police activity (such as transportation to 

the hospital in an emergency, etc.) and respond to the needs of the 

police accordingly. 

Katzman's model, taking the form of a flow chart diagram, may 

be viewed most simply in the following manner: Socio-economic com-

position influences the opportunities for crime (also influenced by 

land use structure), the supply of criminals, the amount of private 

resources, crime detection, crime evaluation, the police budget, public 

inconvenience, and the amount of criminal investigation; the opportun-

ities for crime, the supply of criminals, private resources (which 

also influence· detection) and retribution and restitution, influence 

the amount of criminal activity; evaluation of crime influences detec-

tion, investigation, police behavior and the police budget; the police 

budget influences the amount of patrolmen, vehicles, communications and 

investigators, \vhich, together with court proscriptions, influence 

police behavior; police behavior influences public inconvenience, and 

investigation influences retribution and restitution together with 

detection. Katzman's policy variables are police, proscriptions, and 

private resources; his outputs are in terms of inconvenience to the 

public, retribution and restitution, and criminal activity. 

As he pointed out, very little is known about the quantitative 

effects of any of these policy variables on anyone output. The!-e-

fore, he offered a possible list of policy-output trade-offs which 

were suggested by his model and its preceding analysis, and which he 

felt ought to be examined. Hithout such quantitative knowledge of these 
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trad~~offs .". • •. it is difficult to evaluate alternative crime 

deterrent policies or efficiency of police operations."10 

The Blumstein-Larson Hodel 

The earliest form of the model appeared as Chapter Five of the 

Task Force Rep' ort: Scie ' d TIll - _____ n_c_e ~ eClno10gy. The model divides the 

criminal justice syste "t th b m ~n 0 e ranches of police, prosecution, courts, 

and corrections. Each section has "branches" into the next section and 

"branches" out of the system. 

The police st,age uses both crimes b d o serve by police and crimes 

reported to police as input. This input flows through" t" " 1nves 19at1on, 

arrest, and booking substages with branches out of the system for 

crimes unsolved, or for which no arrest was made, for release of the 

individual, and for cases referred to juvenile cou,:t. 

The prosecution stage consists of initial appearance and pre-

liminary hearing substages, with branches out of the system for charges 

dismissed, and a branch to bypass most of the court stage and proceed 

directly to sentencing for petty offenses. 

The court stage contains separate courts f f 1 " or e on~es, misde- -

meanors, and juvenile offenses. F 1 eons proceed to the arraignment 

substage through a grand J"ury or "f 
an 1n ormation, are tried and acquitted 

lOIbid., p. 440. 

" ~lA. B1u~stein, R. Christensen, S. Johnson, and R. Larson 
Analys1s of CrJ.Jne and the Overall Criminal Justice System " Ta k 

Force Report: Science and Techno10 7 P "d' "' ~ 
and Administration of Justi~e O-laSh~g' to~es~ ~n: SGComm1sSion o~ C::ime 
Office, June 1967), Ch. 5. ' •. . overnment PrJ_nt~ng 
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or sentenced, and flow into the penitentiary via probation or parole 

revocation or direct assignment. Misdemeanors proceed as an informa-

tion through arraignment to the trial stage and subsequently are ac-

quitted or sentenced. Sentencing involves a fine, probation, or a jail 

term. Juveniles have an intake hearing from which they can be released 

or receive a non-adjudicatory disposition (medical care, etc.). If 

neither of these alternatives arises, he leceives an adjudicatory 

hearing, and accordingly is released, given probation, or confined to 

a juvenile institution. 

Using a condensed form of this model and rough data, they cal-

culated these interstage "branching ratios," or transitional probabil-

ities, and further, estimated objective costs and flows for F.B.I. 

Index crimes for the United States in 1965. This condensed form of 

the model involves a police arrest stage that branches in tt, juvenile 

processing, no complaint filed or charge reduced, and formal accusa-

tion and detention. The latter stage branches into dismissed, bench 

trial, guilty pleas, and jury trial. Individuals flOWing through the 

trial stage are acquitted or sentenced. Those sentenced receive an 

unsupervised sentence (fine, etc.)~ prison (with or without parole), 

and probation. 

In addition, by estimating rearrest probabilities, an attempt 

is made to estimate career arrests and career costs for the sam8 Index 

crime categories, and also, a hypothetical treatment program is 

suggested as a means of increasing effectiveness and reducing costs of 

the criminal justice system. 
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This first version of the model used both data from F.B.I. and 

California sources to approximate the probabilities, costs, and flows 

for the United States. The model was general in form and not rigorously 

defined. It served, however, to demonstrate that such a model could 

be built and could be of value in evaluating and forecasting the needs 

and costs of a criminal justice system. 

The later, formalized model appeared in Operations Research 

some two years later.
12 

Using the previous two models as background, 

I shall attempt to describe the specifics of this later version. 

There are, as previously, two different models involved: The 

linear model, and the feedback model. The former is based on an 

assumed steady-state and is used for calculating transitional probabil-

ities, workloads, and stage/system operating costs. The latter is used 

for handling the problem of recidivism. 

The linear model is similar in form to the earlier version. The 

flm'1 through the' 'system consists of a seven-component vector of F.B.I. 

Index crimes. Specifically, these are Willful Homicide, Forcible Rape, 

Aggravated Assault, Robbery, Burglary, Larceny of fifty dollars or 

over, and Auto Theft. The input to the system consists of the numbers 

of crimes reported to the police during one year by crime type. 

There exists at each processing stage, vector cost rates (per 

unit flow) and transitional probabilities. The input to each stage 

flows out of the stage via a mUltiplication of input and probability 

vectors. To use the Blumstein-Larson example, 

l2Alfred Blumstein and Richard Larson, "Nodels of a Total Crim
inal Justice System," Operations Research 17 (Harch-A'pril, 1969): 199-
232. 
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= ~i,m;Pi,mn where 

= number of offenders associated "lith crime-type i, enter
ing processing stage m during one year; 

= number of offenders associated with crime-type i, follow
ing route n out of the processing stage m; and 

= probability that an offender associated with crime type i 
input at stage m will exit through route n, where 

n 

':' P = i L i,mn 

Given the flow at each processing stage, total costs are deter-

mined by multiplying unit costs by the flow rates. Workloads in terms 

of trial days, police man-hours, etc., can also be calculated. Blumstein 

and Larson, however, for this part of the model, tended to focus on the 

prosecution and the courts. 

The linear model is also subjected ":0 sensitivity analysis. 

They illustrate how it would b,~ pl.ssib1e tc calculate an incremental 

cost per person, and a fractional increase in cost per unit, fractional 

increase in the number of persons, or cost elasticity. Their analysis 

of incremental costs for five crime types for California, 1965 (larceny 

and homicide were omitted for lack of a uniform definition), showed that 

the total incremental system costs were largest for Robbery, followed 

by Rape, Assault, Auto Theft and Burglary. If ranked by cost of the 

correctional system, the same order prevailed except that Burglary 

exceeded Larceny. For the cost of prosecution and court system, cost 

of police, and cost of police detectives, the ranking was Rape, Robbery, 

Assault, Burglary, and Auto Theft. 

The linear model also is used to examine trends in arrests per 

reported violation for Burglary, Grand Theft (Larceny over tw'O hundred 
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dollars in California), Auto Theft, Robbery, and Assault in California 

for the period 1961-1966, and to project Index crimes reported to 

police in California, 1958-1966. Using these projections, and by hold

ing the probability of arrest per reported crime constant, upper and 

lower limits for arrests by crime type (as a percentage of 1965 arrests) 

were projected by the year 1970. By averaging the upper and 1mver 

limits, a single series of arrest projections is obtained. 

These projections are then used to project other criminal justice 

system variables from 1965 to 1970. These variables include the number 

of adult felony arrests resulting in felony charges, number of detect-

ives required, number of patrolman man-hours allocated to the projected 

crimes, number of patrolmen required by these crimes, number of jury 

and bench trial defendants, number of convicted defendants granted 

straight probation or probation with jail as a condition, number of 

convicted defendants sent to state prison, and the total system direct 

operating cos ts. Figures showed, for example, that by 1970, '119 ad

ditional detectives and 73.9 additional patrolmen would be needed. 

Further, that the increase in sys terns cos t to California ~vou1d be 

17.3 million dollars, and. that pjrDperty crimes would account for 3 

percent more of the total system cost in 1970 than in 1965. 

Their second model, the feedback model, centers on the recycling 

of a criminal's career through the criminal justice system over time. 

The model is constructed such that given the age and crime of a first 

offender, the modc?l ~vi1l predict the number of crimes for ~vhich the 

individual will be arrested, at the ages at ~vhich this will take place, 
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and the average cost to the system for this individual's cri.minal 

career. In addition, by adjusting rearrest probabilities, the ef-

fects of different system policies on recidivism can be simulated. 

Input for the model is distinguished by crime type, but is in 

the form of the number of "virgin" arrestees per year, by age and 

crime type. This input is added to recidivists, and the total number 

of arrests now proceeds through the system as in the linear model. 

However, a series of conditional rearrest probabilities are specified 

as a function of an individual's age and prior criminal record, for 

all dismissal points of the system. 

This model aggro:!gates many of the specific functions set out 

in the linear model. In fact, there are only seven main Branches: 

Total Arrests (the sum of virgin arrestees and recidivists), Adult and 

Juvenile breakout (adults separated from juveniles), Formal Charging 

(separating those adults formally charged from those who are not), 

Disposition (adults released, incarcerated, or placed on probation), 

Incarceration, and Parole. For each branch out of the system (includ-

ing juvenile arrests), there are different time delays established for 

the commission of the next crime. After flowing through these time 

delays, the individuals are processed through a crime-sw'itch matrix 

(a matrix of conditional probabilities such that given that the last 

crime for whic1" an individual was a:;:orested ~ITas, for example, Burglary, 

it would yield the probability that the next arrest would be for 

Rape), and then those that recidivate flow into the arrests. 

Due to the fact that consistent data of the required level of 

aggregation were difficult to obtain, some estimates of variables 
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and parameters had to be obtained from several different sources, 

including California, Minnesota, Washington, D. C., and the federal 

government. Also, the following simplifying assumptions 'tITere ex

plicitly set out. 13 

1. Future criminal behavior is determined solely by the age 
of the offender, the crime for which he was arrested, and 
the disposition of his last arrrast. 

2. The crime-switch matrix depends only on the crime type of 
the last arrest, not upon age, disposition, or othenlTise 
upon prior criminal career. 

3. CJS branching ratios are not a function of age or prior 
criminal career. 

4. Delay until rearrest is a function only of disposition. 

Using these assumptions and the data sources mentioned above, 

the model is used to calculate the career profiles of one thousand 

twenty-year-old arrestees, includin!5 the systems cost, for two dif-

ferent sets of rearrest crime-switch matrices. Also, the model dis-

tributions by crime type for sixteen- an'] twenty-year--olds is com-

pared to the Uniform Crime Report distributions of fifteen- and 

twenty-year-clds and shown to be similar. Further, career profiles 

are re-calculated (for the second rearrest matrix), assuming a one-

third reduction in the probability of recidivism. The results show 

that total career arrests per person are roughly cut in half. 

Both of the Blumstein-Larson models provide sound methodological 

approaches tmITard understanding, evaluating, and planning criminal 

l3Ibid ., p. 225. 
f· 
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justice systems. However, due to the lack of consistent data of 

the level of aggregation required by, the models, their empirical 

results may be open to question. 

10 
I 
! 
10 
! , 

o 

'. 

CHAPTER II 

THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM OF VIRGINIA 

The Institutional Frame~vork 

The Commonwealth of Virginia spans a land area of 40,815 square 

miles and had a 1969 population of 4,781,175. TIle 96 counties and 

38 cities have been divided, under the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 

streets Act of 1968, into 22 planning districts. The planning dis-

trict lines w~re drawn so as to include those counties and cities of 

similar demographic and geographic charact~ristics. In this manner, 

the local planning district commissions, who are charged with eva1uat-
, 

ing local law enforcement and criminal justice activities and submitting 

annual criminal justice plans, could better examine and understand the 

problems of their region. 

At the state level, there are approximately nine law enforcement 

agencies: the Department of State Police, the Capitol Police, the 

Division of Motor Vehicles, the State Corporation Commission (inc1ud-: 

ing Fire Marshall and Motor Carrier subdivisions), the Commission of 

Marine Resources, the Commission of Game and Inland Fisheries, the 

Alcoholic Beverage Control Board, the Department of Conservation and 

Economic Development (including FOl:,"est Warden and Park Police sub

divisions), and the Department of Agriculture and Comme'rce. 1 

IVirginia Council on Criminal Justice State Compre,hensive Plan, 
Fiscal 1971, p. 26. 
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The Atton1ey General and the Supreme Court of Appeals con-

stitute the prose~ution and court on the state level. 

• • • [T]he Attorney General unlc;ss specifically requested 
by the Governor, has no authority to institute or conduct 
criminal prosecutions in trial courts, except cases involv
ing Alcoholic Beverage Control Act violations, laws relat
ing to motor vehicles and their operation, handling of funds 
by a State agency, und cases involving the practice of law 
without due authori:~ation or license. 2 

He is, however, the state's representative at all criminal appeals to 

the Supreme Court of Appeals. 3 The Supreme Court of Appeals does 

have some special first instance pOiler, but in general functions as 

a court of general appellate review. 4 

Agencies of the state penal system include, for adults, the 

Virginia Penitentiary, the State Industrial Farm for Women, the 

Bureau of Correctional Field Units (containing 30 field units perform-

ing labor for the State Department of Highways), and the Bland Cor

rectional Farm (for adult and juvenile male misdemeanants);S for male 

juveniles, they include the Juvenile Vocational Institute, the Hanover 

School for Boys, the Beaumont School for Boys, the Natural Bridge 

Forest Camp for Boys, and the Pinecrest Center;6 for female juveniles, 

they include the Bon Air School for Girls, and the Janie Porter 

Barret School for Girls. 7 

At the other extreme, at the town level, there may be town 

police, a town attorney, and a town municipal and/or police court, 

depending on the local ordinances. The courts may have general civil 

2Ibid., p. 76. 4Ibid ., p. 6S. SIbid., pp. 83-91. 

6Ibid., pp. 100-40. 7Ibid., pp. l40-S3. 
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and criminal misdemeanor jurisdiction, or it may have a jurisdiction 

limited to the enforcement of town ordinances. 8 

In addition, scattered throughout the state, there are approxi-

mately 800 Justices of the Peace. 9 There is no requirement that the 

Justice have any legal training, and he may be either elected 'or 

appointed, within each jurisdiction. lO Basically, they may issue 

arrest and search w'arrants and commit to jailor admit to bail, again 

depending on the local laws. ll 

Between the state and the town level, lie the counties and 

cities, the focal points of this dissertation. In Virginia, cities 

constitute separate jurisdictions from counties, \,ith towns of under 

S,OOO population usually coming under the county jurisdiction. 12 I 

shall discuss these b·w areas by the type of functional agency involved. 

Law enforcement activities, at this level, are usually handled 

by the police in the cities and the sheriff in the counties. The 

primary difference in these is that the sheriff is an elected, con

stitutional officer,13 and the police chief is appointed. One-third 

of the sheriff's budget is locally funded, 14 while all of the police 

budget is locally funded. lS 

There are certain regions of the state w'here the functions of 

these two agencies become somewhat blurred. There are a total of 38 

independent cities, consisting of 29 cities of the first class (having 

a population greater than 10,000) and 9 cities of the second class. 16 

8Ibid., p. 72. 

l2Ibid ., p. 41. 

9Ibid ., p. 7S. 

l3Ibid . l4 Ibid . 

10Ibid. llIbid. 

lSIbid., p. 42. 

l6Virginia Council on Crimi.nal Justice State ComprehenSive Plan, 
Fiscal 1970, p. 32. - ----
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In cities of the first class, there is a city sergeant ,vho functions 

as a jailor and process server, and rarely is involved in law enforce

ment. 17 In the counties, the sheriff is responsible for the j ail (if 

) d f · 18 In the there is one in his jurisdiction an or servlng processes. 

9 cities of the second class, there is no city sergeant, but the 

sheriff of the surrounding county performs these duties for the city.19 

In addition, in Arlington, Chesterfield, Fairfax, Henrico, Prince 

George, Prince William, Roanoke, and York counties, police and sheriff's 

, . 'd b 'd 20 departments eXlst Sl e y Sl e. In the latter 5, the sheriff takes 

on the duties similar to the city sergeant, and the police assume pri-

21 mary responsibility for enforcement of criminal law. 

In addition to the county law enforcement officers 
above discussed, there are an undetermined nwnber of town 
officers 'vho are engaged full or part time in police 
activities. Generally speaking, however, these officers 
are concerned primarily with the enforcement of local 
ordinances and keeping the peace within their jurisdiction 
in case of minor crimes. Town being a part of the county 
in which they are located, the primary responsibility for 
law enforcement in the case of serious crime rests upon the 
sheriff and his deputies or, in cert~in counties, on the 
county police force. 22 

Pro:3ecution in the counties and cities is handled by the 

Commonwealth's Attorney, an elected official, who has a four year 

term of office, and is responsible for instituting and processing 

17Ib . d 32 18S tate P.lan 19 7~_, _l_, > p. • 

19 32 20Ib ;d. State Plan 1970, p.. ... 

p. 41. 

2lIbid • 

22Police Functions in Virginia, Report of the Virginia Commission 
to Study Coordination of Police Functions in Virginia .!Q. the Governo.:r: and 
the General Assembly of Virginia (Richmond: Division of Purchase and 
Printing, 1950). 
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the necessary proceedings for persons charged with crimes. 23 A 

county Commonwealth's Attorney may also prosecute in town courts, 

where there is no tmm attorney. 24 Because of budget limitations, 

misdemeanors and traffic offenses may be tried without the Common-

25 wealth Attorney present. 

The court system in the counties and cities consists of 

courts of record and courts not of record. 26 Courts of record in-

clude circuit courts, corporation courts and husting courts. 27 

These courts generally have original' jurisdiction over felonies and 

appellate jud.sdiction over misdemeanors, although it is possible, 

in some instances, for them to have original jurisdiction over mis

demeanors. 28 The cities of Norfolk, Portsmouth, Richmond, Newport 

News, Roanoke, Alexandria, Hampton, Chesapeake, Lynchburg, Petersburg, 

and Bristol have both a circuit and a separate city court of record. 29 

Other cities either have a separate circuit court or a combined circuit 

court with the surrounding county. 30 

Courts not of record include county courts, municipal courts, 

and traffic courts. 3l County courts have criminal jurisdiction over 

all offenses against county ordinances and generally all misdemeanors 

23State Plan 1970, p. 77a. 24 
State Plan 1971, p. 82. 

26 Ibid ., p. 65. 27State Plan 1970, p. 68 25Ibid. 

28Ibid . 29State Plan 1971, p. 65. 

30See Appendix 1 for a complete listing or circuit, corporation, 
and hustings courts in Virginia. 

3lState Plan 1971, p. 65. 
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within the county.32 They may also have jurisdiction over cities that 

do not have a municipal court. 33 Municipal courts have similar juris

diction for cities and for one mile beyond the city limits. 34 Traffic 

courto have original jurisdiction over offenses of the Virginia motor 

vehicle laws, offenses for drunk driving, offenses for motor fuel tax 

laws, and offenses for municipal traffic ordinances. 35 

Also included in courts' not of record are juvenile and domestic 

relations courts. 36 These courts may take the form of independent 

courts or regional courts,37 or may be part of the county court not of 

record, convening in the same room Nith the same judge, but only dur-

ing certain hours or days of the week. The court has general criminal 

jurisdiction 

over any person less than 18 who has violated any state, 
federal, municipal, or county law or ordinance or who 
is habitually disobedient, incorrigible, or truant from 
school. If he is over 14, there is then, at the election 
of the prosecutor, concurrent jurisdiction with the court 
of record under Code Section 16.1-176,38 

The Criminal Justice System Process 

In the preceeding section I have presented the institutional 

framework of the criminal justice system of Virginia. In this 

32Ibid., p. 67. 33Ibid• 34Ibid ., p. 68. 

35I bid, 36Ibid., p. 74. 

37A , 'I d d ' l' Juvcnl e an omestlc re at~ons court may cover more than 
one county and/or city. See Appendix 2 for a listing of the regional 
juvenile and domestic relations courts in Virginia. 
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section, I should like to deal with the process itself--that is, the 

movement of individuals through the system. The description of the 

process is based primarily on a general interpretation of the Virginia 

Statutes, supplemented by discussions with several law enforcement 

officials and practicing attorneys. T.TI.. e . t . 'bl' d Wller 1 lS POSSl e, ln ividual 

statutes will be cited. 

To begin the process, and in fairness to the system, a crime 

must be committed; and once it has been committed, a crime must be 

noticed, If it goes unnoticed, it is still a crime, of course, but it 

will not enter the system. 

Once a crime is noticed, it may enter the system via the law 

enforcement branch in one of three ways.' b 1 Y persona complaint, by 

direct observation, or by indirect complaint (as in the case of victim

less crime). 

If a personal complaint is made, as 'in the case of a reported 

burglary, it is investigated; if found to be a true complaint, it 

may require further investigation in order to obtain one or more 

suspects. If a suspect can be named, the police (or sheriff) can pro

ceed to a judge, clerk of the court, police justice or a justice of 

the peace of relevant jurisdiction to obtain an arrest warrant, 39 and 

subsequently take the suspect into custody. It b may e necessary also, 

in attempting t'J identify the suspect, to obtain a search \varrant. 

Here a written complaint, including the specific area to be searched, 

suspect, and suspected offense, must be presented to a proper judge 

39Virginia Codes 19.1-90 and 19.1-21. 
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or justice of the peace for him to issue the warrant. 40 If the police 

(sheriff) apprehend the suspect, they will take him to the relevant 

station house to be "booked" (official written record of the suspect 

in custody). 

If, however, the police (sheriff) observe a crime in progress, 

they are authorized to arre"t the suspect without first having to 

obtain an arrest warrant. 4l In this case, the suspect is taken to a 

legal official to the arrest 42 If just proper secure warrant. cause 

for arrest cannot be shown, the suspect is released. 43 
If a warrant 

is issued, the suspect is taken to the relevant station house to be 

"booked," as in the instance already cited above. 

An "indirect complaint" is intended to cover the so-called 

"victimless crimes." These crimes, for example, prostitution, gambling, 

and possession of illegal drugs, if reported, are generally reported 

by someone other than the perpetrators and p~rticipants of the violations 

of the law.
44 

Once this type of crime has been reported, the police 

(sheriff) 'will act in conjunction with the Commonwealth's Attorney to 

establish a case. To do this may require several days or several months 

40Virginia Codes 19.1-21 and 19.1-85. See also Virginia Codes 
19.1-83, 19.1-84, and 19.1-86. 

41Virginia Code 19.1-100. 

43Ibid • 

42Virginia Code 19.1-100.1 

44If , of course, the participant is victimized in some manner-
robbed by a prostitute, for example--he may report the subsequent 
crime of robbery. Typically, hmvever, nei th,er the pros titution nor 
the robbery violation would be reported. 
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of intensive investigation, in some cases, aided by police (sheriff1s) 

posing as "customers," or perhaps aided by some type of electronic 

surveillance device. Nec h essary searc warrants are obtained in the 

same manner as previously discussed. Once a case is established to 

the satisfaction of the Commomvealth' s Attorney, a ~vritten complaint 

can be presented to the proper authority, and the necessary arrest 
45 -

can be made, and the suspect can be "booked." 

At the b~oking stage, the suspect may be released (if, for 

example, it can be discerned that the ··'rong man" d ) 
w ~s ~n custo y , or he 

may be placed temporarily in local detention facilities. 
He then may 

be brought before a judge or justice of the peace. If "good cause" 

is not given for his arrest, he may be dismissed. 46 If "good cause" 

is established, he may be returned to the detention facilities, or 

released on bail, on his own recognizance, or in the custody of some-
47 one else. 

The person making this determination varies ~vith the 

locality and the offense charged. In general, the arresting officer 

may set bail for certain misdemeanors:48 . 
, a Justice of the peace may 

set bail for misdemeanors and for felonies "if a light suspicion of 

guilt falls on him [the suspect],,49; and a judge or clerk of a court 

45Virginia Codes 19.1-21 and 19.1-90. 

46Virginia Codes 19.1-22 and 19.1-106 • 

47Virginia Codes 19.1-106. 
and 19.1-128. 

48Virginia ~ 19.1-1(;:1. 

-.49Virginia Code 19.1-110. 

Seu also Virginia Codes 19.1--125 
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not of record may set bail, but only if a court of record neither has 

the decision pending nor refused to grant bail. 50 In addition, in 

certain regions, bail may be se t by bail corrnnissioners, 51 ~.;rho are 

appointed by the circuit court of that jurisdiction for that specific 

purpose. 52 

Following the determination of bail, the case may be referred 

to the prosecution. 53 All felonies and certain misdemeanors (where, 

for example, a private citizen, who may prosecute, does not prosecute) 

are referred to his office. He may make a decision whether to dismiss 

the case (if, for example, he feels that there is insufficient evidence) 

or whether to prosecute it. If there is a deliberate decision to prose-

cute or if the decision is implied (as in the case of misdemeanors by-

passing his office), a date for appearance in a court not of record is 

set on the court calendar. 54 

At this appearance in a general court not of record of the 

jurisdiction where the offense occurred, the defendant may receive a 

preliminary hearing (if arrested for a felony),55 be referred to a 

juvenile and domestic relations court,56 or, if neither alternative 

50Virginia Code 19.1-111. See also Virginia Code 19.1-112. 

5lVirginia Code 19.1-116. 52Virginia Code 19.1-114. 

53Virginia Code 19.1-156. Of course, the case may have been 
referred to him at an earlier point as previously discussed. 

54Virginia Codes 19.1-188 and 19.1-189. 

55A defendant accused of a felony may waive his preliminary hear
ing in writing. Otherwise, he must have a preliminary hearing. Virginia 
Code 19. i-163.1. 

. 56If he is less than 14 years old, Virginia Code 16.1-177.1; if 
he is bet~.;reen the ages of 15 and 18 at the time of the commission of the 
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applies, and he is accused of a misdemeanor violation, he may receive 

a trial. If he pleads guilty, he will receive an immediate trial 

without a jury (a summary hearing of evidence) ,57 unless good cause 

for continuEllce can be shown,58 and he will be sentenced in accordance 

with the law. If he pleads not guilt··, he will receive a trial without 

. (b h t . 1) 1 . 1 h' 59 a Jury en.c r~a on y Wltl ~s conse.nt. Typically, trials for 

misdemeanor offenses are in fact non-jury trials, but the defendant 

is entitled to some choice in the matter. If he does desire a jury 

trial, another trial date must be set) with sufficient time for a jury 

to be empaneled. If he does not desire a jury trial, he may be immed-

iately tried and acquitted, or found gUilty and sentenced for the of-

fense charged or for a lesser offense, accordingly. 

It is not necessary, hm.;rever, for the defendant to enter a plea; 

if he does not, the trial proceeds as if a plea of not guilty were 

entered. 60 If the defendant does not appear before the court within 

10 days of the trial date, either a capias will be issued for him to be 

physically brought to trial, or the trial may proceed as if the 

defendant appeared and pleaded not gui1ty.6l 

Should the defendant be accused of a felony and have a prelimin-

ary hearing, the court may either terminate the case, or send it to a 

crime, and less than 21 at the time of the trial, he may be tried as 
an adult. Exceptions exist for murder and manslaughter violations. 
See also Virginia Code 16.1-158. 

57Virginia Code 19.1-193. 

59Virginia Code 19.1-193. 

6lIbid . 

58Virginia Code 19.1-184. 

60Virginia Code 19.1-184. 
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grand jury. Should he ~.,aive the preliminary hearing, his case would 

be sent directly to a grand jury. The grand jury may regularly ::;it at 

one term of the court of record, or it may be specifically convened, 

when ordered by a judge or the court of record. 62 Its duty is to 

examine the evidence and decide ~.,he"':her to proceed with the case in 

d
- - -. (;3 court or td1sm1ss it.--

In order to proceed, an indictment or presentment must be 

returned by the concurrence of four of the grand jury members. 64 If 

an indictment or presentment is returned, the defendant can proceed 

to trial; but no trial, for a felony, can proceed without an indict-

ment or presentment> unless, by his signed statement, the defendant 

waives his right to them. 65 In the latter case, he may be tried on a 

warrant or an information. 66 To assure the defendatLt the right to a 
, 

speedy trial, an indictment, presentment, or information must be found 

and used by the second term of the court. 67 In-addition, if the 

62Virginia Codes 19.1-147 and 19.1-149. 63Virginia Code 19.1-155. 

64Virginia Code 19.1-157. A grand jury may have 5 to 7 members, 
according to Virginia Code 19.1-150. The legal difference between an 
indictment and a presentment is that the latter must be endorsed "A 
True Bill" and signed by the jury foreman; the former must be signed 
by all of the jurors, and hence does not have to be so designated. 

65Virginia Code 19.1-162. 

66 Ibid • An information is a type of warrant l.,hich differs from 
an indictment only in that it is presented by the Commom.,ea1 th IS 

Attorney, on his oath of office, instead of a grand jury, on their 
oaths. 

67Virginia Code 19.1-163. 
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defendant is not yet in custody officially (as may be the case, for 

ex;~mple, in an information), a process will be issued by the judge or 

court to make the proper arrest. 68 

The trial for a felony will take place in the court of record 

having jurisdiction over the area where the offense was committed. 69 

This could be a circuit court for counties and cities that have neither 

a hustings nor a corporation court. 70 However, under certain circtnn-

stances, a change of venue may be requested by the defense and granted 

by the CQ1Jrt of record. 71 This could be granted to insure a safe and 

impartial trial, and in general, if "good cause" can be shown to do so.72 

A person accused of a felony must be present for trial, and at 

such time, is asked to enter a plea. If he does not do so, he receives 

a plea of not guilty, and the trial proceeds. 73 If he does not have 

defense counsel, the court will appoint one prior to his entel:ing a 

plea.
74 

If he enters a plea of guilty, he receives a trial ~Yithout 
jury (bench trial); if he enters a plea of not guilty, he will receive 

75 a trial lYithout jury only with his consent. 

The defendant may be acquitted, referred to a juvenile and 

domestic relations court, or found guilty on all or part of the indict-

ment against him, or of a lesser offense. He may not, however, be 

tried in a net., trial for any higher offe~"'.se than that for t'7hich he was 

68Virginia Code 19.1-178. 69Virginia Code 19.1-187. 

70Ibid. 71Virginia Code 19.1-224. 

7?Virginia Code 19.1-240. 

75Virginia Code 19.1-192. 

74Virginia Code 19.1-241. 
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previously acquitted;76 generally, acquittal by a jury bars further 

77 prosecution for the same offense. Further, if the defendant is 

accused of violating two or more ordinances in the commission of the 

offense for which he is being tried, a guilty verdict on one ordinance 

violation bars prosecution on the others. 78 In addition, if the defend-

ant is shown to be insane, he cannot be tried while such a condition 

exists.
79 

In any event, the defendant must be tried (with ce.rtain 

exceptions, including the keeping out of court of certain witnesses) 

within three regular terms of the circuit court or within four terms 

of the corporatiun or hus tings court; otherwise, he will be discharged 

from prosecution for the offens~.80 

In general, persons tried in the jurisdiction of the juvenile 

and domestic relations court ~Yill follow the same. process as misdemean-

ant adults in courts not of record. They ,yi1l receive a hearing and 

will either be acquitted, found guilty and sentenced, or referred to 

a court of record. 

Sentencing in a court of record or a court not Oi record is 

carried out either by the jury or by the judge, depending on the type 

f . 1 81 o tn.a. For felony cases, the jury or court of record, may fix 

82 the sentence if not specifically fixed by law. The dC'fendant, in 

general, in either court, may receive a fine, suspend~c senLence, 

76Virginia Code 19.1-249. 

78Virginia Code 19.1-259. 

80Virginia Code 19.1-191. 

82Virginia Cod~ 19.1-292. 

77Virginia C~de 19.1-257, 

79Virginia Code 19.1-227. 

81Virginia Code 19.1-291. 
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commitment to a mental institution, probation or confinement. In the 

first three instances, he will exit the cr;m;nal' . 
~ ~ Just~ce system. In 

the fourth, he will exit the system unless he violates the terms of 

his probation. Confinement m~y take place in county or city jails, 

the state penitentiary, or other part of the state correctional system, 

depending on the crime type and verdict returned. Unless othenyise 

prohibited, the confined indiVidual may become eligible for parole 

after either one quarter of his sentence or twelve years, whichever 

occurs first, has elapsed.
83 

He may be review'ed for parole annually 

after he becomes eligible, until he is paroled. 84 If he does not vio

late the terms of his parole, he may be said to exit the system (al

though he may still report periodically to his parole board); however. 

if he does violate them, he vTill be returned to confinement. 85 
Hhen 

the term of confinement ends, whether with or wj,thout parole, parole 

violation, and subsequent return to confinement, the indiVidual will 

exit the system. 

The sentencing options for the juvenile and domestic relations 

courts, however, are somewhat different than those discussed above. 

If the defendant is found guilty, the court may take custody of the 

juvenile and place him on probation; leave the juvenile in his own 

home, under court supervision, w;th or u;thout t 1 . d 
~ \V~ a c~ng custo y; take 

custody and place the juvenile in a suitable home; take custody and 

commit the juvenile to the loc~l board of welfare, or to the State 

Board of Tvelfare and Institutions; take custody and conunit him to a 

83Virginia ~ 53-251. 

85V' " C 1 53' U·gl.n~a ~ -.!58. 

84Virginia ~ 53-252, see also 53-253. 
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person or persons, giving preference to next of kin; take custody and 

commit the juvenile to a private, state licensed agency, or foster 

home; commit the juvenile to a mental institution; refer the juvenile, 

:....f he is at least fourteen years old, to a court of record; fine the 

juvenile up to $100, if he is of working age; or, order support, care, 

and treatment as the court deems in his best interests. 86 In situations 

other than referral to a court of record or commitment to a correctional 

institution, the juvenile will exit the system. In the instance of 

such a referral, he will flm., into the court system as, essentially, 

a new case and be disposed of accordingly. Following his term of com-

mitment, unless the terms are violated, he will exit the system. 

Even if the defendant is found guilty and sentenced, regardless 

of the court in which the action occurs, he may not serve the sentence 

because of his right of appeal. If he is, tried in a court not of 

record, he may petition the court of record of his jurisdiction for a 

Writ of Error;87 if he is tried in a court of ~ecord, he may petition 

the Supreme Court of Appeals. 88 While the Writ of Error is being 

applied for, his sentence may be temporarily suspended, and he may be 

. 89 released on bailor on his own recogn~zance. 

If the Writ of Error is denied, his original judgment stands 

affirmed.
90 

On the other hand, if the Writ of Error is granted, the 

original judgmEnt may be revers8d in whole or in part, and he may be 

86Virginia Code 16.1-178. 87Virginia Co~e 19.1-282. 

89Virginia Code 19.1-281. 

90Virgini? Code 19.1-288. 
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acquitted or dismissed.
91 

Or, he may receive a ne~., trial, 92 in which 

instance he would be reprocessed through the court system and essentially 

be treated a3 a new case that ~vould remain in or exit the system in the 

manner previously discussed. 

9l Ibid• 92Ibid . 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

As stated in Chapter I, this dissertation is intended to focus 

on the relative efficiency properties of criminal justice systems of 

the cities and counties in Virginia. In this chapter, the specific means 

of conducting the examinations will be set forth. Police and sheriff 

analysis will be discussed, followed by the development and analysis 

of the models of the t9tal criminal justice system, to the sentencing 

stage. The third section will present a modified form of the model to 

be used to make system projections; and the final section will present 

a concise summary of each of the above models. 

The Relative Efficiency of Police 
-- and Sheriff Orgar.:tzations 

As pointed out in earli.er discussions, the city and county 

criminal justice systems in Virginia contain relatively the same basic 

elements. However, there is one basic difference in the structure of· 

law enforcement agencies. The police, in cities for the most part,l 

are appointed officers. By and 1arge,the operation of jail detention 

facilities and process serving is carried out by city sergeants.
2 

lAlthough, as discussed in Chapter II, nine counties do have 
police departments. 

2State Plan 1971, p. 42. 
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Sheriffs, on the other hand, are elected officials. In general, they 

are responsible for operating jail facilities and process serving within 

their county. 3 In addition, they face somewhat different demographic 

and geographic problems. Counties generally offer a much larger territory 

that must be covered; but the possibility of a lower population density 

may increase the opportunity for personal contact. Cities, on the 

other hand, tend to face the opposite sort of problems. 

In some type of perfect w'orld, one might expect both types of 

organizations to perform equally well; but, not having such a world, 

we shall proceed to see if, in fact, this is the case. We shall begin 

by assuming that each agency is using the best technology it can, and 

given this assumption, proceed to develop a testable measure of per-

formance. 

The primary duty of law enforcement agencies, with respect to 

the criminal justice system, may be viewed as deterrence; for if crime 

is successfully deterred, why indeed, in the ultimate sense, would a 

law enforcement agency be necessary? But deterrence is, not absolute, 

and at best has been somewhat less than successful. 

What tools, then, are at the disposal of these agencies to af-

feet successful deterrence? Primarily, these are detection and appre-

h . 4 
ens~on. In some sense, I suppose it could be argued that in fact 

3Ibid., p. 41. 

4Detection or the Jack of it, in the sense of preventative 
patrols, may constitute a significant tool of deterrence for law en
forcement agencies. Yet, because its impa.ct is at present not pos
sible to' measure adequately, it is assumed to be part of the public 
duty. 
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there is a third tool: moral suasion; but, as this could as easily 

come from other sources (for example, parents and ministers), the value 

of this tool for these agencies appears negligible. 

Detection may be an important tool, for undetected crimes cannot 

flow into the system; and crimes that remain undetected would hardly 

seem to have a positive influence on deterrence. But although law en-' 

forcement agencies can influence detection, the primary influence comes 

from the public. Quick reporting and gathering of details on the pub-

lic's part, as they are in a sense "everywhere at all times," should 

have a much greater impact on deterrence than the patrolling officers 

of the law, who find it difficult indeed to be everywhere at once. 

t-Je are left, then, with apprehension. This is one tool \oj'hich, 

although it ('auld be used by the public, remains almost exclusively in 

the hands of law enforcement agencies. Given a detected crime, the 

more successfully the perpetrator of that crime is apprehended, the 

greater should be the effect on overall deterrence.
5 

If we can view successful deterrence as the overall goal of 

law enforcement agencies and apprehension as the primary tool at their 

disposal to achieve this goal, ~ve may then proceed to examine the 

degree of performance with ~vhich these agencies utilize this tool. If 

one type of agency is more successful than another, it may be said to 

be subject to "better performance." 

5The argument is that if everyone knew that he would be arrested 
for commi tting a crime, the cos ts to him v70uld be higher; and al though 
crime could exis t, the number of ins tances would be strongly reduced. 
This is, of course, ~vi thin certain limits. There may be some point where 
everyone breaks the la\v because it is unpopular. At these extremes, the 
system t'10uld explode. 
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The first task, then, is to examine and compare successful 

apprehension in both the police and sheriff type of organization. This 

can be done by use of the "clearance rate," the number of successful 

apprehensions per true complaint. As some crime types may be more 

difficult to "clear" than others, this examination should proceed on 

a crime type by crime type basis. 

For every crime type (i), then 

(1) 

. where 

PA. = clearance rate for the ith crime type; 
6 

~ 

Ai = number of arrests for the ith crime type; and 

V. - number of true complaints fc"t' the ith crime type. 
1. 

For (c) sheriff and (d) police departments, a mean value of 

these clearance rates (FA. _ and FA. -d ' respectively) may be ca1cu-
1.,C 1., 

lated by crime type. That is, 

c 

PA. = I FA. /c- ji 1.,C 1.,C 
(2) 

and 
1 

d 

PA. d = I PA. did - k. 
1., 1., 1. 

(3) 

1 

6Ideal1y, one 'vou1d like to have a one-to-one correspondence 
beuITeen arrest and reported complaint; hmvever, in the real tvorld, one 
person may commit several crimes prior to his arrest, and/or several 
persons may be arrested for one criminal complaint. Due to data con
straints, the resultant clearance rates shown here \vil1 only approxi
mate the ideal ones. If, however, one can assume that these types of 
occurrences happen with equ<:l probability in both kinds of organiza
tions, the comparisons should not be affected. 

i ., 
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where 

j = the number of c for which Vi = O' and , 

k = the number of d for which V. = O. 
~ 

If it can be shown that for any or all (i), 

PA. 
~,c 

f: PA. d 
~, 

, (4) 

then, in the sense previously discussed, one organization may be said 

7 to perform better than the other by any or all crime types. 

This performance test is only a test of end products of these 

organizations. One type may perform better because it better utilizes 

its manpower or perform no better because it utilizes its manpower to 

the point of scale diseconomies. In order to examine these possibilities, 

we will -assume that for (c) sheriff and (d) police agencies, the clear-

ance rate is a linear function of its manpower: 

PA. = al . + bl·L , 
~,c ,~ ,~ c (5) 

and 

(6) 

whe.re 

i = crime type; 

Lc = number of employees of the cth sheriff department; 

Ld = number of employees of the dth police department; 

7This is not to say that there is no variation within police and 
sheriff departments. See, fo~: example, James Q. Wilson, Varieties of 
Polrce Behavior (Cambridge, Hnss.: Harvard University Press, 1968)-,-for 
a discussion of variation in police departments in eight Ne\! York. com
muni ties. See also, John A. Gardner, Traffic and the Polic(·. Variations 
in Law Enforcement PC'licy (Cambridge, Hass.: Harvard Univc;:sity Press, 
1969), for a similar: type of dis cussion relating to the handling of 
traffic matters in Hassachusetts communities. 
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bl = coefficient of sheriff labor; 

b2 = coefficient of police labor; 

al = constant; and 

a
2 

= constant. 

A positiv~ bl and b2 ~.;rould tend to indicate a positive relationship 

between clearance rates and labor; negative values, ~.;rould tend to imply 

just the opposite. 

Other factors may exert some influence on the clearance rate. 

Population (U), land area (H), population density (Q), and family buy

ing income (Y) may in some manner affect the ease or difficulty in 

apprehending the criminal. Assuming lin~ar relationships beDveen the 

clearance rates of laxv enforcement agencies and these variables, let 

n = the total number o~ law enforcement agencies; that is, 

n = c + d. 

Then, 

PA. = a3 ,i + b 3,i Un ~,n (7) 

PA. = a4 . + b4 . H 
~,n ,~ ,:1. n (8) 

PA. = as . + b
S 

. Qn ~,n ,:1. ,:1. 
(9) 

PA. = a6 . + b6 . Yn ~,n ,:1. ,:1. (10) 

and 

PA. = a
7 

. + b 7 .Q + b
8 

.Y 
~,n ,:1. ,~ n ,:1. n (11) 

where 

b
3 = coefficient of population; 
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b4 = coefficient of land area; 

bS = coefficient of population density; 

b6 = coefficient of average family buying income; 

b 7 = coefficient of population density when family income is 
considered; 

b
8 = coefficient of family income when population density is 

considered; 

and a 3 , a4' as' a6' and a7 are positive or negative constants. 

In addition, in order to attempt to determine differences that 

might be due to a difference of organization between the two agencies, 

the clearance rate is assumed to be a linear function of a zero-one 

dummy variable (Z). 

and 

where 

PAi,n = a9 . + b9 . Zn ,~ ,~ 

PAi,n = alD,i + bID ,i ~ 

Z = D, for sheriffs; 
n 

Z = 1 for police; and 
n 

+ bll . Y + bl2 . Z 
,~n ,~ n 

= coefficient of the organizational dummy; 

(12) 

(13) 

= coefficient of popUlation density when family buying in
come and organizational variables are considered; 

= coefficient of fam:i1y buying income '\-,hen population 
density and organizational variables are considered; 

= coefficient of the organizational dummy when population 
density and family buying income are considered; 

and a9 , and aID are positive or negative constants. 
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These clearance rates, however, also may be subject to economies 

and diseconomies of absolute size; that is, 'in a sense, it may be 

"easier" or "more difficult" to clear an arrest in areas where more 

crimes or fewer crimes occur. In order to examine this possibility, 

the number of true complaints per ith crime type and clearance rates 

both can be ranked by areas for n areas, and a rank correlation can be 

performed. If a significant relationship exists, a positive rank 

correlation coefficient could indicate nondecreasing returns to size 

class, and a negative sign, the opposite. 

Thus far w'e have attempted to examine relative performance 

properties via clearance rates, and further, we have made some attempt 

to explain these rates. We need nmV' to examine the pattern of re-

sources that are allocated by the state, city, and county, and re-

allocated by the police and sheriff's departments. 

Each police and sheriff's organization has an annual op~rating 

budget. For police, as explained in Chapter II, this budget is funded 

locally; for sheriffs, only one-third is funded locally, and the remain-

ing bV'o-thirds is funded by the state. At any rate, this operating 

budget, which, for the most part, does not include rental expenditures 

on the building facilities, represents the dollar resources available 

to the departments for the perfo~~ance of civil, traffic, and criminal 

duties. Depending on the involvement of a particular agency, certain 

portions of this budget are then allocated to the handling of criminal 

matters, the primary focus of this dissertation. Given this budget 

allocati'on, regardless of the number of occurrences of criminal matters, 
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generally no other variable resource allocation is made. Hence, i.t 

is possible to let thin amount represent the variable objective cost 

of criminal matters for the law enforcement agency. Further, this 

variable cost can be broken dmvu into crime types, and an average 

variable cost per true complaint can be estimated for each of these 

types.
8 

We shall proceed as follows. 

then 

Let 

Cl. l.,n 

= variable cost of the nth law enforcement agency for the 
ith type of criminal activity; 

= average variable cost per true complaint for the nth 
law enforcement agency and ith type of criminal 
activity; 

Cl. = Dl. Iv. . l.,n l.,U l.,n (15) 

In order to adjust for w·age-price differentials between regions and 

hence, facilitate comparisons, the average variable cost may be 

weighted by an index of wage rates (Wn). This yields an adjusted allo-

cation figure Cl~ 
l.,n 

~'c 

That is, 

Cl. = Cl. (W
n
). l.,n l.,n (16) 

The mean values for (c) sheriffs and (d) police can be calculated 

in a manner similar to that used in equations (2) and (3). 

c 

Cl~,c = I Cli,c/c - ji 
1 

(17) 

8Here , of course, 've are implicitly assuming that the agencies 
are operating within the flat porti.on of their cos t curves. 

'. 
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d 

= I Cl. did - k. l., l. 
1 

Further, Cl~ can be evaluated to determine if l. 

(18) 

(19) 

From equations (2), (3), (17), and (18), vIe have four variables, 
- ~'( --:=-k 

PA. ,PA. d' Cl. , and Cl. d ' and the equalities or inequalities l..c l., l.,c 1, 

involved. For a given (i), 

PA. 
l.,C 

and 

PA. d l., 

-* Cl. d 1, 

We have, then, nine possible co~binations of clearance rates and 

average variable cost per true complaint for each (i). 

Case PAi c P~,d Cl:- -* Cl· d , l.,c 1, 

1 = = 

2 < = 

3 > = 

4 = < 

5 = > 

6 > > 

7 < < 

8 > < 

9 < > 

(20) 

(21) 
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If case 1 occurs, the clearance rates are the same and the average 

variable costs per true complaint are the same; hence, there may be no 

essential differen.ce between the two agencies. If cases 2 or 3 occur, 

one type performs better than the other, while the same reSO"l1.rces 

are expended per true complaint; hence, one type of organization may 

be more, in a sense, "efficient" than the other. 

If cases 4 or 5 occur, both organizations perform equally as 

well, but different amounts of resources are expended per true com-

p1anit; hence, one may be, again, lUore "efficient" than the other. 

If caseG 6 or 7 occur, one agency may perform better than the 

other, but requires more resources to do so; hence, the relative "ef-

ficiency" of the two types of agencies cannot be ascertained by this 

test. 

If case~ 8 or 9 occur, one agency performs better than the 

other, and at the same time, expendi:\ fewer resources per true com-p1aint; 

hence, one agency may be considered more "effici.;mt" than the other as 

in cases 2 and 3. 9 

The Relative Efficiency of County and City 
Criminal Justice Systems 

In order to examine the relative efficiency of county and 

city criminal justice systems in Virginia, we must first develop 

a general, systqms analytic model of the system. As there are many 

90ne should be most cautious in interpreting the term "effi
cient" as used above, as both community valuation and law enforce
ment agl:\lncy allocation de<;isions are embodied in the variable cost 
per true complaint estimates. 
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problems in separating the objective costs of correctional institutions 

into the necessary level of aggregation at the county and city level, 

10 the model will terminate at the sentencing part of the process. 

The model will trea.t all cases within one year as separate in-

stances. Recidivist case,s ~vil1 simply be considered another case. 

Appeals and referrals will be treated in a similar manner. That is, 

a case brought to trial in one court and brought to trial on an appeal 

in anoth2.r ~vill be considered two separate cases. 

We assume that the criminal justice system of Virginia can be 

t . (1) law enforcement, (2) divided into three main parts or sages. 

(3) d · d' . 11 Each stage deals <1nly with prosecution, and a JU lcatlon. _' 

criminal matters (non-civil, non-traffic). 

At the law enforcement stage, input (Vi) enters as an ith 

dimensional vector of true criminal complaints for (i) crime types. 

Unfounded complaints (i.e., false alarms) are assumed to be uniformly 

distributed between counties and cities and sorted out before the 

complaint arrives at the local law enforcement agency. 

As in the previous section, it is assumed that the primary avenue 

for successful deterrence is successful arrest. Then, PAt, the 

10Many juvenile misdemeanants and felons, most adult felons a~d 
some misdemeanants are processed through th,e state system. Nany citles 
and counties do have local detention facilities, but some shar~ them 
with one or t~vo other political jurisdictions. The model, admltted1) ~ 

will neglect these costs and hence, understate system costs by deten~J.on 
and correction cos ts; hmvever, for comparative purposes, the model wlll 
be consistent. 

11The model ~vil1 be similar in methodology to that of Blumstein 
and Larson, Nodels of Criminal Justice System. 
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probability of clearing the crime by arrest, is equal to arrests (Ai) 

divided by true complaints (Vi), as in equation (1). For n regions, 

The probability of non-arrest for a true compl.fl.int can then be written 

as 

NPAi,n = 1 - PAi,il (23) 

We now assume that after an arrest has been made, it proceeds 

to the prosecution stage (2). This step omits time considerations for 

justices of the peace and police justices for issuing warrants and 

making bail determination. 

Misdemeanors at this stage may not be prosecuted by the Common-

wealth's Attorney as discussed in Chapter II. There is, then, a prob-

ability that an arrest will go to stage 2 (PSi n) for a prosecution , 
decision; the probability that the stage will be bypassed and be 

prosecuted ~olithout the Commonwealth's Attorney present, 

NPS. = 1 - PS. 1,n 1~n (24) 

for crime type (i) and region (n).12 

The caL:ulation of PS. n \olill be: put off for several steps as 
1, 

it will be 1J.ccessary to use information discussed in the court stage. 

TIlere is another probability to be determined at this stage, however; 

the probability that if a case goes to the Commomolealth' s Attorney 

l2Fot felonies, PSi,n = l~ and therefore, NPSi,n'"= O. 
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it ~vill be prosecuted (pP. ). The Commonwealth's Attorney may dismiss 1,n 

cases, prosecute theIll, or have decisions pending. Only if a case has 

verdicts returned will it be considered prosecuted. If we let 

then 

and· 

N. 1,n 

O. 1,n 

Commonwealth's Attorney cases dismissed prior to trial, 
crime type (i), region (n); 

= Commonwealth's Attorney cases pending, crime type (i), 
region (n); 

BV. = Commomvealth's Attorney cases in which a verdict ~olas 1,n 
returned, crime type (i):. region (n); and 

TCAi,n = total Commonwealth's Attorney cases, crime type (i), 
region (n); 

(25) 

(26) 

Cases that either have gone to the Commonwealth's Attorney to 

be prosecuted ,or that have bypassed his office to be tried without his 

presence, will be lumped into an intermediate stage called, "cases 

to court." From "cases to court," cases flow into the relevant court 

for the trial and subsequent sentencing. 

As discussed in Chapter II, juvenile and domestic relations 

cour':s are courts not of record. Counties and cities may either have 

their own juvenile p.nd domestic relations court, belong to a regional 

court, or have the same judge, court employees, and building serve both 

the juvenile and domestic relations court and the local general court 
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not of record, but at different times of the day or ~l7eek. For this 

reason, in this model the juvenile and domestic relations court will 

be considered a part of the local court not of record whether or not 

separate physical courts exist. Court data will be summed accordingly 

to yield one court not of record per locality. 

Cases flowing out of "cases to court" will flow either to a 

court of record or a court not of record. We will assume that these 

cases actually go to trial, and, that if a dismissal occurs, it will 

occur at the prosecution stage, prior to arrival at this point. Let 

then 

and 

rcc. 
~,n 

= total cases brought to trial, crime type (i), region 
(n) ; 

BTA. 
~,n 

= cases brought to trial in a court of record, crime 
type (i) , region (n) ; 

BTB. = cases brought to trial in a court not of record, 
~,n 

crime type (i) , region (n) ; 

PBA. = probability of a court case going to trial in a 
~,n 

court of record, crime type (i) , region (n) ; 

I'BB. 
~,n 

= probability of a court case going to trial in a 
court not of record, crime type (i), region (n); 

PEA. = ETA. /TCC. 
~,n ~,n ~,n 

PBB. = BTB. /TCC. ; 
~,n ~,n ~,n 

~.Je now return to the prosecution stage to derive PS. 
~,n 

(27) 

(28) 

To begin 

'l7ith, those cases ~l7ith the verdict returned plus those that bypass the 

Commoml7ealth's Attorney are equal to "cases to court." That is, 

BV. + Bypass. = TCC. 
~ ~ ~ 

Then 

Bypass i = TCCi - BV
i 

From equation (25) 

TCA. =N. + O. + BV. 
~ ~ ~ ~ 
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Adding equation (31) to equation (30), 

TCAi + Eypass i = Tec. 
~ 

(29) 

(30) 

(31) 

(32) 

Now, the probability that a case goes to the Commonwealth's Attorney 

for a prosecution decision (PSi) can be found by dividing the Common

wealth's Attorney's caseload b"r the total number of cases flowing 

through and bypassing the stage. That is, 

PS. = TCA./TCA. + Bypass; 
~ ~ ~ 

Or, substituting equation (32), 

PS. 
~ 

From equation (25), this can be re'l7ritten, for en) regions, as 

PS. = (BV. + N. + O. )/(TCC. + N. + O. ). 
~,n ~,n ~,n ~,n ~,n ~,n ~,n 

(33) 

(34) 

We have jus t defined and derived the intermediate probabilities 

in this model. He need nOlI7 to derive the stage probabilities; that is, 

the probabilities that inputs and intermedia.te products w"ill reach 
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a certain stage, and hence, be acted upon by that stage and subject 

to its costs. Let 

P2. = probability that a true complaint will be processed by 
~ 

the Commonwealth's Attorney; 

P2B. 
~ 

P3T. 
~ 

P3TA. 
~ 

P3TB. 
~ 

= the probability that a true complaint will bypass the 
Commonwealth's Attorney and go to trial; 

= probability that a true complaint will go to trial; 

= probability that a true complaint is tried in a court 
of record; and 

= probability that a true complaint is tried in a court 
not of record. 

Then, for (n) regions, 

P2. = PA. . Ps. 
~,n ~,n ~,n 

(36) 

P2B. = PA. . NPS. = PA. (1 - PS. ) 
~,n ~,n ~,n ~,n ~,n 

(37) 

P3T. = P2. . PP. + P2B. 
~,n ~,n ~,n ~,n 

(38) 

P3TA. = P3T. • PBA. 
~,n ~,n ~,n 

(39) 

and 

P3TB. = P3T. • PBB. 
~,n ~,n ~,n 

(4.0) 

The probabilities P2 i ,n' P3TAi ,n' and P3TBi ,n are the probabil

ities that a true complaint ~.;rill get to stage 2, stage 3A and stage 3B, 

respectively. This entire flm., process is depicted in Figure 1. 

We assumed in the first part of this analysis that the focus of 

law enforcement agencies could be placed on arrests per true complaint, 

therefore we must nm.;r make some assumptions concerning the costs of this 

and other branches of the criminal justice system. 

1 
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The law enforcement agencies must respond to true complaints. 

We have argued better performance for the agency "getting their man" 

more often; we will assume, however, that on the average, there is no 

difference in system cost between making an arrest for a true complaint 

and making no arrest for a true complaint, per crime type. That is, 

every true complaint coming into their organization must be answered, 

:( 
and, there is a systems cost in answering it whether or not an arrest 

is actually made (investigation time, etc.). As it is not possible 

to estimate the objective cost for those cases not being cleared by 

arrest, \l7e 118.ke the simplifying assumption that, on the average, the 

system's cost per arrest/non-arrest, per crime type, is the same. 

The Commonwealth's Attorney has a decision of either prosecuting 

or 'not prosecuting an offense. As discussed in Chapter II, the deci-

sion of dismissing a case, de,p:mding on the crime type and jurisdiction, 

may be made by judges, justices of the peace, police justices, or even 

police and she~iff's themselves. We have assumed in this model, that 

this function is the responsibility of the Commonwealth's Attorney. 

We a.ssume, therefore, that on the average, the objective prosecution 

cost of the cases prosecuted, dismissed, and pending are the s&~e, per 

crim'~ type. 

In the courts rests the responsibility of ad.judication. Courts 

may find verdicts of guilty of the offense charged, of a lesser of-

fense, or of acquittal; or, they may refer the case to another court 

or to a grand jury. In juvenile cases, the options run even higher. 

We tl7ill not be concerr.ed >vith the outcome of the trial, but only with 
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the fact that a case is brought to trial. We ,assume that on the 

average, the court cost per trial per crime type, regardless of trial 

outcome, is the same. That is, a guilty verdict costs the court system, 

on the average, the same as an acquittal. Further, no distinction will 

be drmvn between a jury trial and a bench trial, either from a justice 

or a system cost point of vie'tl7. In this manner, the output of the 

court system is justice, rather than any specific verdict. 

If, as in the first part of this chap ter, ,l7e can assume that the 

agency budget represents the variable cost of the agency, then tl7e can 

proceed as follows. 13 Let 

Dli = the variable cost of law enforcement agencies by ith 
crime type; 

the variable cos ts of the Commoml7ealth' s Attorney by ith 
crime type. This figure includes time spent in grand 
juries as ,l7ell as court; 

the variable cost of courts of record by ith crime type. 
This includes time th~t the judges and clerks spend on 
the grand jury; 

D3Bi = the variable cost nf a court not of record by ith crime 
type. 

Wi = index of wage rates for counties and cities; 

* = adjusted variable cost; and 

subscripts i and n denote crime type and region respectively. 

Dl~ = Dl. • W J.,n J.,n n 

D2 * -- D2. • W 
i,n J.,n n 

(41) 

(42) 

l3Here , of course, 'tve are implicitly assuming that each agency 
type is operating w'ithin the flat portion of its cost curves. 

Ii, 
I 



and 

If 

D3A* 
~,n 

D3B~ 
~,n 

Cl* = 
i 

C2~ = 
~ 

C3A* = 
i 

-, 
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= D3A. . W 
~,n n (43) 

= D3B. . rtJ' 
~),n n (44) 

average adjusted variable cost per true complaint for 
lat., enforcement agencies; 

average adjusted variable cost per case referred to the 
Commonwealth's Attorney; 

average adjusted variable cost per case, to the Common
wealth's Attorney, of a case bypassing his office; 

average adjusted variable cost per case brought to trial 
in a court of record; and 

average adjusted variab1E~ cost per case brought to trial 
in a court not of record; 

then, for (n) regions, 

Cl ~ * = DI. Iv. 
~,n ~,n ~,n (45) 

C2 )~ = D2~ ITCA. i,n ~,n ~,n (46) 

C3A~ * = D3A. /BTAi 
~,n 1,n ,n (47) 

C3B~ = D3B* /BTB. 
~,n ~,n ~,n (48) 

We have now derived the transitional probabilities of cases 

moving through the stages of the criminal justice system, and the 

average variable cost per case flot.,ing into eacb. S::::"age. If we now 

multiply the probability of £1m.,ing into each stage by the average 

variable sys tem cos t incurred in each stage, t.,e can ob tain the 
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increment to average variable cost of the system, of one more true com-

plaint entering it. Let X* represent the adjusted incremental systems 
i 

cost. Then, 

Assuming that fue probability of a true complaint getting to the law 

enforcement stage, 

PI. = 1 
~ 

(which perhaps in further studies, as better data become available, may 

be relaxed), and that the cost to the Commonwealth's Attorney of cases 

bypassing his office, 

CB2* = 0 , 
i 

equation (49) for (n) regions reduces to 

If there are (c) counties and (d) cities such that 

n=c+d, 

then a mean value for counties by crime type (X~ ) and cities by 
~,c 

crime type (X~ ) can be calculated. 
~,d 

c 

= l X~ I c - j. 
~,c ~ 

1 

and 

d 

X* 
i,d 

\' * = L. X. did - k. 
~, ~ 

1 

(50) 

(51) 

(52) 

(53) 
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where 

ji = ith crime type for which Vi,c - O· and , 

k. = ith crime type for which V. d = O. 
~ ~, 

If it can be shown that for (c) counties and (d) cities, by ith 

crime type, that 

(54) 

than one system may have a lower incremental cost per additional true 

complaint. If 'ole utilize the incremental cost data in conjunction with 

the clearance rates obtained in the first part of this analysis, we 

may be able to draw some general conclusions about system "efficiency.1I 

As in the firs t part of this chapter, there will be nine cases of clear-

ance equality-inequality and incremental cost ,equality-inequality. If 

a type of region exhibits lower incremental costs and simil<;lr clearance 

rates, similar incremental costs and higher clearance rates, or lower 

incremental costs and higher clearance rates, it may be said to be 

mOJ~e "efficient" than the other. If it exhibits higher incremental 

costs and higher clearance rates, it£! relative "efficiency" cannot be 

deduced ~ priori; and if both clearance ~ates and incremental costs 

are similar, both sys terns may be said to be as "efficient. ,,14 

We now proceed to examine possible factors that may influence 

this incremental cost. lole 'vil1 deal ,dth incremental cost in nominal 

l4Again, as in section one, caution should be exercise.d in the 
interpretation of "efficiency" as it includes community valuation and 
agency valuation of average variable cos t. This incremental cost is 
not marginal cost, but rat:ler an increment to average variable cost. 
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terms to remove any undue influence to ",age rates. Let, as in the 

first section of this chapter, 

Un = population of the nth region; 

Mu = land area of the nth region; 

Q
n 

= population density of the nth region; 

Y
n 

= average family buy'ing income of 6e nth region; and 

Zn = organizational dummy variable. 

Then, assuming a linear relationship, 

and 

where 

X. n 
~, 

h1 = coefficient of population; 

h2 = coefficient of land area; 

h3 = coefficient of population density; 

h4 = coefficient of average family buying income; 

" .\ 

j \ 

" I 

(55) 

(56) 

(57) 

(58) 

(59) 

(60) 

(61) 

I 
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h5 = coefficient of population density when avetage family buy
ing inGome is considered; 

= coefficient of average family buyin.g income when population 
density is considered; 

: coefficient of the dummy variable; 

= coefficient of population density when average family buy
ing income, and the organizational dummy variable are con
sidered; 

= cN?fficient of average family buying income when population 
density and the organizational dummy variable are considered; 

= coefficient of the organizational dummy variable when 
population density and average family buying income are 
considered; 

mid gl through gs are positive or negative constants. In addition, 

Zn = 0, for counties, and 

Zn ,- 1, for cities. 

Valuable insight might be gained, via thes~ equations, as to the influence 

of some of the geographic and demographic, as \,;rell as organizational 

factors on criminal justice system incremental cost. 

As in the case of police and she::-iff's, this incremental cost may 

be subject to economies and diseconomies of absolute size. Hence a rank 

correlation can be performed bebqeen true,complaints and unadjusted sys-

tems incremental cost. fince true complaints (V.) form the input to 
~ 

the system, the same rankings o~tained :i.n the first part of this chapter 

can be used as the independent variable. As previously discussed, if a 

significant relationship exists, the s:.tgn of the rank. correlation coef-

ficient could imply the existence of economies or diseconomies of abso-

lute size. 
'~ 
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Projections ~n the Criminal Justic~~stem Model 

In the preceding section, we have developed a model of the 

criminal justice system of Virginia. In this section, ~ve will derive 

two projection equations in order to (1) demonstrate the model's use-

fulness as a planning device, and (2) enable us to draw some tentative 

conclusions about the direction of criminal justice system costs. 

There has been recent emphasis on the implementing of new 

technology ~ in law enforceme,nt agencies, particularly in the use of 

computer communication systems. It is argued that with such capital 

expenditures in this agency, the clearance rate would improve and 

hence, deterrence would be greater. This very ~qe1l may be the case; 

however, the impact on the rest of the system of improving the c1ear-

ance rate has not yet been considered. 

Let us look at th.is proposition. by examining the impact of 

such an undertaking upon the system incremental cost, We will neglect 

the actual cost of sueh an expenditure, but assume that the effect 

on the system of such an expenditure is successful enough to yield an 

increase in the clearance rate of (r) percent per year fer (y) years. 

From equation (50), in nominal terms, 

X. = Cl. + P2.C2. + P3A.C3A. + P3B.C3B. 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 

(50 I) 

Expanding, via equations (36) through (40), 

X~ = Cl~ + C2.(PA.PS.) + C3A.(PBA.P3T.) + C3B-r(PBB~P3T.;) (63) 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Further expanding the last two terms, 



Therefore~ at rate (r) per year, for (y) years, (n) regions, (i) crime 

types, beginning at year 1, incremental cost can be expressed as 

• PA. I (l+r .)y 1,n, 1 (66-) 

In this equation, for simplicity, it is assumed that the average variable 

costs per case for each of the four agencies, and transitional probabil

ities, other than clearance rates, remain the same for each (y) years as 

they ,,,ere in year 1; however, different assumptions could be made and 

functions derived for each of the average cost variables and transitional 

probabilities as more is learn~d a1)out them. 
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It should be pointed out that .this incremental cost may have 

a downward bias, due to the fact that queuing is assumed to take place 

at a zero cost. More arrests per complaint may lead to more initial 

detentions; however, as an offsetting factor, as facilities become 

crmvded, perhaps more people will be released on bond or on their own 

recognizance. Although additional incarceration costs may well result 

from the increased clearance rate, they are not directly considered 

in this model; however, they may be very real, indeed, and should not 

be overlooked. 

Govenlment law enforcement planners are continually faced with 

the problem of ~:ttempting to estimate the budget necessary to 

adequately meet the needs of criminal justic.e systems. Using the 

model l"e have dev(,;loped, we may explore possible future resource 

requirements under certain limited conditions. 

In general terms, 

Total Cost = (average cost per unit) (number of units) (67) 

Previously, we let 

C3A: .1.,n 

C3B. 1,n 

= average variable cost per true complaint, law enforce
ment agency; 

= average variable cost per case referred to a Common
wealth's Attonley; 

= average variable cost per ease brought to trial ina 
court of record; 

= average variable cost per case brought to trial in a 
court not of record; 

and 

V = nlrllber of true complaints ,. i n , 

TCA. = number of Commonwealth's Attorney cases; . '-:1. ,n 
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BTA. = number 
1,n of cases brought to trial in a court of record; 

BTBi n = number of case.s bi·ought to trial in a court not of , 
record. 

So that 

Now if 

Ci n = Total Cost = C11• nV1' n + C2
1
• nTCA1' n + C3A. BTA. , ", , 1,n 1,n 

+ C3B. BTB. • 1,n 1,n 

Eli = percent rate of change of true complaints between t~vo 
years; 

(68) 

E2. = 
1 percent rate of change of Commonwealth's Attorney cases 

beDveen two years; 

E3i = percent rate of change of cases brought to trial in a 
court of record between two years; and 

E4i = percent rate of change of cases brought to trial in a 
court not of record between two years; 

so that for crime type (i), region (n), year 2, 

Eli n 2 = (Vi n 2 Vi n 1) !Vi n 1 . , , , , , 
" " 

(69) 

E2. 2 1,tl, (TAC. 2 1,n, TAC. l)!TCA. 1 1,n, 1,n, (70) 

E3i n 2 = (BTAi n 2 - BT~ n l)!BTAi n 1 , , , , , , , , (71) 

and 

E4.. 1 = (BTBi n 2 BTB i ,n,l)!BTBi ,n,l 1,n, , , (72) 

Then, for crime type (i), region (n), year (y), beginning at year 3 

(When y = 1), 
1 

I~, 
I "Ii; 
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C +2 = C1. 2Vi Z(1+E1. 2)y i,n,y 1,n, ,n, 1,n, 

+ C3A. 2BTA1' n 2 (1+E31· n 2)y 1,n, , , , , 

+ C3B. 2BTB . 2(1+E4. 2)Y' 1,11, 1,n, 1,n, 

Total sys tem cos t, fa r region (n), year (y+2), can then be 

found by summing equation (73) over (i) crime types. That is, 

i 

Cn ,y+2 = I Ci ,n,y+2 
1 

(73) 

(74) 

This estimation of total cost rests on the assumptions that the 

transitional 1::robabi1ities within the system are the same in year (y+2) 

as they were in year 2, and t~at case loads for each agency change at 

the same rate per year as they did bet~veen year 1 and yeaJ: 2. Further, 

the average cost per unit in year (y+2) is assumed to be the same as 

in year (2). 

It should also be pointed out, as was pointed out earlier for 

incremental costs, that the total cost may be persistently understated 

by the amounts of increased costs of correction facilities. Lack of 

inclusion of the cost of detention facilities may also bias these 

figures dmvnward, unless increased d",tention is offset by iilcreased 

release on bond and recognizance. 

Further, it should bE! noted, that admittedly these assumptions 

are quite restrictive, but for short period analysis, they may be 

feasible. As more is lean1ed about the inter-functioning of the sys-

tem, they may be relaxed Clnd replaced with more sophisticated ones. 
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Summary of the Models 

Police and Sheriff Organizations 

We first examine the relationships between average clearance 

rates for (c) sheriff and (d) police organizations for (i) crime types, 

(P~,c and P~,d respectively), and average adjusted average cost per 

true complaint for {c) sheriff and (d) police organizations for (i) 

-* crime types (Cl. 
1,C 

-* and Cl. d respectively). 
1, 

P~,c = PAi,d ' 

and 

Cl *. Cl* = . d 1,C 1, 

That is, 

(20) 

(21) 

This may yield some conclusions concel:ning the relative performance 

and/or efficiency of the DvO types of organizations, 

We then proceed to test several hypotheses concerning possible 

determinants of clearance rates themselves. For (a) law enforcement 

agencies (where n = c + d), the re;l.ationships between clearance rates 

and population (U), land areas (M), population density (Q), family b.uy-

ing income (Y), and a zero-one organi.zationa1 dummy variable (Z), are 

examined via the following equations:: 

PAi n = a3 . + b 3,i Un , ,J. (7) 

PA. = a4 . + b4,i~In 1,n ,1 

P~ n = as 0 + b4 iQn , ,1 , (9) 

. ' .. 

and 

where, 

73 

FA. = 1,n a6 . ,1 + b6 .Y ,1 n (10) 

= PA. a9 i + b9 .Z ::L,n , ,1 n (12) 

PA. = 1,n a7i +b 7 ·Q +bS'Y , ,1 n ,1 n (11) 

PA. = alO .+ b .Q + b Y + b Z 
1,n ,1 10,1 n ll,i n l2,i n (13) 

b3 = 

b4 = 

bS = 

b6 = 

bg = 

b 7 = 

coefficient of population; 

coefficient of land area; 

coefficient of population density; 

coefficient of average family buying income; 

coefficient of the zero-one organizational dummy; 

coefficient of population 
ing income is conSidered; 

density vlhen average family buy-

coeffi'dent of average family buying inclJme when popUlation 
density is considered; 

coefficient of population density when average family buy
ing income and organizational variables are considered' , 
coefficient of average family buying income when popUlation 
depsity and organizational variables are considered' , 

bl2 = coefficient of the organizational variable when population density and average family buying income are considered; 

Zn = 0, for sheriff o:::oganizatioIls; 

Zn = 1, for police organizations; 

and a3' a4' as' ag, a7' and alO are positive or negative constants. 
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In addition, the relationship between clearance rates and man-

power (L) are examined for (c) sheriff and (d) police organizations 

for (i) crime type. That is, 

(5) 

and 

(6) 

where 

b1 = coefficient of sheriff labor, 

b2 = coefficient of police labor, 

and a
1 

and a2 are positive or negative constants. 

Further, the effects of absolute numbers of true complaints on 

clearance rates and possible returns to size class are examined via a 

rank correlation of clearance rates and true complai~ts. 

Criminal Justice System Hodel 

,ole have developed, essentially, a three-stage model of the 

criminal justice system: Law Enforcement, Comnonwea1th's Attorney, and 

Courts. He are able to es timate the" adj us ted incremental sys tems cos.t 

for (i) crime types and (n) regions (X~ ) as 1,n 

where the letter lip" represents the conditional probabilities of 

reaching each stage and the letter "c" represents the adjusted average 

cost per case incux?ed at each stage. For (c) counties and (d) cities 
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(where n - c + d), the average adjusted systems incremental cost (X:- c J., 

-* and X. d respectively) are examined alone with the mean clearance rates 
J., 

developed in the police and sheriff analysis. That is, 

-J. -* X:- = X. d J.,c 1., 
(54' ) 

and 

PA. = PA. d J., c J., (20) 

are examined to determine possj.b1e relative system efficiency properties. 

He then proceed to test several hypotheses concerning possible 

determinants of nominal incremental systems cost (X). For (i) crime 

types and (n) regions, the relationships of nominal (or unadjusted) 

systems incremental cost and population (U), land area (H), population 

density (Q) , average family buying income (y) , and a zero-one organiza-

tional dummy variable (Z) are examined. That is, 

Xi,n = gl,i + h 1,i Un (55) 

X. = g2 . + h2 .H (56) 
J.,n ,J. ,J. n 

X. = g3 . + h3 .Q (57) 
J.,n ,J. ,J. n 

X. = g4 . + h4 .y (58) 
J.,n ,J. ,J. n 

., . 

X. = g7 . + h7 .Z (60) J.,n ,J. ,J. n 

X. = g5 . + h5 .Q + h6 .y (59) 
J., n ,J. ,J. n .' ' J. n 

X .. = g8 . + h8 .Q + h9 .y + hlO .Z (61) 
J.,n ,J. ,J. n ,J. n ,J. n 
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= coefficien t of population; 

= coefficient of land area; 

:= coefficient of population density; 

= coefficient of average family buying income; 

- coefficient of the dwnmy variable; 

= coefficient of population density when average family buy
ing income is considered; 

coefficient of average family buying income when population 
density is considered; 

coefficient of population density w'hen average family buy
ing income and the organizational dunwy variable are con
sidered; 

= coefficient of average family buying income ivh!~n population 
density and the organizational dummy variable are considered; 

= coefficient of the organizational dummy variable ivhen popula
tion density and average family buying income are considered; 

= fJr, for counties; 

= I, for cities; 

g3' g4' g5' g7' and g8 are positive or negative constants. 

In addition, the effects of absolute numbers of complaints on 

the unadjusted systems incremental cost and possible returns to size 

class are examined via a rank correlation of unadjusted systems incre-

mental cost and true complaints entering the system at the Law Enforce-

ment stage. 

Projections on the Criminal Justice System Hodel 

Utilizing the model developed in the previous section, tivO pro-

jections are performed. The first projects incremental systems cost (X) 

'. 
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for (y) years under the assumption that clearance rates increase at 

(r) percent per year. For (n) regions and (i) crime types, the 

equation is, 

I 
Xi,n,y+l = Cl. 1 + C2i l[PS, l(l+r.)y] 1,n, ,n, 1,n, 1 

I + C3A. lPBA. l[(l-PS. IPS. l)PA. l]PA. l(l+r.)y 1,n, 1,n, 1,n, 1,n, 1,n, 1,n, 1 

+ C3B. lPBB. l[(l-PS. l)+PP, IPS. 1] 1,n, 1,n, 1,n, 1,n, 1,n, 

• PA. l(l+r.)y, 1,n, 1 (66) 

where the letter "c" represents average system cost per case at each 

stage and the letter "p" represents the transitional probabilities, 

whose product at each stage forms the conditional probabilities of 

reaching that stage. 

The second projection involves total systems cost and permits 

the projection of this cost (C) for (y) years and (n) regions under 

the assumption that case loads change each year at some rate (E) which 

may then be taken as the rate of change of caseloads betiveen the las t 

l-wo years preC6 d:;,ng the beginning of the pro j e ction. Firs t, to tal 

cost by crime type (Ci ,n,y+2) is projected by 

Ci,n,y+l 

+ C2. 2TCA . 2(1+E2. 2)y 1,n, 1,n, 1,n, 

+ C3Ai ,n,2BTA:t,n,2(1+E3i ,n,2)y 

+ C3B. 2BTB . 2 (1+E4. 2)Y' 1,n, 1,n, 1,n, (73) 
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>vhere the numbered letters "c" represent average cost per case at each 

stage and "V", "TCA", "ETA", and "BTB" represent the actual case loads 

at each stage. 

The projected total cost by crime type is then summed to obtain 

the projected total system cost for the entire system, for (n) regions 

(Cn ,y+2)' That is, 

i 

C = \' 
n,y+2 L Ci ,n,y+2 

1 

(74) 
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CHAPTER IV 

TESTING AND ~~SULTS 

In this chapter, the police and sheriff models and criminal 

justice system models and related hypotheses set out in the previous 

chapter will be empirically tested, and the results of these tests 

~vill be presented and discussed. We will begin with a discussion of 

the cost and case load data used throughout the analyses, and proceed, 

in turn, to the analysis of police and sheriff operations, county 

and city criminal justice systems, and projections on these systems. 

The Data 

Case load and budget data, for law enforcement organizations, 

Commonwealth's Attorneys, courts of record and cour.ts not of record, 

were collected for counties and cities in Virginia, for 1968 and 1969, 

by the Commonwealth of Virginia, with assistance provided by the Law 

Enforcement Assist~lce Administration, under the Omnibus Crime Control 

and Safe Streets Act of 1968. Local agencies were surveyed, and court 

dockets and other records were examined to determine accurate case 

loads and arrest data. In order to arrive at a best estimate of agency 

cost per crime type, local agency officials ~vere asked to estimate the 

percentage of their total time spent on criminal, civil, and traffic 

matters; and then, for criminal matters, they supplied a relative 

\V(~ightirig scheme of time spent on each of seventeen crime types. By 
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first adjusting the respective total budgets by the percentage of time 

spent on criminal matters, and then adjusting these figures by the 

weighting scheme, the agency cost per crime type was obtained. 

Arrest and case load data were classified by individual case. 

Where an individual had mUltiple charges against him, he was counted 

as being charged with only the most serious one. 

Below is a list of the seventeen crime types. Where the defini-

tion may be unclear or deviates from the Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Uniform Crime Report definition, the definition provided by the Division 

of Justice and Crime Prevention, Richmond, Virginia, is used. 

(1) Murder 

(2) Rape 

(3) Robbery 

(4) Aggravated Assault 

(5) Auto Theft 

(6) Burglary 

(7) Larceny 

(8) Narcotics Law 

(9) Liquor Law 

(10) Prostitution 

(11) Gambling 

"Includes first and second degree 
murder, voluntary manslaughter, and 
_involuntary manslaughter." 

"Refers to assault by use of a deadly 
weapon. This involves any malicious 
assault in which the victim's skin 
was broken." 

" encompasses both petit and 
grand larceny." 
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(12) Sex Offenses 

(13) Offenses Against 
Family and Qlildren 

(14) Drunkeness 

(15) Disorderly Conduct 
and Vagrancy 

(16) Driving lfuile 
Intoxicated 

(17) Other Non-Traffic 
Violations 

81 

-, 

"Refers to all sex offenses other than 
prostitution or rape. It may include 
both felonies (as in the case of vio
lations for deviated sex) and misde
meanors (as in the case of violations 
for pornography)." 

"Any offenses of neglect or abuse 
against family and children, includ
ing non-support, contributing to the 
delinquency of a minor, keeping chil
dren out of school, etc." 

"This category includes all of those 
cr:i.me types which are not specifically 
classified as one of the sixteen crims 
'types'. It 'may include, for example, 
simple assault, hunting and fishing 
violations, violations for cop{~ '~aled 

weapons, negligent and non-ne;', :.igent 
manslaughter, escape from prison~ etc." 

In order to test our law enforcement and criminal justice system 

models, ten counties and ten cities of Virginia \Vere selected. The 

selection process was as follows. 

To begin ,'lith, the data had to be available. Then, no counties 

or cities that shared the same circuit court were selected. l Also, 

no counties or cities were sleeted that shared the same regional 

juvenile and domestic relations court. 2 

lSee Appendix 1. 

2See Appendix 2 for those areas covered by regional juvenile and 
d.omes tic relations courts. 

'. 

~ 
I; 

I r? ,.... 
! 
i 
I 
I .-c..,. , 
t n t 

I 
..... ...:-

! 
I tt I 
J 
1 

I, 
i 

f' 
! $ 

I, 
I 
1 
I 
i 
I : , 
I 
i 
I' 
i 
1 
j. 
~ 
I 
j * f 
I 
~ 
\ 

I 

f 1~: 
1 tt7 ; 

I 
I 
I 
! 
I 
I 
I :: 
I 
I 

I
Z 

I /.: 
} 

82 

, 
Each county had to have a county sheriff and could not have a 

county police force. Further, as many counties have tmvns that main-

tain their own police force, an effort was made to select those 

counties that had the fewest number of tmvns, and towns of the smalles t 

population size that did have their own police force. In this manner, 

county la\v enforcement system costs not accounted for by the county 

sheriff \vould be minimized. 3 

Finally, consideration was given to select those areas that 

represented as many planning districts as possible, in order to take 

the widest possible sample of Virginia. 4 TI1is, however, was not pos-

sible in all instances, and, in some cases, areas from the same planning 

district were chosen. 

The above selection process resulted in the following ten counties 

and ten cities as the test regions. 

Counties Cities 

(1) Accomack (11) Charlot tesville 
(2) Caroline (12) Danville 
(3) Carroll (13) Fredericksburg 
(4) Craig (14) Lynchburg 
(5 ) Dinwiddie (15) Petersburg 
(6) Fauquier (16) Radford 
(7) Franklin (17) Salem 
(8) Henry (18) Staunton 
(9) Nelson (19) Suffolk 

(10) Surrey (20) Virginia Beach 

3See Appendix 4, Tnhle 92 for a list of tmvn police departments 
and the percentage of co In ty population covered jointly by them and 
the county sheriff. 

4See Appendix 3 for a list of counties, cities, and tmvns by 
planning district. 
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Police and Sheriff Operations 

As a reference point for this analysis, ,,,e present the total 

number of true complaints, by crime type for the 10 sheriff and 10 

police organizations for 1968 and 1969 in Table 1, and the total 

clearance rates for these organizations in Table 2 (that is, the total 

number of arrests divided by the total number of true complaints).S 

Relative Performance 

The test of the relative performance of police and sheriff 

agencies begins with calculating th.€! clearance rates for these agencies 

by crime type for 1968 and 1969 (P~,d and PAi,c' respectively). These 

are presented b;i count'· and city in Appendix; 6, Tables 105 through 108. 

-, 

The clearance rates for "index" crimes (types 1 through 7), "non-

index" crimes (types 8 through 17), and "all" crimes (types 1 through 17), 

are not average.s of clearance rates of those types within their respective 

categories. Rather, they are calculated as single broad crime types. 

The total number of anests for each type falling within the pa17ticular 

broad category are suu!med and ciivi4ed by the sum of the true complaint:s 

of the sub categori'es. For example, the clearance rate for "index" cr.imes 

is the sum of arrests for "murder" through "larceny," divided by the sum 

SIn a few instances, the number of arrests exceed the number of 
true complaints. This, of course, could be the result of multiple 
arrests for a 8ingle crime and hence, would yield a clearance rate of 
greater than 100 percent. As such clearance rates would, for comparative 
purposes, yield little meaning, a slight adjustment is necessitated. In 
those few ins tances ,,,rhere this problem occurs, the number of complaints 
was increased to equal the number of arrests, resulting in a clearance 
rate of. lOa percent. As each arrestee must individually flow through 
the system and hence, incur a system cost, it is felt that this adjust
ment would be in keeping \vith the underlying methodology and exer't very 
little, if any, bias in the results. 
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TABLE 1 

TOTAL TRUE COMPLAINTS FOR THE 10 SHERIFF AND 10 POLICE AGENCIES BY CRIME TYPEa 

Sheriff Police 
Total True Complaints Total True Complaints 

Crime Type 1968 1969 1968 1969 

l. Murder 46 45 34 27 
2. Rape 19 21 56 71 
3. Robbery 42 38 191 284 
4. Agg. Assault 280 283 728 635 
5, Auto Theft 94 121 654 910 
6. Burglary 522 636 2,981 3,074 
7. Larceny 431 431 8,035 9,450 
8. Narco tics Law 7 10 75 199 
9. Liquor Law 150 166 647 334 

10. Prostitution 1 ° 78 51 
11. Gambling 100 133 171 132 
12. Sex Offenses 55 57 374 296 
13. Family &C1dn 201 261 675 840 
14. Drunkeness 1,814 1,546 7,562 7,733 
15. Disord&Vag 457 459 4,704 4,278 
16. D. W. 1. 698 794 1,026 1,003 
17. Other Ntraf 2,061 2,146 8,818 5,647 

aAs several jurisdictions showed arrests exceeding true con,p1aints, the number of true 
complaints was adjusted in these instances to be not less than the number of arrests. The totals 
above reflect the adjustments. In this manner, multi-person, single complaints can be handled. 
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TABLE 2 

TOTAL CLEARANCE RATES FOR THE 10 SHERIFF AND 10 POLICE AGENCIES BY CRIME TYPEa 

aThese clearance rates were calculated by summing the arrests for a given crime type over 
all ten counties and also over all ten cities. The arrest figures were divided by the sum of the 
true complaints for a given crime type for the county and city resl'ectively. As in several 
jurisdictions, arrests exceeded true complaints (reflecting multi-person arrests for a single com
plaint), the number of true complaints was adjusted in these instances to be not less than the 
number of arrests. 

bTherc ~.,ere no true complaints in 1969. 
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of the true complaints for "murder" through "larceny." This procedure 

is used throughout the analyses as an alternate method of data aggrega-

tion and enables us to con,1uct tests and perhaps draw conclusions at a 

much broader level. 

A mean (PAi,d and P~,c)and variance is then calculated for each 

crime type for both types of o~ganizations for both years. These are 

statistically tested to determine if a significant difference exists. 

The procedure j.s to first test the null hypothesis that the variances 

are not significantly different at the 0.05 level. If ·we accept the 

hypothesis, we then test the null hypothesis that the means are not 

significantly different at the 0.05 level by use of the standard t test. 

If, on the other hand, we reject the null hypothesis and hence accept 

the alternate--that the variances are significantly different at the 

0.05 level--we test the same null hypothesis for the means, but ~ye use 

the Dixor. t·fassey approximation to the t distribution to perform the 

test.
6 

The results are presented in Tables 3 and 4. Note that the 

superscript "a" for variances indicating a rejection of the null hypoth-

esis, also indicates the use of the Dixon-Massey £pproximation for the 

test of the means. The superscript "a" for the means, then, simply in-

dicates rejection of the null hypothesis regardless of which test was 

used. 7 

6Hilfred J. Dixon and Frank J. Massey, Jr., Introduction to 
Statistical Analys:i.s, 2nd ed. (New York: HcGra~Y-Hill, 1957), pp-.-123-
124. 

7Those regions and crime types for \(Thich there were no true com
plaints ·were not used in calculating and testing the menns and variances. 
These values are indicated in the tables by the dashed lines. 
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TABLE 3 

MEAN AND VARIANCE OF THE CLEARANCE RATE: 1968 

Sheriff Police 
Crime Type Mean Variance Mean Variance 

1. Murder 0.98 0.002a 0.88 0.034a 
2. Rape 1.00a 0.000 0.65a 0.060 
3. Robbery 0.90a 0.026 O. L~3a 0.071 
4. Agg. Assault 0.84 0.044 0.69 0.105 
5. Auto Theft O.71a 0.082 0.3/+a 0.072 
6. Burglary 0.47 0.086 0.27 0.086 
7. Larceny 0.49 0.073 0.35 0.102 
8. Narcotics Law 1.00 0.000 0.86 0.101 
9. Liquor Law 0.86 0.085a 0.98 0.003a 

10. Prosti tutionb 
11. Gambling 0.54 0.423 1.00 0.000 
12. Sex Offenses O. 76 0.077 0.92 0.048 
13. Family&Cldn 0.92 0.035 0.96 0.019 
14. Drunkeness 0.86 0.069 a 0.99 O.OOla 
15. Disord&Vag 0.90 0.022 0.87 0.051 
16. D. W. 1. 0.93 O.043a 0.99 O.OOOa 
17. Other Ntraf 0.82 0.052 a 0.93 0.014a 

Index 0.56 0.058 o r._ 0.082 . , 
Non-index 0.85 0.04la 0.93 0.OO6 a 
All O. 78 0.034 0.70 0.029 

aSignificant at the 0.05 leve1. 

bInsufficiGut degrees of freedom to conduct the statistical tes ts. 
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TABLE 4 

MEAN AND VARIANCE OF THE CLEARANCE RATE: 1969 

Crime Type 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 

Murder 
Rape 
Robbery 
Agg. Assault 
Auto Theft 
Burglary 
Larceny 
Narcotics Law 
Liquor Lat.; 
Prostitutionb. 
Gamblingb 
Sex Offenses 
Family &Cldn 
Drunkeness 
Disord&Vag 
D. W. 1. 
Other Ntraf 

Index 
Non-Index 
All 

Sheriff 
Mean 

0.95 
1.00a 

0.90a 
0.80 
0.64tl 
0.39 a 
0.47 
0.80 
0.86 

0.61 
0.70 
0.87 
0.89 
0.87 
0.84a 

0.52 a 

0.83a 
0.74 

Variance 

O.OlOa 
0.000 
0.023a 
0.058 
0.099a 
0.04la 
0.052 
0.200a 
0.066ct 

O.l92 a 

0.188a 
0.070a 
0.029 
0.067a 
0.0558. 

0.038 
0.040 a 
0.029 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

Police 
Mean 

0.92 
0.76a 
0.52a 
0.69 
0.24a 
0.19a 
0.30 
0.94 
0.99 

0.95 
0.98 
0.98 
0.90 
0.99 
0.98a 

0.28a 
0.95 a 
0.68 

Variance 

0.048a 

0.071 
0.082a 
0.117 
O.OUa 

O.Olla 
0.058 
0.025a 
0.002a 

0.02la 
0.003a 
0.003a 
0.040 
O.OOOa 
O.OOSa 

0.026 
0.005a 
0.020 

blnsufficient degrees of freedom to conduct the statistical 
tests. 
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, 'v- In Table 3 we see that only in three instances ("rape," "robbery," 
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and "auto thefe') do we reject the null hypothesis, and in each instance, 

the value of the clearance rate for the sheriff type of agency exceeds 

that of the police. 

In 1969, Table 4.~, the same test results in rejection of the 
J ; 
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,J 

null hypothesis in five instances ("rape," "robbery,""auto theft," 

"burglary," and "other ntraf"). For "rape," "robbery," "auto theft," 

"burglary," and "index," the sheriff has a higher clearance rate. For 
, 
i 

! "other ntraf," the police have a higher clearance rate. 
: {', 
I" 
I 

It is significant to note that for both years, the sheriff 
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clearanc(,: rate exceeds that of the police for "rape," "robb(-!ry," and 

"auto theft." These, as well as "burglary" (exceeded in one year), are 

all index crimes. The higher clearance rate exhibited by police in 

1969 for "other ntraf" shf)uld be heavily discounted as this is a very 

heterogs;ne(,:LS category. 

We see, titan, a slight pattern for a tendency toward higher per-

I 

I formance by sheriff agenCies, as measured by clearance rates for index 
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crimes; and, at the same time, at least in 1969, a slightly lesser 

tendency for police performance in non-index crimes to be slightly higher 
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fell only in 6, rose in 7, and remained the same only in 2. 

than that of sheriff agencies. Perhaps it is also worth noting here that 

between 1968 and 1969, of the 15 crime typns that are comparable, the 

sheriff mean clearance rate fell in 9 cases, rose in 2, and remained 

the same in 4; while, at the r,ame time, the police mean clearance rates 
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Relative Efficiency 

This part of the analysis first involves the calculation of 

adjusted average cost figures for both types of agencies for both 

years (Cl~ d and Cl~ , respectively). The average cost figures for 
~, ~,c 

each region, for each year, are weighted by an index of average annual 

wages per worker in that region for that year.8 As discussed in 
"-

Chapter II, the sheriff is usually responsible for maintaining the 

county jail facilities, \"hile in the cities, this responsibility is 

usually delegated to a city sergeant, rather than the local police 

agency. Hence, cost figures for sheriff departments are net of jail 

t " 9 opera ~ng expenses. These figures are presented in Appendix 6, Tables 

109 through 112. 

The analysis of means of adjusted average variable cost is the 

next step in examining the relative efficiency of these types of law 

enforcement agencies. The same test procedure is used as was used in 

the previous section to ~ -* the values of test Cl. d and Cl: , mean 
~, ~,c 

adjusted variable cost for police and sheriff agencies respectively. 

In 1968, Table 5, we are able to reject the null hypothesis at 

the 0.05 level of no significant difference of the means in 4 instances 

("rape," "sex offenses," "family&c1dn," "D. W. 1."). In each category, 

8See Appendix 4, Table 97. 

9It was not possible to obtain j ail operating expenses for sheriff 
agencies in 1968. In order to make the adjustment, it is assumed that 
jail operating expenditures occupied the same perc~ntage of the budget 
in 1968 as it did in 1969. This percentage is then multiplied by the 
1968 budget and the result subtracted from it in order to allow for the 
operating e).-pendi tures in 1968. See Appendix 4, Table 93 for the exact 
percentages used in each area. 
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TABLE 5 

MEAN AND VARIANCE OF THE ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST 
PER TRUE C0l1PLAINT FOR LAt\T ENFORCEHENT 

AGENCIES: 1968 

Sheriff Police 

Crime Type Mean Variance Hean Variance 

1. Murder 417.43 351,769.31 a 2,069.88 8,476,720.00a 
2. Rape 297.17a 45,144.53a 770.75a 24l,507.00a 
3. Robbery 251. 20 23,850.66a 647.00 403,950.75a 
4. Agg. Assault 111. 89 7,575.10 161.70 10,587.78 
5. Auto Theft 74.88 4,121. 55a 213.30 76,164.l9a 
6. ' Burglary 92.50 4,974.28a 341-.20 252,096.19 a 
7. Larceny 113.80 8,718.61 a 265.30 267,811. 75 a 
8. Narcotics Law 177.00 11,4l5.33a 1,295.75 3, 934 ,1+ 32 . 00 a 
9. Liquor Law 97.29 4,370.90a 242.40 107,565.69a 

10. Prostitutionb ------ --------- --_._-- ----------
11. Gambling 20.00 512.00 136.75 7,168.25 
12. Sex Offenses 66.57a 2,268.95a 268.00a 58,790.66a 
13. Fami1y&Cldn 64.14a 1,275.8la 146.56a 11,701. 99 a 
14. Drunkeness 33.00 688.4Lf 47.50 445.83 
15. Disord&Vag 39.40 690.0t~a 72.80 3,700.62a 
16. D. W. I. 59.30a 3,2l4.23a 150. lOa 10,767.84a 
17. Other Ntraf 34.60 662.93a 54.50 2,131.l7a 

Index 103.30 2,6l5.79 a 208.90 41,791. 63a 
Non-Index 40.00a 799.78 67,10a 1,119.65 
All 54.20a 909.06 103.10a 2,147.65 -

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

blnsufficient degrees of freedom to conduct the statistical tests. 
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the adjusted average cost per true complaints for police exceeds that 

of the sheriff. 

In 1969, Table 6, we reject the null hypothesis for 13 types: 

"murder," "rape," "burglary," "narcotics laW'," "liquor laiv," "sex of-

fenses," "family&cldn," "disord&vag," "D. W. 1.," and "other ntraf." 

Once again, for every one of these crime types, the police average 

cos t exceeds that of the sheriff. It is also worth noting that '2very 

type having a 9ignificant and lower average cost in 1968 for sheriffs, 

also had a significant and lO'i>1er average cost for sheriffs in 1969. 

Further, betiveen 1968 and 1969, mean adjusted average cost for 

sheriffs, out of 15 comparable types, rose in 7 and fell in 8; while 

for polices average cost rose in 11 and fell in 4. In additio~, if 

we probe slightly deeper, ive notice that for sheriff departments, 

movements in both clearance rates and adjusted average cost move in the 

same direction in 7 of 15 types and only in opposite directions in 4. 

For police departments, of the 15 types, 9 types move in the same 

direction and 4 move in the opposite direction. This movement, shOloJ'U 

in Table 7, would seem to indicate that the clearance rates and adjusted 

average cost may be directly related over time. lO However~ caution 

should b,e used in accepting this re,la~ionship as for a given number of 

arres ts and total cos t, fluctuations in true complaints ivould cause 

clearance rates and average cost per true complaint to move together. 

10The 1968 data are adjusted by a 1968 \V'age index and the 1969 
data by a 1969 wage index relative to Virginia in 1968 and 1969, respect
ively. That is, the index for Virginia is set at 1.00 in each year and 
each region is measured relative to it for that year. Hence the 1968-69 
comparison of adjusted average cost is made possible. 
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TABLE 6 

MEAN AND VARIANCE OF THE ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST 
PER TRUE COHPLAINT FOR LAH ENFORCEJ:<1ENT 

AGENCIES: 1969 

, 
. Sheriff Police 

Crime Type Mean Variance Mean Variance 

1. Murder 331. 71 a 84,839.50 a 2,809.86a 2,693,4l0.00a 
2. Rape 261.00a 40,758.50 70B.75a 46,437.64 a 689.30 834,973.06a 3. Robbery 230.33 6,9 lf5.85 
4. Agg. Assault 121. 78 4,953.19 198.00 15,219.78 a 409.70 785,558.62 a 5. Auto Theft 107 63 8,166.55 
6. Burglary ,<~, 'fO a 4,533.82a 288.50a 45,B05.61 a 
7. Larceny 99.60 6,311. 60 139.20 12,488,39 
B. Narcotics Laiv l65.50a ll,776.3.1a 928.50a 835,409.1Za 

100.86a a 5l4.00a 309,879.37a 9. liquor Law 2,556.81 
10. Prostitutionb -----_ .... _- ------ ----------------
11. Gamblingb --------- ------ ----------------
12. Sex Offenses 51. 33a 1,091. 06 a 279.l0a 67,925.37a 
13. Family&Cldn 57.86 a 2,256.8la l53 .. 22 a 16, 6.')lf .13a 
14. Drunkeness 38.80 534.84 50.40 1, l5/t • 11-9 
15. Disord&Vag 43.40 a 456.93a 82.40a 3,825.15 a 
16. D. W. 1. 65.22 a 2,448.69a 151. 30 a 9,116.B9 a 
17. Other Ntraf 42.lOa 791. 21 a 78.60 a 3,134.4Sa 

Index 97.50 a 3,341. 61 a 197.00a l6,247.55a 
Non-Index 44.90 a 610.54 82.70a 1,669.56 
ALI 56.60a 485. 37·a 123.30a 3,329.56a 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
. 

bInsufficient degrees of freedom to conduct the statistical tests. 
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TABLE 7 

1968 AND 1969 HOVEMENTS IN CLEARANCE RATES 
AND ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER TRUE COMPLAINT 

FOR POLICE AND SHERIFF AGENCIES a 

Sheriff Police 

Crime Type Cl * PA Cl* PA 

1. Murder D D U U 
2. Rape D T D U 
3. Robbery D 'T U U 
4. Agg. Assault U D U T 
5. Auto Theft U D TJ D 
6. Burglary D D D D 
7. Larceny D D D D 
8. Narcotics La~>J D T D U 
9. Liquor Law U T U U 

10. Prostitutionb 
11. Gamblingb 
12. Sex Offenses D D U U 
13. Family&Cldn D D U u 
14. Drunkeness U U U D 
15. Disord&Vag U D U u 
16. D. W. I. U D U T 
17. Other Ntraf U U U U 

Index D D D D 
Non-Index U D U U 
All D D U D 

aThe letter "u" indicates an upward movement from 1968 to 1969; 
the 1e tter "D" indicates a dmvml7ard movement from 1968 to 1969; the 
letter "T" indicates no change. 

bWas not comparable for the two years. 
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In Chapter III we developed the criteria necessary to examine 

the Jrelative efficiency of these two agencies and the 9 possible case 

combinations that may occur. In Tables 8 and 9, we indicate the 

relationships between clearance rates and adjusted average cost for 

1968 and 1969 for these agencies. 

As can be seen in Table 8, of the first 17 crime types (16 of 

which are comparable), police and sheriffs are equally efficient accord-

ing to our criteria in 10 types. Sheriffs are more efficient in cases 

dealing with "rape," "robbery~" "auto theft," "sex offenses," "family& 

cldn," and liD. W. 1." 

In 1969, as shown in Table 9, of the first 17 crime types (15 

of which are comparable), only in 3 types ("agg. assault," "larceny," 

and "drunkeness") are the two types of agencies equa.lly effici.ent. In 

the other 12, the sheriffs are more efficient. Further, it should be 

noted that each of the 6 areas of relative efficiency for sheriffs in 

1968 remained areas of relative efficiency for sheriffs in 1969. 

Determinants of Performance: 
Some Non-economic Aspects 

In this subsection 107e tes t the hypotheses that the clearance 

rate is related to population (Un), land area (~), population density 

(Qn)' average family buying income (Yn) and a zero-one organizational 

dunnny variable (Zn)" and that the relationship is not linear in form. 11 

We test the null hypothesis that the clearance rate is not dependent 

on each of the above variables by testing the null hypothesis that the 

llThese data are presented in Appendix Lf, Tables 95 and 96. 
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TABLE 8 

COMPARISON OF CLEARANCE RATES AND ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST 
PER TRUE COMPLAINT FOR SHERIFF 

AND POLICE AGENCIES: 1968a 

Crime Type PA. PA. d -* C1i c -* Cl. d ~,c ~, , ~, 

1. Murder = = 
2. Rape > < 
3. Robbery > = 
4. Agg. Assault = = 
5. Auto Theft > = 
6. Burglary = = 
7. Larceny = = 
8. Narcotics Law = = 
9. Liquor Law = = 

10. Prostitutionb 
II. Gambling = = 
12. Sex Offenses = < 
13. Fami1y&Cldn = < 
14. Drunkeness = = 
15. Disord&Vag = = 
16. D. W. I. = < 
17. Other Ntraf = = 

Index = = 
Non-Index = < 
All = < 

aBased on the data in Tables 3 and 5. 

bBot tested. 
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TABLE 9 

COMPARISON OF CLEARANCE RATES AND ADJUSTED AVERAGE CGST 
PER TRUE COMPLAINT FOR SHERIFF 

Crime Type 

1. Murder 
2. Rape 
3. Robbery 
4. Agg. Assault 
5. Auto Theft 
6. Burglary 
7. Larceny 
8. Narcotics La~v 

9. Liquor J.aw 
10. Prostitutionb 

11. Gamblingb 

12. Sex Offenses 
13. Fami1y&Cldn 
14. Drunkeness 
15. Disord&Vag 
16. D. W. I. 
17. Other Ntraf 

Index 
Non-Index 
All 

AND POLICE AGENCIES: 1969 a 

PA. 
1.,C 

PA. d 
1., 

= 
> 
> 
= 
> 
> 
= 
= 
= 

= 

= 
= 
= 

= 
< 

> 
< 

= 

a Based on the data in Tables 4 and 6. 

bNot tested. 
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coefficients of these independent variables is not significantly different 

from zero at the 0.05 level. We use a standard t-te,o:;t. Rejection of 

this null hypothesis implies a dependency of clear;mce rates on the 

particular in.dependent variables. Acceptal1.ce of the null hypothesis 

indicates independence of the clearance rates and the independent 

variable in question. The results of these tests are presented in 

Tables 10 through 19. 
2 . 

Those R values that have the superscript "a" 

indicate a rejection of the null hypothesis of non-linearity at the 

O. 05 level. Coefficients having the superscript "a" indicate a rejec-

tion of the null hypothesis of non-independence at the O. 05 level. 

Regression constants are tested in the same manner. 

As shown in these tables for 1968 and 1969, the null hypothesis 

of the relationship being non-linear is accepted in every instance 

except for the dummy variable in the crime type Ifsex offenses," 1969 

(Table 19). 

"e FO,r population, the null hypothesis of independence is rejected 

in 1968 for IIgambling," and in 1969, for "rape," "prostitution," and 

IIgambling"; however, none of the coefficients exceed 0.0000. 

For land area, the null hypothesis for independence is rejected 

for 1968 for "auto theft," "sex offenses," and "D. W. 1.," and in 1969, 

for "gambling," "sex offenses," and "other ntraf." It is worth noting 

that in 1.968, t-he sign of sign.ificant coeFficients of land area are 

negative in every case except H auto theft j
• (for both years, the only 

significant index crime); in 1969, the sign is negative. 
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TABLE 10 

CLEARANCE f-ATE AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION: 1968 
, 

Form of the Equation: 

PA. = a 3 i + b 3 . U (7) J.,n , ,J. n 

Crime Type a 3 . (S. E.) b 3 . (S .E.) R2 ,J. ,J. 

I. Hurder 0.6535 a (0.1315) 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0514 2. Rape 0.5320 a (0.1440) 0.0000 (0.0000) O. 0035 3. Robbery 0.3719 a (0.1298) 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0145 4. Agg. Assault 0.7539 a (0.1071) -0.0000 (0. 0000) 0.0086 5. Auto Theft 0.5673a (0 .1111) -0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0519 6. Burglary 0.4262 a (0.0999) -0.0000 (0.0000) O. 0327 7. Larceny 0.4838a (0.0973) -0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0451 8. Narcotics Law 0.4069 a (0.1657) 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0002 9. Liquor Law 0.8865 a (0.0968) -0.0000 (0. 0000) 0.0009 10. Prostitution 0.1248 (0.1337) 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0485 II. Gambling 0.0097 (0.1244) O.OOOOa (0.0000) 0.3698 12. Sex Offenses 0.8399 a (0.1155) 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0438 13. Family&'CIdn 0.716S a (0.1221) 0.0000 (0.0000) O. 0472 14. Drunkeness 0.9108a (0.0648) 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0050 15. Disord&Vag 0.9233a (0.0615) -0.0000 (0.0000) O. 0334 16. D. W. 1. 0.9693a (0.0493) -0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0023 17. Other Ntraf 0.8809 a (0. 0617) 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0017 

Index 0.5288 a (0.0903) 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0680 Non-Index n.9064 a (0.0520) -0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0090 All 0.8173a (0.0545) -O.OOOOa (0.0000) 0.1649 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 11 

CLEARANCE RATE AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION: 1969 

Form of the Equation: 

P A. = a
3 

. + b 3 . U 1,n ,1 ,1 n 

Crime Type a3 . 
,1 

(S. E.) b
3 

. 
,1 

(S.E.) 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 

Murder 
Rape 
Robbery 
Agg. Assault 
Auto Theft 
Burglary 
Larceny 
Narcotics Law 
Liquor Law 
Prostitution 
Gambling 
Sex Offenses 
Fami1y&C1dn 
Drunkeness 
Disord&Vag 
D. W. I. 
Other Ntraf 

Index 
Non-Index 
All 

0.5480 a (0 .1321) 0.0000 (0.0000) 
0.4341a (0.1329) O.OOOOa (0.0000) 
0.4935 a 

(0.123l~) 0.0000 (0.0000) 
0.8169a (0.0915) -0.0000 (0.0000) 
0,'4719a (0.0984) -0.0000 (0.0000) 
0.3185 a (0.0589) -0.0000 (0.0000) 
0.4369 a (0.0766) -0.0000 (0.0000) 
0.4803a (0.1559) 0.0000 (0.0000) 
0.6426 a (0.1297) 0.0000 (0.0000) 

-0.0355 (0.1004) O.OOOOa (0.0000) 
0.0686 (0.1274) O.OOOOa (0. 0000) 
0.6292a (0 .1434) 0.0000 (0. 0000) 
0.6694a (0.1377) 0.0000 (0.0000) 
0.9245a (0.0626) -0.0000 (0.0000) 
0.9121a (0. 0580) -0.0000 (0.0000) 
0.8516a (0.0879) 0.0000 (0.0000) 
0.9016a (0. 0591) 0.0000 (0.0000) 

0.4544a (0.0661) -0.0000 (0.0000) 
0.8953a (0.0510) -0.0000 (0.0000) 
0.7738 (0.0452) -O.OOOOa (0.0000) 

aSignificant at the O. as level. 

0.1307 
0.1588 
0.0114 
0.0625 
O. 0435 
0.0266 
O. 0538 
0.0420 
0.0592 
0.2799 
0.272.8 
0.0052 
O. all. 7 
0.0002 
0.0091 
0.0200 
0.0011 

0.0785 
0.0006 
0.1882 
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i t «I r ,,~. 

CLEARANCE RATE AS A FUNCTION OF LAND AREA: 1968 I 

~ 
'I 
Ii Form of the Equation: 

PA. = a4 i + b4 iMn (8) 1,n , , , 

Crime Type a4 . (S. E.) b4 . (S.E.) R2 
,1 ,1 

1. Murder 0.6339 a (0.1289) 0.0004 (0.0003) 0.0768 
(, 2. Rape 0.4797a (0.1410) 0.0003 (0.0004) 0.0321 

3. Robbery 0.3474a (0.1277) 0.0003 (0.0003) O. 0335 
4. Agg. Assault 0.6994a (0.1066) 0.0001 (0.0003) 0.0051 
5. Auto Theft 0.3546a (0.1049) O. 0005a (0.0003) o .14L~5 
6. Burglary 0.2789 a (0.0965) 0.0003 (0. 0003) O. 0854 

( 7. Larceny 0.3547a (0. 0967) 0.0002 (0.0003) O. OLf42 
(, 8. Narcotics Law 0.3504a (0.1633) 0.0002 (0.0004) 0.0161 

9. Liquor Law 0.9686a (0.0915) -0.0003 (0. 0002) 0.0952 
10. Prostitution 0.3197a (0.1321) -0.0004 (0.0004) 0.0591 
11. Gambling 0.4198a (0 .1511) -0.0004 (0. OOOll) O. 0586 
12. Sex Offenses O.9634a (0.0976) -0.0007a (0.0003) 0.3078 
13. Family&C1dn 0.9605 a (0.1129) -0.0006 (0.0003) 0.1758 

CI 14. Drunkeness 0.9867a (0. 0613) -0.0002 (0. 0002) O. 09 71 " 

15. Disord&Vag 0.8754a (0.0620) 0.0000 (0.0002) 0.0043 
16. D. W. I. 1. 0246a (0. 0446) -O.0002a (0. 0001) 0.1730 
17. Other Ntraf 0.9397a (0.0573) -0.0002 (0. 0002) 0.1257 

Index 0.3638a (0.0882) O. 0003 (0.0002) 0.0989 
() Non-Index 0.9443a (0.0489) -0.0002 (0.0001) 0.1121 

All 0.7229 a (0.0589) 0.0001 (0.0002) 0.0116 

a 
S:lgnifican t at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 13 

CLEARANCE RATE AS A FUNCTION OF LAND AREA: 1969 

F01~ of the Equation: 

PA. = a4 . + b4 .~ 
~,n ,~ ,~ 

Crime Type a4 . 
,~ 

(S.E.) b4 ,i (S.E.) 

I. Murder 0.6851a (0.1462) 0.0001 (0.0004) 
2. Rape 0.5078a (0.1461) O. OOOL~ (0.0004) 
3. Robbery 0.4409 a (0.1245) 0.0003 (0.0003) 
4. Agg. Assault 0.7220a (0.972) 0.0001 (0.0003) 
5. Auto Theft 0.2925a (0.0966) 0.0004 (0.0003) 
6. Burglary 0.19l7a (0.0528) 0.0004 (0.0001) 
7. Larceny 0.3040a (0.0771) 0.0003 (0.0002) 
8. Narcotics Law 0.7182a (0.1578) -0.0005 (0.0004) 
9. Liquor Law 0.7256 (0.1379) O. OC~Jl (0.0004) 

10. Prostitution 0.2588a (0.1167) -·0.0004 (0.0003) 
II. Gambling 0.5625 a (0.1286) -O.OOIOa (0.0003) 
12. Sex Offenses 0.921Sa (0.1215) -0.001O:.J. (0.0003) 
13. Family &C1dn 0.8854a (0 .1326) -0.0006 (0.0004) 
14. Drunkeness 0.9784a (0.0619) -0.0002 (0.0002) 
15. Disord&Vag 0.8983a (0.0601) -0.0000 (0.0002) 
16. D. W. 1. 0.9808a (0. 0866) -0.0003 (0.0002) 
17. Other Ntraf 0.9937a (0.0542) -0.0003a (0.0001) 

Index 0.2825 a (0.0605) O.OOOlla (0.0002) 
Non-Index 0.9574a (0.0480) -0.0002a (0.0001) 
All 0.6914a (0.0515) 0.0001 (0.0001) 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

-- , 

(8) 

R2 

0.0018 
0.0457 
0.0549 
0.0067 
0.1346 
0.2668 
0,0988 
0.0777 
0.0011 
0.0845 
0.3050 
0.3297 
0.1423 
0.0822 
0.0002 
0.1065 
0.2117 

0.2755 
0.1664 
0.0123 
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TABLE 14 'I 

~ 
CLEARANCE RATE AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION DENSITY: 1968 

Form of the Equation: 

P~ = a5,i + b5 ,iQn (9) 
~n 

Crime Type a5 . (S. E.) b5 . (S. E.) R2 
,~ ,~ 

I. Murder 0.7436a (0.1233) 0.0000 (0. 0001) 0.0002 
2. Rape 0.5661a (0.1317) -0.0000 (0.0001) 0.0004 

3. Robbery 0.4416a (0.1192) -0.0000 (0.0001) 0.0040 
4. Agg. Assault 0.7490a (0.0979) -0.0000 (o.ooon) 0.0089 
5. Auto Theft 0.5968a (0.0966) -0.0001 (0.0000) 0.1410 
6. Burglary 0.4454a (0.0888) -0.0001 (0.0000) 0.0850 

7. Larceny 0.4748a (0.0887) -0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0487 
8. Narcotics Law 0.4150a (0.1514) -0.0000 (0. 0001) 0.0000 

9. Liquor Law 0.7883a (0. 0826) 0.0001 (0.0000) 0.1292 

10. Prostitution 0; 089l (0.1164) 0.0001 (0.0001) 0.1349 

II. Gambling 0.1738 (0.:1. 355) 0.0001 (0.0001) 0.1051 
12. S(!X Offenses 0.6088a (0.0927) O.OOOla (0. 0000) 0.2615 
13. Family&C1dn 0.6756 a (0.1053) a.OOOla (0.0000) 0.1520 

14. Drunkeness 0.8743a (0.0565) 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0929 
15. Disord&Vag 0.8744a (0.0569) 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0072 

16. D. W. I. 0.9341a (0.0440) 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0487 

17. Other Ntraf 0.8164a (0.0526) 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.1283 

Index 0.5314a (0.0808) 0.0001 (0.0000) 0.1059 
Non-Index 0.8lf30 a (0.0445) 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.1289 
All 0.7615a (0. 0541) -0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0155 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
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... TABLE 17 TABLE 18 
(, 

~ CLEARANCE RATE AS A FUNCTION OF AVERAGE FAMILY CLEARANCE RATE AS A FUNCTION OF A ZERO-ONE 
BUYING IN COME: 1969 ORGANIZATIONAL DUMMY VARAIBLE: 1968 

Form of the Equation: Form of the Equation: 

C P~ = a6 i + b6 iYn (10) I I!: PA. = a .+b .Z (12) ,n , , 

I 
1.,n g,1. g,1. n 

Crime Type (S. E.) b6 . (S.E.) R2 II Crime Type a (S. E. ) b (S.E. ) R2 a6 . I g,i g,i ,1. ,1. 

Murder -0.1383 (0.4808) O.OOOla (0.0001) 0.1494 I 
1. Murder 0.7880 a (0.1303) -0.0800 (0.1842) 0.0104 1. I' ~ 

2. Rape -0.2439 (0.4924) O.OOOla (0. 0001) 0.1467 l' ~ 2. Rape 0.6000a (0.1392) -0.0830 (0.1968) 0.0099 
3. Robbery 0.4100 (0.4555) 0.0000 (0.0001) 0.0042 3. Robbery 0.4520 a (0.1264) -0.0630 (0.1787) 0.0008 
4. Agg. Assault 1. 2179 a (0.3288) -0.0001 (0.0000) 0.1061 

~ 
4. Agg. Assault 0.7590 a (0.1037) -0.0720 (0.1466) 0.0132 

5. Auto Theft 1.231411 (0.3130) -O.OOOla (0.0000) 0.2848 5. Auto Theft 0.6370 a (0.0987) -0.3000a (0.1397) 0.2041 
{~ 6. Burglary 0.6422a (0.2027) -O.OOOOa (0.0000) 0.1487 6. Burglary 0.4700a (0.0926) -0.2010 (0.1310) 0.1156 I I{,' ,,- 7. Larceny 0.7054a (0.2791) -0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0717 ~« 7. Larceny 0.4910a (0. 09 35) -0.1450 (0.1322) 0.0626 

8. Narcotics Law -0.0932 (0.5633) 0.0001 (0. 0001) 0.0756 ! \* 
8. Narcotics L..iW 0.4000a (0.1606) 0.0290 (0.2271) 0.0009 ~. 

1 

0.5773 (0.4903) 0.0000 (0.0001) 0.0063 I 
0.7720 a (0.0871) 0.2110a (0 .1231) 0.1402 9. Liquor Law Ii 9. Liquor Law 

10. Prostitution -0.4477 (0.4103) 0.0001 (0.0000) 0.1091 

r 

I 10. Prostitution 0.1000 (0.1269) 0.2360 (0.1795) 0.0876 
11. Gambling -0.6669 (0.4981) O.OOOla (0.0001) 0.1789 11. Gambling 0.1080 (0.1372) 0.3920a (0.1941) 0.1848 
12. Sex Offenses -0.4035 (0.4630) O.OOOla (0.0001) 0.2334 I, 12. Sex Offenses 0.6110a (0.1027) 0.3050a (0.1452) 0.1969 

C 13. Fami1y&C1dn -0.0127 (0. Lf792) 0.0001 (0.0001) 0.1187 I ( l.r:' 13. Family&C1dn 0.6450a (0.1097) 0.3110 a (0 .1552) 0.1825 
14. Drunkeness 0.9338a (0.2304) -0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0002 I' J 14. Drunkeness 0.8600 a (0.0591) 0.1300 (0.0856) 0.1184 

! 
I 

15. Disord&Vag 1. 1555a (0.2050) -0.0000 (0.0000) O. 0850 I 15. Disord&Vag 0.9040a (0.0604) -0.0320 (0.0855) 0.0077 \ 
16. D. W. I. 0.4401 (0.4083) 0.0001 (0.0000) 0.1090 

11 
[1 

16. D. tv. I. 0.9300a (0.0466) 0.0640 (0.0659) 0.0497 
17. Other Ntl:af 0.8029 a (0.2160) 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0133 17. Other Ntraf 0.8190 a (0.9571) 0.1080 (0.0807) 0.0905 I' ! (: Index 0.8701a (0.2262) -O.OOOla (0. 0000) 0.2016 r 

1° Index 0.5580 a (0.0837) -0.209(\ -! (0.1184) 0.1476 
Non-Index 0.8376 a (0.1871) 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0048 

Il 
Non-Index 0.847(l a (0. 0485) 0.0880 (0.0686) 0.0838 

All 0.9420 a (0.1758) -0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0920 
11 

All 0.7850 (0.0561) -0.0850 (0.0793) 0.0580 

II 

! 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. , 1 . aSignifican t at the 0.05 level. e 
r 

10 
1 
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TABLE 19 

CLEARANCE RATE AS A FUNCTION OF A ZERO-ONE 
ORGANIZATIONAL DUMMY VARIABLE: 1969 

Form of the Equation: 

PA. = a9 . + b9 .Z 1.,n ,1. ,1. n 

Crime T.YlJe a9 . ,1. (S.E.) b9 . ,1. (S.E.) 

1. Murder 0.6630 a (0.1422) 0.0750 (0.2011) 
2. Rape 0.6000 a (0.1459) 0.0130 (0.2064) 
3. Robbery 0.5420 a (0.1250) -0.0180 (0.1767) 
4. Agg. Assault 0.8000 a (0.935) -0.1070 (0.1323) 
5. Auto Theft 0.5800 a (0.839) -0. 34l0a (0.1186) 
6. Burglary 0.3860 a (0.0508) -0.1930 a (0.0719) 
7. Larceny 0.4670 a (0.0742) -0.1690 (0.1049) 
8. Narcotics Lm'l 0.4000a (0.1491) 0.3550 (0.2109) 
9. Liquor Law 0.6900 (0.1337) 0.0990 (0.1890) 

10. Pros ti t ution 0.0000 (0.1080) 0.3000a (0.1528) 11. Gambling 0.0080 (0 1145) 0.5860a (0.1620) 
12. Sex Offenses 0.3660a (0.1066) 0.5880 a (0.1508) 13. Family&Cldn 0.5560a (0.1287) 0.3270 a (0.1820) 14. Drunkeness 0.8670 a (0.0604) 0.1090 (0.0855) 
15. Disord&Vag 0.8920 a (0.0587) 0.0070 (0.0830) 
16. D. H. I. 0.7840 a (0.0823) 0.2100a (0.1164) 
17. Other Ntraf 0.8370a (0.0547) 0.ll f10 a (0.0774) 

Index 0.5170 a (0.0566) -0.2400a (0.0801) 
Non-Index 0.8300 a (0.0471) 0.1230a (0.0666) 
All 0.7370 a (0.0497) -0.0560 (0.0702) 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

R2 

0.0077 
0.0002 
0.0006 
0.0351 
0.3146 
0.2859 
0.1261 
0.1360 
0.0150 
0.1761} 
0.4210 
0.4580a 
0.1520 
0.0829 
0.0004 
0.1531 
0.1558 

0.3329 
0.1594 
0.0341 

-, 
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Apparently, then, of those types where a dependent relationship 

exists~ larger land area has a depressing effect on the clearance rates 

for non-index crimes, and a positive effect on clearance rates for 

significant index crimes. 

For population density, the null hypothesis of independence is 

rejected in 1968 for "sex offenses" and "family&cldn," and in 1969, for 

"auto theft,1I "burglary," "narcotics 1mv," "gambling," and IIsex offenses.1I 

Further, in 1968, the significant coefficients (both non-index 

crimes) are positive, while in 1969, the significant coefficients of 

index crimes are negative and non-index crimes, positive. That is, for 

those crime types in ~vhich a dependency exists, increasing population 

density exerts a positive force on clearance rates for non-index crimes, 

while the same increasing population density exerts a downward force 

on the clearance rates for non-index crimes. 

For average family buying income, the null hypothesis of inde-

pendence is accepted in 1968 for every type; and in 1969, it is rejected 

for "murder," "rape," "auto theft,1I IIgambling,1I and IIsex offenses." 

The sign of the coefficients of "murder" and "rape" (index crimes), 

and "gambling" and "sex offenses" (non-index crimes) is positive, while 

the sign of the coefficients of "auto theft ll and "burglary" (index 

crimes) is negative. This relationship at first may appear some~vhat 

strange, in view of the preceding instances ~vhere opposite relationships 

were found for index and non-index crimes. Yet, a closer look at the 

grouping reveals that of those four that have a positive coefficient, 
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all but "gambling" are crimes against person; of two of those having 

a negative coefficient, both-- lI auto theft ll and "burg1aryll--are crimes 

against property. 

-- , 

He find a slight indication, then, that in those crime types that 

are significant for 1969, higher levels of average family buying income 

exert a positive influence on the clearance rates of crimes against 

person, and a negative inf1uencn on crimes against prop~!rty. Perhaps, 

we may be viewing a situation of a value system that changes with 

income. 

We have called the zero-one dummy variable a proxy for organiza-

tion, since, as Tile previously discussed, we feel that this (including 

the particular methods of selecting the heads of the departments) is 

the primary difference, if one exists, bet\v~:en the two types of 

agenci.es. It is important, however, to remember that if there are any 

consistently difierent characteris tics of the two agencies, they will 

also be embodied in the results. For the zero-one dummy variable, 

then, in 1968, the null hypothesis of independence is rejected for 

lIauto theft,1l "liquor 1aw,1I "sex offenses,1I and "family&cldn," while 

in 1969, it is rejected for "auto' theft,1I IIburglary,1I IIprostitution,1I 

II gambling," IIsex offenses,1l IIfami1y&cldn,1I and "other ntraf.1I 

Once again, a basic pattern is evident for both years. The 

significant coefficients of index crimes are negative, and the sig

nificant coefficients of non-index crimes are positive. The fact, 

then, that the 1a~., enforcement agency is police, has a depressing ef-

fect on'the clearance rate for index crimes and a positive effect on 

the clearance rate for non-index crimes, for those types in which the 
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dependency of the dummy variable and the clearance rate exis ts. That 

is, organization or some other characteristic difference between police 

and sheriffs is related to lower clearance rates for index crimes and 

higher clearance rates for non-index crimes. TIlis follows our earlier 

indications of the differences in the mean clearance rates of the two 

types of organizations. 

In one instance, in 1969, we reject the null hypothesis that 

the relationship is not linear. For "sex offenses ll we are able, via 

a linear relationship, to explain approximately 46 percent of the 

variance in the clearance rate by the fact that an area has either a 

police or a sheriff department. 

We next combine several of these variables to examine their 

combined impact on the clearance rates for 1968 and 1969, as sho,vn 

in Tables 20 through 27. The null hypothesis of non-linearity is 

accepted i.n every instance. 

For clearance rates as R function of population density and 

average family buying income, 1968, we reject the null hypothesis of 

independence for population density for IIsex offenses ll and 1I 0ther 

ntraf," and average family buying income for IIdisord&vag ll ; for 1969, 

. f 11 d 11 we reject the null hypothesis for population dens~ty or mur er, 

and for average family buying income, for "murder," "auto theft," and 

IIdisord&vag." 

Although the signs of the significant coefficients are consistent 

with the previously discussed analyses of each variable separately, 

the linear combination of the t~vo results is no better linear explanation 
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TABLE 20 TABLE 21 

CLEARANCE RATE AS A Fill~CTION OF POPULATION DENSITY CLEARANCE RATE AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION DENSITY 
{. AND AVERAGE FAMILY BUYING INCOME: 1968 (",' ,,- AND AVERAGE FAMILY BUYING INCOHE: 1968 

(for crime types 1-10) I (for crime types II-" al1") 

Form of the Equation: I, Form of the Equation: 

PA. = a 7 · +b7'~ +bS'Y (11) PAi,n = a7,i + b7,iQn + b8,iYn (11) 
C 

1,n ,1 ,1 ,1 n C" 

Crime Type a 7 . b 7 . b8 . R2 Crime Type a7 . b 7 . bS . R2 ,1 ,1 ,1 ,1 ,1 ,1 
(S. E.) (S.E.) (S. E.) (S. "".) (S.E.) (S. E.) 

( 1. Murder 0.9435 a 0.0000 -0.0000 0.0090 C' 11. Gambling -0.0333 0.0001 0.0000 0.1122 
(0.5283) (0. 0001) (0. 0001) ! (0.5805) (0.0001) (0. 0001) ! 

2. Rape 0.2666 -0.0000 0.0000 0.0178 f' 12. Sex Offenses 0.9078a O.OOOl a -0.0000 0.2874 
(0.5618) (0.0001) (0. 0001) I (0.3920) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

,.( r 
([ ~ c. c •••. 3. Robbery -0.1646 -0.0001 0.0001 0.0908 ~'" ' 13. Family&C1dn 0.5263 0.0001 0.0000 0.1578 

(0.4901) (0. 0001) (0. 0001) I (0.4614) (0. 0001) (0. 0001) 

4. Agg. Assault 0.8074a -0.0000 -0.0000 0.0100 14. Drunkeness 0.9029 a 0.0000 -0.0000 0.0937 
(0.4209) (0.0001) (0.2430) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

t, - 15. Disord&Vag 1.2766a C 5. Auto Theft 0.8739 a -0.0001 -0.0000 0.1648 ~ 0.0000 -O.OOOla 0.1742 
(0.4100) (0. 0001) (0.0001) 

i 
(0.2234) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

6. 0.3486 -0.0001 0.0000 0.0887 16. D. H. 1. 0.9131 a 0.0000 Burglary 0.0000 0.0493 
(0.3812) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.1891) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

C 7. Larceny 0.4163 -0.0000 0.0000 0.0501 ! :t 17. Other Ntraf 0.9744a O.OOOOa -0.0000 0.1548 
(0.3816) (0.0000) (0.0001) ~ (0.2230) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

8. Narcotics Law 0.0230 -0.0000 0.0001 0.0226 Index' 0.5344 -0.0001 -0.0000 0.1059 
(0.644) (0.0001) (0. 0001) (0.3476) (0.0000) (0.0000) , Non-Index 0.9803a O.OOOOa -0.0000 0.1567 

9. Liquor Law 0.8689 a 0.0001 -0.0000 0.1320 (0.1886) (0.0000) (0.0000) 
(0.3546) (0.0000) (0.0000) All 1.0021 0.0000 -0.0000 0.0811 

(0.2248)a (0.0000) (0.0000) 
10. Prostitution 0.3630 0.0001 -0.0000 0.1511 

(0.4963) (0.0001) (0.0001) 
,aSignificant 

C' ~,¥' at the 0.05 level. 

e I ' 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
. ..".. 

! , 
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TABLE 22 TABLE 23 

CLEARANCE RATE AS A FUNCTION OF AVERAGE F.AMILY CLEARANCE RATE AS A FUNCTION OF AVERAGE FAMILY 

, 
1 

BUYING INCOME AND POPULATION DENSI1Y: 1969 ( I BUYING INCOME AND POPULATION DENSITY: 1969 
(for crime types 1-10) (for crime types 11-"a11") 

Form of the Equation: Form of the Equation: 

1"" 
, n 
I j 
I i I, I 

!~ 
i U Ii 

I i .. # 

I 

I 
i 
1 , , 
I 

l ~ £'." 

I I (( '~ 
I ~ ... ~ ./ 
i tL "" .. ~ 

I 

PA. = a7 . + b 7 .Q + b8 .Y (11) 
C 

1,n ,1 ,1 n ,1 n 

Crime Type a7,i b7 . b8 . R2 
,1 ,1 

(s.E.) (S. E.) (S .E.) 

C 1. Hurder -0.4568 -O.OOOla 0.0002a 0.2822 
(0.4910) (0.0001) (0.0001) 

2. Rape -0.4904 -0.0001 O.OOOla 0.2205 

, (~ 
(0.5218) (0. 0001) (0.0001) 

\ t.""- 3. Robbery 0.2489 -0.0001 0.0000 n. 0472 
(0.4941) (0.0001) (0. 0001) 

PAi n = a7 i + b7 iQn + b8 iYn (11) , , , , 

Crime Type a 7 . b 7 . b8 . R2 
,1 , ,1 ,1 

(S. E. ) (S. E.) (S.E.) 

11. Gambling -0.3741 0.0001 0.0001 0.2767 
(0.5183) (0. 0001) (0. 0001) 

12. Sex Offenses 0.0215 0.0001 O. 0001 0.4563 
(0.4324) (0.0001) (0.0001) 

13. Family&C1dn 0.0562 0.0000 0.0001 0.1250 
(0.5294) (0. 0001) (0.0001) 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

4. Agg. Assault 1.1979a -0.0000 -0.0001 0.1072 
(0.3643) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

14. Drunkeneslj 1. 0743a 0.0000 -0.0000 0.1284 
(0.2385) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

!I~, 
I '...:..v 
! 
i 

1. 

(' 5. Auto Theft 1. 0680a -0.0001 -O.OOOla 0.3521 
(0.3303) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

15. Disord&Vag 1. 2800a 0.0000 -O.OOOla 0.2012 
(0.2124) (0.0000) (0. 0000) 

J 
II 
II 

II 
I'i 1t 
,J 

i 

6. Burglary 0.5325a -0.0000 -0.0000 0.2346 
(0.2131) (0.0000) (0. 0000) 

(; 7. Larceny 0.6120a -0.0000 -0.0000 0.1075 
(0.3034) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

16. D. W. 1. 0.5584a 0.0000 0.0000 0.1542 
(0.3331) (0.0000) (0. 0000) 

17. Other Ntraf 0.9294a 0.0000 -0.0000 0.1300 
(0.2249) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

I 
I 

! 
I r 1-' ·l~.' 

I 

8. Narcotics Law 0.2479 0.0001 0.0000 0.1926 
(0.5837) (0.0001) (0. 0001) 

~ 9. Liquor Law O. 7390 0.0001 -0.0000 0.0435 
(0.5333) (0. 0001) (0.0001) 

Index 0.7456 a -0.0000 -0.0000 0.2850 
(0.2374) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

Non-Index 0.9834 a 0.0000 -O.OOOOa 0.2131 
(0.1845) (0.0000) (0. 0000) 

All 0.9842a 0.0000 -0.0000 0.1100 

I 
[Of) 

10. Prostitution -0.3479 0.0000 0.0000 0.1273 
(0.4502) (0. 0001) (0.0001) 

'C aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

(0.1930) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

n -' 

() 
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TABLE 24 TABLE 25 
j r I 

CLEARANCE RATE AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION DENSITY, I 1 CLEARANCE RATE AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION DENSITY, t 
j 

I\~ \ 
If!, AVERAGE FAMILY BUYING INCOHE AND ORGANIZATION I AVERAGE FAHILY BUYING INCOHE AND ORGANIZATION 

DUMHY VARIABLE: 1968 I DUM11Y VARIABLE: 1968 
(for crime types 1-10) 

r 
(for. crime types 11-"a11") 

Form of the Equation: I' Form of the Equation: I , PA. = aID . + bID :Q + b11 .Y + b1? .Z (13) I ~ it!! PA. = a10,i + b10 ,iQn + b11 ,iYn + b12 ,iZn (13) 1,n ,1 ,1 n ,1 n _,1 n 

f 

1,n 

R2 [ R2 Crime Type a10,i blO ,i b11 ,i b12 ,i I Crime Type a1O,i b10,i b11 ,i b12 i 

I, 
, 

(S. E.) (S. E,,) (S. E.) (S .E.) (S. E) (S .E.) (S.E.) (S. E.) 

t:: I f7\ 

Ii 
~;. 

1. Murder 0.0502 0.0001 0.0000 -0.4863 0.0566 11. Gambling O. 7715 -0.0001 -0.0001 0.8866 0.2296 
(0.7237) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.5414) II, (0.7592) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.5679) 

2. Rape -0.5411 0.0001 0.0002 -0.8898 0.1575 r 12. Sex Offenses 1. 2496 a 0.0001 -0.0001 0.3766 0.3247 
(?- (0.7305) (0.0001) (0.0000) (0.5464) ~ 

i ('i) (0.5357) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.4007) 
{.~ ~ t12 ~-~. 

3. Robbery -0.9501 0.0001 0.0002a -0.8654a 0.2514 
I, 

13. Family&C1dn 0.8728 0.0000 -0.0000 0.3818 0.1919 II 
(0.6243) (0.0001) (0. 0001) (0.4670) 

II' (0.6208) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.4643) j! 

4. Agg. Assault 0.7049 0.0000 0.0000 -0.1099 0.0138 14. Drunkeness 1.1634 -0.0000 -0.0000 0.2869 0.1653 

iC 
(0.5898) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.4411) [! (0.3273) (0.0001) (0.0000) (0.2449) 

( f.:, 
l.,p. 

5. Auto Theft 0.5244 0.0000 0.0000 -0.3851 0.2065 15. Disord&Vag 1. 2637a 0.0000 -0.0001 . -0.0143 0.1744 
(0.5611) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.4197) I (0.3137) (0.0001) (0.0000) (0.2346) 

6. Burglary -0.1437 0.0000 0.0001 -0. 542.?~ 0.1932 I Ii 16. D. W. I. 0.9636a 0.0000 -0.0000 0.0556 0.0541 
(0.5036) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.3767) 11 (0.2648) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.198J) 

( " u;: 
I 

17. Other Ntraf 1.1231 a 0.0000 -0.0000 7. Larceny 0.0951 0.0000 0.0001 -0.3539 0.0964 

~ .. 
I 0.1638 0.1807 

(0.5225) (0. 0001) (0.0001) (0.3908) I (0.3083) (0.0001) (0.0000) (0.2306) 

i 
, 

8. Narcotics Law -1.1616 0.0000 0.0001 -0.2034 0.0281 Index 0.1158 0.0000 -0.0001 -0.4611 0.1951 , 
I 

I 

(0.0915) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.6744) 
I (0 .l~630) (0.000l) (0.0001) (0.3463) j 

(: 

f 

\[V Non-Index 1. 0833a 0.0000 -0.0000 0 . .:t136 0.1741 
9. Liquor Law 1. 2289 a -0.0000 -0.0001 0.3967 0.1936 I (0.2620) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.1960) 

(0.4799) (0.0001) (0. 0001) (0.3590) II All 0.8983a 0.0000 -0.0000 o . 11l f3 0.0946 

r 

,J (0.3133) (0. 0001) (0.0000) (0.234.3) 
10. Prostitution 0.5405 0.0001 -0.0001 0.1956 0.1585 ! 

Cc (0.6938) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.5189) l() 
aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

~I 

\) I-C) 
aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

(, {~ 
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TABLE 27 p 

~ 
CLEARANCE RATE AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION DENSITY, 

AVERAGE FMULY BUYING INCOHE AND ORGANIZATION 
DUMMY VARIABLE: 1969 

(for crime types 11-"a11") 

Form of the Equation: 

PA. ala' + blO .~ + b11 .Y + b12 .Z (13) 1.,n ,1. ,1. ,1. n ,1. n 

Crime Type a b b b R2 
10,i 10,i 11,i 12,i 

(S. E.) (S • E. ) (S. E. ) (S.E.) 

11. Gambling 0.4647 -0.0001 -0.0001 1. 0241 a 0.4601 
(0.5852) (0.0001) (0. 0001) (0.4392) 

12. Sex Offenses 0.3075 0.0001 0.0000 0.3491 0.4793 
(0.5529) (0.0001) (0. 0001) (0.4150) 

13. Family&C1dn 0.4872 -0.0001 0.0000 0.0000 0.1812 
(0.6693) (0. 0001) (0. 0001) (0.0001) 

14. Drunkeness 1. 2933a -0.0001 -0.0000 0.2673 0.1995 
(0.2987) (0.0000) (0.0001) (0.2242) 

15. Disord&Vag 1. 3807a 0.0000 -O.OOOla 0.1230 0.2186 
(0.27L~5) (0. 0000) (0.0000) (0.2360) 

16. D. W. I. 0.6461 0.0000 0.0000 0.1070 0.1599 
(0.4338) (0.0001) (0.Oe01) (0.3256) 

17. Other Ntraf 1. 1774a -0.0000 -0.0000 0.3028 0.2325 
(0. ,'3760) (0.0000) (0. 0000) (0.2072) 

Index 0.5458a 0.0000 -0.0000 -0.2440 0.3341 
(0.299 LI·) (0. 0001) (0.0000) (0.2247) 

Non-In'dex 1. 1550a 0.0000 -·0. 0000 0.2095 0.2791 
(0.2307) (0.0000) (0.0000) . (0.1732) 

All 0.9280a 0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0685 0.1173 
(0.2512) (0.0000) (0. 0000) (0.1885) 

'aSignificant at the O. 05 level. 
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of the clearance rates, and at the same time, their linear combination 

seems to lose some of the individual significant properties as 

exhibited by the general tendency toward fewer significant crime types 

in their linear combination as compared with their individual examina-

tions. 

For clearance rates as a linear function of population density, 

average family buying income and the zero-one dummy variable, for 1968 

we accept the null hypothesis of independence in all of the cases, 

reject the null hypothesis for average family buying income for "robbery," 

and reject it for the dummy vari.able for "robbery." For 1969, we 

accept it for population density for all types, reject it for average 

family buying income for "murder," II rape ," and "disord&vag," and reject 

it for the dummy variable for "gambling." 

As ~-lith the previous equation, the linear combination of these 

variables results in no better linear explanation of clearance rates, 

and this combination also shows, perhaps even more so than in the 

previous case, a general tendency toward significance in fewer crime 

types than the variables previously exhibited in individual examination. 

Determinants of Performance: 
Returns to Manpower 

In this section, we are proceeding to test the null hypothesis 

that the clearance rates for sheriffs are not depedent upon the man-

power of the. sheriff departments, that the clearance rates for police 

are not dependent upon the manpower of the police departments, and 

the null hypothesis that the respective relationships are not linear 
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in form.
12 

A rejection of the latter null hypothesis would indicate 

constant returns to manpower (since the function form of the equation 

is homogeneous of the first degree). -A rejection of the first null 

hypothesi.:; (which may be restated, as, the coefficient of labor is not 

significan tly different from zero);; ~l7ould indicate something about the 

direction of the returns to manpower. That is, while the returns to 

manpower Inay be constant or not constant, it may be constant or not 

constant in a positive or negative direction. 

We first examine the relationship in a combined sample of all 

law enforcement agencies for both years (Tables 28 and 29). ~.Je 

reject the null hypothesis of a linear relationship for all types 

e.xcept IIgambling" in 1968, where 53 percent of the variance in the 

clearance rate. is explainted by manpower. We reject the null hypoth-

esis of independence in 1968 for "prostitution" and "gambling. II 

When we separate the agencies hy type, we find somewhat better 

results (Tables 30 through 33). We can reject the null hypothesis of 

non-linearity for sheriffs for "prostitution" in 1969, and for police 

in 1968 for 1I1iquor law," "sex offenses," and liD T.T I II and f 
• IV. • , or 

police in 1969, for "sex offenses." In each instance of rejection, at 

least 53 percent of the variation in clearance rates is explained by 

manpm-ler. 

In 1968, for sheriffs, we reject the null hypothesis of independence 

for "murder," and for police, ~-le reject it for "liquor 1aH," "prostitution)1I 

IIgambJ.';ng,1I and "D. W. 1.11 I 1969 f h 'ff ~ n ,or s er~ s, we reject it for 

12These data are presented in Appendix 4, Table 94. 
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TABLE 28 

CLEARANCE RATE AS A FUNCTION OF l>1ANPOWER FOR ALL LAYiJ 
ENFORCEHENT AGENCIES: 1968 

Form of the Equation: 

PAi n = 
. . , . a1 i + b1 iLn 

) , 

Crime Type a1 . 
,~ 

(S.E.) b1 . 
,~ 

(S. E.) R2 

1. Hurder O. 713l~a (0.1177) 0.0009 (0.0010) 0.0122 
2. Rape 0.5752a (0.1264) -0.0004 (0.0020) 0.0025 
3. Robbery 0.40gza (0.1146) 0.0003 (0.0018) 0.0014 
4. Agg. Assault 0.7413a (0.0942) -0.0005 (0.0015) 0.0053 
5. Auto Theft 0.5811a (0.0936) -0.0024 (0.0015) 0.1260 
6. Burglary 0.4263a (0.0855) -0.0014 (0.0014) 0.0579 
7. Larceny 0.4656 a (0.0855) -0.0012 (0.0014) 0.0414 
8. Narcotics Law 0.4162a (0.1454) 0.0000 (0.0023) 0.0000 
9. Liquor Law 0.8406 a (0.0838) 0.0009 (0.0013) 0.0269 

10. Prostitution 0.9905 (0.1102) 0.0032a (0.0017) 0.1605 
11. Gambling 0.0388 (0.0942) 0.0067a (0.0015) 0.5310a 
12. Se.x Offenses 0.7577a (0.1036) 0.0001 (0.0016) O. OOOL~ 
13. Family&C1dn 0.7044a (0.1036) 0.0024 (0.0016) 0.1093 
14. Drunkeness 0.8893a (0.0553) 0.0009 (0.0009) 0.0560 
15 . Disord&Vag 0.9111 a (0.0542) -0.0006 (0.0009) 0.0253 
16. D. \iJ. I. 0.0525 a (0.0431) 0.0003 (0.0007) 0.0069 
17. Other Ntraf 0.8442a (0.0530) 0.0007 (0.0008) 0.0404 

Index 0.5210a (0.0780) -0.0017 (0.0012) 0.0967 
Non-Index 0.8785a (0.0456) 0.0003 (0.0007) 0.0106 
All 0.7828a (0.0501) -0.0010 (0.0008) 0.0845 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 29 

CLEARANCE RATE AS A FUNCTION OF HANPmiJER FOR ALL LAW 
ENFORCEHENT AGENCIES: 1969 

Form of the Equation: 

PA. = a1 . + b1 .L 
~,n ,~ ,~ n 

Crime Type a1 . (S.E. ) b1 . (S. E.) R2 
,~ ,~ 

1. Hurder 0.5937a (0.1229) 0.0025 (0.0018) 0.0969 
2. Rape 0.5121a (0.1274) 0.0022 (0.0019) 0.0716 
3. Robbery 0.5498a (0.1131) -0.0004 (0.0016) 0.0031 
4. Agg. Assault 0.7901a (0.0847) -0.0010 (0.0012) 0.0363 
5. Auto Theft 0.4972a (0.0856) -0.0020 (0.0012) 0.1298 
6. Burglary 0.3339a (0.0519) -0.0010 (0.0008) 0.0%4 
7. Larceny 0.4387a (0.0687) -0.0013 (0.0010) 0.0870 
8. Narcotics Law 0.4680a (0.1394) 0.0025 (0.0020) 0.0807 
9. Liquor Law 0.6468a (0.1169) 0.0022 (0.0017) 0.0820 

10. Prostitution 0.0042 (0.0928) 0.0034a (O.OOH) 0.2598 
11. Gambling 0.0329 a (0.0916) J.0062 a (0. 0013) 0.5492 
12. Sex Offenses 0.5602a (0.1257) 0.0023 (0.0018) 0.0822 
13. Family&C1dn O.6534a (0.1242) 0.0015 (0.0018) 0.0388 
14. Drunkeness 0.8955 a (0.0566) 0.0005 (0.0008) 0.0210 
15. Disord&Vag 0.9{)41a (0.0531) -0.0002 (0.0008) 0.0038 
16. D. W. I. 0.8409a (0.0790) 0.0011 (0.0011) 0.0501 
17. Other Ntraf 0.8682a (0.0519) 0.0009 (0.0008) 0.0754 

Index 0.4660 a (0.0572) -0.OO16a (0.0008) 0.1713 
Non-Index 0.8691a (0.0458) 0.0005 (0.0007) 0.0330 
All 0.7489 a (0.0432) -0.0009 (0.0006) 0.1079 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

(5' ) 
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TABLE 30 

CLEARANCE RATE AS A LINEAR FUNCTION OF MANPOWER 
FOR SHERIFF AGENCIES: 1968 

Form of the Equation: 

PA. = a1 . + b1 .L 
~,c ,~ ,~ c 

Crime Type a1 . 
,~ 

(S. E.) b1 . 
,~ 

(S .. E. ) 

1. Murder 0.3654 (0.2300) 0.0556a (0.0264) 
2. Rape 0.3304 (0.3378) 0.0355 (0.0388) 
3. Robber) 0.0961 (0.3032) 0.OLf 68 (0.0348) 
4. Agg. Assault 0.6526 a (0.2241) 0.0140 (0.0257) 
5. Auto Theft 0.480Lfa (0.2323) 0.0206 (0.0267) 
6. Burglary 0.3339 (0.1941) 0.0179 (0.0223) 
7. Larceny 0.3927a (0.1819) 0.0139 (0.0209) 
8. Narcotics Law 0.0798 (0.3305) 0.0421 (0.0380) 
9. Liquor Law 0.7555 a (0.2651) 0.0020 (0.0304) 

10. Prostitution 0.1674 (0.2157) -0.0089 (0.0248) 
11. Gambling 0.0241 (0.2135) 0.0110 (0.0245) 
12. Sex Offenses 0.669Lf a (0.2767) -0.0077 (0.0318) 
13. Fami1y&C1dn 0.7680a (0.3196) -0.0162 (0.0367) 
14. Drunkeness 0.8840a (0.1805) -0.0032 (0.0207) 
15. Disord&Vag 0.959Sa (0.0999) -0.0073 (0.0115) 
16. D. W. 1. 0.9679 a (0.1420) -0.0050 (0.0163) 
17. Other Ntraf 0.9527a (0.1465) -0.0176 (0.0168) 

Index 0.4446a (0.1593) 0.0149 (0.0183) 
Non-Index 0.9141a (0.1362) -0.0088 (0.0156) 
All 0.8141a (0.1256) -0.0039 (0.0144) 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

-, 

(5) 

R2 

0.3565 
0.0946 
0.1843 
0.0357 
0.0694 
0.0746 
0.0457 
0.1134 
0.0006 
0.0158 
0.0247 
0.0072 
0.0237 
0.0029 
0.0487 
0.0116 
0.1202 

0.0768 
0.0382 
0.0092 
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TABLE 31 

CLEARANCE RATE AS A LINEAR FUNCTION OF MANPOHER 
FOR SHERIFF AGENCIES: 1969 

Form of the Equation: 

PA. = a1 . + b1 .L (5) 
~,c ,~ ,~ c 

Crime Type a1 . (S.E.) b1 . (S. E.) R2 
,~ ,~ 

1. Murder 0.2158 (0.2571) 0.0466a (0.0233) 0.3336 
2. Rape 0.0724 (0.2767) 0.0550a (0.0251) 0.3756 
3. Robbery 0.2055 (0.2954) 0.0350 (0.0267) 0.1767 
4. Agg. Assault 0.7691a (0.1631) 0.0032 (0.0148) 0.0059 
5. Auto Theft 0.0540 a (0.2433) 0.0043 (0.0220) 0.00/+5 
6. Burglary 0.3161 a (0.1338) 0.0073 (0.0121) 0.0432 
7. Larceny 0.3262a (0.1443) 0.0147 (0.0131) 0.1361 
8. Narcotics Law -0.1662 (0.2638) 0.0590a (0.0239) 0.4325 
9. Liquor Law 0.5111 (0.2810) 0.0186 (0.025!1) 0.0628 

10. Prostitution 0.0000 (0.0000) 0.0000 (0.0000) l.OOOOa 
11. Gambling -0.0239a (0.0112) O.0033a (0.0010) 0.5725 
12. Sex Offenses 0.2063 (0.3010) 0.0166 (u.0272) 0.0445 
13. Family&C1dn o ./f883 (0.3257) 0.0071 (0.0295) 0.0007 
14. Drunkeness 0.8101a (0.1785) 0.0059 (0.0162) 0.0165 
15. Disord&Vag 0.9336 (0.1137) -0.0043 (0.0103) 0.0216 
16. D. W. 1. 0.6825a (0.2458) 0.0106 (0.0223) 0.0274 
17. Other Ntraf 0.9712a (0.1494) -0.0140 (0.0135 0.1179 

Index 0.4074a (0.1250) 0.0114 (0.0113) 0.1129 
Non-Index 0.8609 a (0.1347) -0.0032 (0.0122) 0.0086 
All 0.7046a (0.1146) 0.0034 '(0.0104) 0.0131 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 32 I 
I 
I TABLE 33 c: I', 

CLEARANCE RATE AS A LINEAR FUNCTION OF MANPOWER Ii '~ 
FOR POLICE: 1968 L f .. CLEARANCE RATE AS A LINEAR FUNCTION OF J:--fANPOWER 

l; FOR POLICE: 1969 
Form of the Equation: t 

I I: Form of the Equation: I 
PA. d = a2 . + b2 .Ld (6) I 

1 
1, ,1 ,1 l~ PA. d = a2 . + b2 ,Ld (6) 

Ii 0-
1, ,1 ,1 

Crime Type a2 ,. (S.E.) b2 . (S.E.) R2 , 
" ,1 ,1 Crime Type (S. E. ) b2 . (S. E.) R2 
I 

a2 . 
,1 ,1 

I 

Ii c 1. Murder 0.5621a (0.2184) 0.0021 (0.0025) 0.0800 t 

2. Rape 0.5186a (0.1945) -0.0000 (0.0022) 0.0000 j" 1. Murder 0.5109 a (0.2151) 0.0030 (0.0022) ·C 0.1823 
3. Robbery 0.3248a (0.1567) 0.0009 (0.0018) 0.0317 I 2. Rape 0.38228 (0.1929) 0.0030 (0.0020) 0.2210 I 

4. Agg. Assault 0.6927a (0.1812) -0.0001 (0.0020) 0.0002 
1, 3. Robbery 0.5829 a (0.1545) -0.0008 (0.0016) 0.0282 I: 

5. Auto Theft 0.3991 (0.1481) -0.0009 (0.0017) 0.0332 Ii 4. Agg. Assault 0.7446a 
(0.1857) -0.0007 (0.0019) 0.0152 

C' 6. Burglary 0.2931 (0.1634) -0.0003 (0.0018) 0.0043 I! 6" 5. Auto Theft 0.2498a (0.0584) -0.0001 (0.0006) 0.0069 
(;. '-.". 7. Larceny 0.3824a (0.1777) -0.0005 . (0.0020) 0.0081 I i' If \) 

6. Burglary 0.1870a (0.057 l l) 0.0001 (0.0006) 0.0022 
8. Narcotics Law 0.4765 (0.2788) -0.0007 (0.0031) 0.0056 ~ ~,~ 7. Larceny 0.3l188a (0.1294) -0.0007 (0.0013) 0.0299 
9. Liquor :.,,:;!.~v 1. 0377a (0.0179) -0.0008a (0.0002) 0.6454a Ii 8. Narcotics La,v 0.7319a (0.2308) 0.0003 (0.002 ll) 0.0200 

10. Prosticution 0.1245 (0.2469) 0.0030 (0.0028) 0.1252 9. Liquor Lmv 0.6024a (0.2127) 0.0024 (0.0022) 0.1334 
11. Gambling -0.0057 (0.1929) 0.0071 a (0.0022) 0.5726 

I 
\, 10. Prostitution 0.0924 (0.2477) 0.0027 (0.0026) 0.1232 Ii 

12. Sex Offenses 1.1378a (0.0729) -0.0031a (0.0008) 0.6435a 11. Gambling 0.2394 (0.2309) 0.0046 a (0.0024) 0.3204 
C 13. Gami1y&Cldn 0.8984a (0.0736) 0.0008 (0.0008) 0.1066 12. Sex Offenses 1.1013a (0.0448) -0.0019a (0.0005) 0.6842a 

14. Drunkeness 0.9814 (0.0154) 0.0001 (0.0002) 0.0569 \~ ~ 13. Family&C1dn 0.9324a (0.1710) -0.0006 (0.0018) 0.0164 
15. Disord&Vag O. 914.9 a . (0.1248) -0.0006 (0.0014) 0.0225 I 14. Drunkeness 0.9950 (0.0265) -0.0002 (0.0003) 0.0929 
16. D. W. I. 1.0133a (0.0063) -0.0003a (0.0001) 0.6450a 

r 15. Disord&Vag 0.9265 a (0.1090) -0.0004 (0. 0011) 0.0126 
17. Other Ntraf 0.9158a (0.0649) 0.0002 (0.0007) 0.0058 I 16. D. W. 1. 1. 0132a (0.0055) -0.0003a (0.0001) 0.6845 

f: 17. Other Ntraf 0.9567a (0.0369) 0.0003 (0.0004) 0.0624 
C Index 0.3987a (0.1588) -0.0007 (0.0018) 0.0187 

Non-Index 0.9624a (0.0424) -0.0004 (0.0005) 0.0754 -. Index 0.3112a (0.0867) -0.0004 (0.0009) 0.0302 .... 
All 0.7554a (0.0926) -0.0008 (0.0010) 0.0654 Non-Index 0.9749a (0.0356) -0.0003 (0.0004) 0.0703 

All 0.7590a (0.0701) -0.0010 (0.0007) 0.1987 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
t: aSignificant at the O. 05 level. ,.,.. . .. ,.. 
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"murder," "rape," "narcotics law," and "gambling"; and for police, for 

"gambling," "sex offenses," and "D. W. I." 

We find evidence of constant returns to manpower in the combined 

sample in "gambling" 1968. In breaking up the sample, in 1968 we find 

the same evidence fo~ a total of 3 different non-index crimes, and in 

1969 for 2 non-index crimes, one of which--"sex offenses"--for police, 

previously occurred in 1968. The evidence of constant returns, while 

only appearing in a few non-index crimes, occurs more frequently for 

police than sheriffs, but only in the category "sex offenses" is :it 

consistent for both years. 

It is interesting that for all law enforcement agencies, for 

both years, the significant coefficient of the 2 non-index crimes 

is positive. For sheriff agencies alone, for both years, significant 

coefficients of index crimes are positive, as are the (' iefficients of 

signj,ficant non-index crimes. For police, who have no significant 

coefficients for index crimes, for both years, the significant coeffic-

ients of 3 of the 4 non-index crimes in 1968 and 2 of the 3 non-index 

crimes in 1969 are negative. The one exception in both years for police 

is "gambling." 

Apparently, then, for sheriff organizations, for those crime 

types ",here a dependent relationship occurs, increasing manpmver has 

an increasing r>ffect on the clearance rates for both index and non

index crimes, while for police organizations, for those non-index 

types where a significant relationship exists, there appears a tendency 

for increases in manpower to have a decreasing effect on the clearance 

rate'. 

'. 
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In order to examine the clearance rate and manpower relationship 

more closely, two other methods of attack are used. TI1e first, estimat-

ing the relationship in log form (Appendix 5, Table 98), does not con-

tribute ,:L great deal to the discussion. As some of the clearance rates 

are zero, this form of the relationship is estimated by the summary 

measures "index," "non-index," and "all." It is found that the null 

hypothesis is only rejected for 1969, when a combined sample of all 

law enforcement agencies is used. Approximately 31 percent of the 

variance in index is explained by manpower, and the exponent of man-

o power (-0.28), for which the null hypothesis of independence is 

rejected, seems to indicate a general decreasing return to manpmver 

for index for all law enforcement agencies. 

The other approach is to use rank correlation techniques. This 

approach avoids the necessity of using summary measnres, as in the 

second approach, and at the same time, requires no ,;ssUlnptions about 

the distribution of the two variables as both previous approaches do, 

resulting in possibly more freedom to examine the relationship. The 

results of the tests are in Appendix 5, Tables 99 through 104. A1-

though both the Kendall and Spearman coefficients are calculated and 

tested, we restrict our discussion to that of the Kendall coefficient, 

as ,it is usually smaller than the Spearman. 

For all law enforcement agencies in 1968, we reject the null 

hypothesis of independence for "prostitution," "gambling," and "fami1y& 

c1dn"; and in 1969, for "murder," "auto theft," "burglary," "narcotics 

law," "prostitution," "gambling," and "sex offenses." So, to begin 
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with, we are able to find more significant cases of dependency. Over

all, we find a negative relationship for significant index crimes (ex

cept "murderll
), and a pos-lt-lve 1 t' h' ~ ~ re a-~ons ~p for significant non-index 

crimes. We might infer, then, some tendency for clearance rates in 

Significant index crimes to be inversely related t ( . 0 manpower except 

in the case of murder), and some tendency for the clearance rate to be 

positively relate,d to manpower in Significant non--Index . -'- cr~mes. 

When the agencies are separated by type, ~ve find that for 

sheriffs in 1968, we rej ect -::he null hypothesis for "murde.r," "rape," 

"narcotics la~v," "prostitution," and "gambling," and for 1969, for 

"murd II" " " • er, rape, narco t~cs law," "pros ti tution," "gambling, II and 

"other ntraf." For police in 1968, ~ve reject it for "liquor la~v," 

IIprostitution," "gambling,1I "sex offenses," "family'&cldn," and "D. W. 

While in 1969, we reject it for "murder," "gambling," "sex offenses ,II 

II family&cldn," and liD. W. 1. II 

In general, for sheriff agencies, for those significant coef

ficients (both index crimes and non-index crimes), ~ve find that man

power and clearance rates are positively related, with the exception 

of the hetergeneous "other ntraf ll category in 1969. In general, for 

police agencies, the coefficient of "murder," the only significant 

index crime, is positively related to manpower (in 196.9), as is 

" bl' ". 196 gam ~ng ~n 8 and 1969, "prostitution" and "family&cldn" in 1968, 

while clearance rates for other significant crime types (non-index 

crimes), are negatively. related to manp0..,l:>.'". A . t I . f ~~;~ sw~ cl~ng rom a signif-

icant and positive to a significant and negat-lve 1 . ~ re at~onship occurs 

bebveen 1968 and 1969 for "family&cldn." 

; ' .. .. 
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Determinants of Performance: 
Returns to Size 

The final analysis for police and sheriff agencies i~volves 

the relationship of true complaints to clearance rates. The differences 

in clearance rates for both organizations that observed in the beginning 

of this chapter may well be due to economie.s or diseconomie.s of absolute 

size: that is, lower clearance rates may be related to higher ntnnbers 

of true complaints or vice versa. Or, perhaps, the range of operation 

for a type of agency is such that clearance rates and numbers of true 

complaints are positively relat~d; that is, by increasing the nQ~ber 

of true complaints it would be possible to increase clearance rates and 

vice versa. The tool of rank correlation is used and both Kendall and 

Spearman rank correlation coefficients are calculaU",d and tested. As 

in the previous discussion, our diS'':!ussion here is restricted to the 

Kendall coefficients. 

For all law enforcement agencies in 1968 (Table 34), we reject 

the null hypothesis of non-independence for "murder," "rape," "robbery," 

"aut~ theft," "burglary," "larceny," "narcotics law," "prostitution," 

~ 'or a e , we reject ~t or "gambl;ng," and "D. W. I." F 1969 (T bl 35) ., f 

"murder," "rape," "narcotics la~v," "liquor law," "prostitution," 

"gambling ," "sex offenses," and IIfamily&cldn." For both years, signif-

icant coefficients of non-index crimes are positive (except for "D. H. 1. II 

in 1968), as aLe the coefficients of "murder" and "rape." The coeffic-

ients of "auto theft," "burglary," and "larceny" (all of them crimes 

against person and significant in 1968 only) are negative. This might 

tend to imply that in general, law enforcement agencies are operating 

': 
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TABLE 34 

\ 

RANK CORRELATION OF CLEARANCE RATES AND TRUE COMPLAINTS 
FOR ALL LAH ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES: 1968 

Kendall Spearman 
Correlation Correlation 

Crime Type Coefficient Coefficient 

1. Murder 0.l.212a 0.5016a 
2. Rape 0.3738a 0.5093a 

'C 3. Robbery 0.3593a 0.4636 a 
4. Agg. Assault -0.0575 -0.0241 
5. Auto Theft -0.2973a -0.3666 
6. Burglary -0. 3680a -0.4695a 
7. Larceny -0.329Sa -0.4601a 

(:C. 8. Narcotics Law 0.7746a 0.8980a 
9. Liquor Law -0.1577 -0.1960 

10. Prostitution 0.9070a 0.97G4a 
11. Gambling 0.8155a 0.9374a 
12. Sex Offenses 0.0401 0.0767 
13. Family&C1dn 0,,2551 0.3427 
14. .Dru.Tlkeness 0.0219 -0.0102 
15. Disord&Vag -0.1375 -0.1592 
16. D. H. I. -0. 316Sa -0. 3702a 
17. Other Ntraf -0.0816 -0.0988 

Index -0. 340Lf a -0.4977a 
Non-Index -0.0997 -0.1467 

C' All -0.2434 -0.3536 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

=-' ; 

r 

I 
f:. 

r 

I 
I 

I 
I 

133 

TABLE 35 

RANK CORRELATION OF CLEARANCE RATES AND TRUE COMPLAINTS 
FOR ALL LA~v ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES: 1969 

.--
Kendall Spearman 

Correlation Correlation 
Crime Type Coefficient Coefficient 

1. Murder 0.3986a 0.5227a 

2. Rape 0.3733a O.5241a 

3. Robbery -0.02~9 0.0823 
4. Agg. Assault -0.2131 -0.2756 
5. Auto Theft -0.2270 -0.3105 
6. Burglary -0.1867 -0.2719 
7. Larceny -0.2341 -0.3420 
8. Narcotics Lavl 0.6266 a 0.7654a 

9. Liquor Law 0.3734a 0.4880a 

10. Prostitution 0.9718a O.99G1a 
11. Gambling 0.7988a 0.9304a 
12. Sex Offenses 0.2845 a 0.38l4a 

13. Family&C1dn 0.2962a 0.3576 
14. Drunkeness -0.0416 -0.0264 
15. Disord&Vag -0.1856 -0.2427 
16. D. H. I. -0.1139 -0.1120 
17. Other Ntraf -0.0079 0.01.78 

Index -0.3l38a -0 .. lf458a 
Non-Index -0.0312 -0.0444 
All -0.1326 -0.2289 

aSignifican t at the 0.05 level. 
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in a range of decreasing returns to numbers of. true complaints for 

index crimes against property, increasing returns to-index crimes against 

person, and increasing returns to numbers of true complaints for non-

index crimes (the exception being "D. W. 1." in 1968). At best '(ye reject 

the null hypothesis in 6 of 7 index crimes and 6 of" 10 non-inc~8x crimes. 

For sheriff departments, in 1968 (Table 36) we reject the null 

hypothesis for "murder," "rape," " robbery,1I "narcotics law," "prostitu-

tion," "gambling," "D. W. 1.," and "other ntraf, 11 and in 1969 (Table 37) 

for "murder," "rape," "robbery," "narcotics law,1I "prostitution," "gambling," 

"sex offenses," and "drunkeness." For both years, the significant index 

crime cocffi~ients are positive, and the coefficients of non-i- ,lex crimes 
j, 

"narcotics law," "liquor la'(y," "prostitution," "gambling," and "sex of-

fenses ll are positive, while the coefficients of the non-index crimes 

"drunkeness," "D. W. 1.,11 and 1I0ther ntraf" are negative. 

For police agencies, in 1968 (Table 38), ,ve reject the null hypoth-

esis for "larceny," "narcotics law," "liquor law," "prostitution," "gam-

bling," and "sex offenses," while in 1969 (Table 39), we reject it for 

"prostitution," "gambling," "sex offenses," and "disord&vag." The only 

significant index crime is "larceny" (negative coefficient); the coef-

ficients of the non-index crime.s "narcotics law," "liquor law," "prostitu-

tion," and "gambling" are positive, and "sex offenses" and "disord&vag" 

are negative. 

In general, '(vhere dependence is shovffi, sheriff departments are 

not operating at the point of diminishing returns to size in index crimes, 

while police may be ("larceny"); both are not operating at diminishing 
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TABLE 36 

RANK CORRELATION OF CLEARANCE RATES AND TRUE COMPLAINTS 
FOR SHERIFFS AGENCIES: 1968 

Kendall Spearman 
Correlation Correlation 

Crime Type Coefficient Coefficient 

1. Murder 0.4504a 0.5443a 
2. Rape 0.8l65a 0.8915 a 
3. Robbery 0.5976a 0.7763a 
4. Agg. Assault -0.1712 -0.1133 
5. Auto Theft -0.1163 -0.1539 
6. Burglary -0.0899 -0.1459 
7. Larceny 0.0682 0.0671 
8. Narcotics Law 0.9428a 0.9759 a 
9. Liquor Law -0.1231 -O.1271 i 

10. Prostitution 1. OOOOa 1.0000a 
11. Gambling 0.8824 a 0.9753a 
12. Sex Offenses 0.1001 0.0258 
13. Fami1y&Cldn 0.3819 0.5509a 
14. Drunkeness -0.3810 -·0.5394 a 
15. Disord&Vag -0.1392 -0.1614 
16. D. W. I. -0.4700a -0.5449a 
17. Other Ntraf -0.5351a -0.5771 a 

Index 0.0920 0.1346 
Non-Index -0.2148 -0.3001 
All -0.3333 -0.4545 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 37 

RANK CORRELATION OF CLEARANCE RATES AND TRUE COMPLAINTS 
FOR SHERIFFS AGENCIES: 1969 

Kendall Spearman 
Correlation Correlation 

Crime Type Coefficient Coefficient 

1. Murder 0.600la 0.7102a 

2. Rape 0.7947a 0.B827a 

3. Robbery 0.4l8la 0.6337a 
4. Agg. Assault -0.1935 -0.2070 
5. Auto Theft 0.lLf82 0.1447 
6. Burglary 0.0682 0.0122 
7. Larceny 0.1380 0.3129 
8. Narcotics Law 0.7939 a 0.8457a 
9. Liquor Law 0.424Sa 0.5310a 

10. Prostitution 1. OOOOa 1.0000n 
11. Gambling 1.DOOOa 1.0000a 
12. Sex Offenses 0.5137a 0.6886a 
13. FamiJ.y&Cldn 0.3015 0.3114 
14. Drunkeness -O.5443a -0.7033a 
15. Disord&Vag -0.3028 -·0.4006 
16. D. H. I. -0.0609 0.0224 
17. Other Ntraf -0.3266 0.3892 

Index 0.2000 0.3091 
Non-Index -0.2772 -0.4590 
All -0.0667 -0.2000 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

'. • 
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TABLE 38 

RANK CORRELATION OF CLEARM~CE RATES AND TRUE COMPLAINTS 
FOR POLICE AGENCIES: 1968 

Crime Type 

1. Murder 
2. Rape 
3. Robbery 
4. Agg. Assault 
5. Auto Theft 
6. Burglary 
7. Larceny 
8. Narcotics Law 
9. Liquor La~v 

10. Prostitution 
11. Gamb ling 
12. Sex Offenses 
13. Fami1y&C1dn 
14. Dr unkeness 
15. Disord&Vag 
16. D. H. I. 
17. Other Ntraf 

Index 
Non-Index 
All 

Kendall 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

0.3617 
0.1905 
0.0000 
0.0239 

-0.1609 
-0.2697 
-0.4045 a 

0.6592 a 
0.4575a 
0.8220a 

0.8452a 
-0. 3977a 

-0.0503 
0.1808 

-0.3266 
-0.2485 

0.1089 

-0.3333 
-0.1764 

0.0449 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

Spearman 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

0.4365 
0.2901 
0.0988 
0.0500 

-0.3119 
-0.3769 
-0.5532a 

0.8220a 

-0.5254 
0.92s6a 

0.928s a 

-0.4671 
-0.0582 
-0.2335 
-0.3824 
-0.2901 
-0.1434 

-0.4909 
-0.2392 

0.0243 
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TABLE 39 

RANK CORRELATION OF CLEARANCE RATES AND TRUE COMPLAINTS 
FOR POLICE AGENCIES: 1969 

Kendall Spearman 
Correlation Correlation 

Type Coefficient Coefficient 

Murder 0.3044 0.4032 
Rape 0.2553 0.3166 
Robbery -0.3182 -0.4756 
Agg. Assault -0.2557 0.3309 
Auto Theft 0.0000 -0.1398 
Burglary 0.1348 0.1885 
Larceny -0.2000 -0.3333 
Narcotics Law 0.2862 0.3919 
Liquor Law 0.2829 0,3907 
Prostitution O.9354a 0.9815 a 

Gambling 0.7230a 0.8323a· 
Sex Offenses -0.4804a -0.5388a 

Family&Cldn 0.1808 0.2335 
Drunkeness 0.2531 0.3114 
Disord&Vag -0.4Z60a -0.5145 
D. W. 1. -0.2513 -0.2910 
Other Ntraf -0.1491 -0.1741 

Index -0.1348 -0.2249 
Non-Index -0.1633 -0.2253 
All -0.0920 -0.1657 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
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returns to size for "narcotics law," "liquor la~.,r," "pros titution," and 

"gambling"; police operate at diminishing returns to size for "sex 

offenses," while sheriffs do not; sheriffs operate at diminishing returns 

to size in "drunkeness," "D. W. 1.," and "other ntraf," and police operate 

at diminishing returns to size in "disord&vag. 1I 

County and ~ity Criminal Justice Systems 

The first part of this analysis consists of calculating the 

adjusted average cost per case for Commom.,realth' s Attorneys, courts of 

record and courts not of record, and calculating all of the transitional 

and joint probabilities for each of the 10 counties and 10 cities for 

1968 and 1969. The same method of adjustment used in the police and 

sheriff analysis is used here. These data are presented in Appendices 

8 and 9. 13 

Based on these cos ts and prob'abilities, an adjusted systems 

incremental cos t (X~~) is calculated for each county and each city 

according to equation (50). TI1ese are presented in Appendix 7. 

130 l' ht d' , , ne s ~g a Justment ~s necessary ~n calculating one of the 
transitional probabilities, PS (the probability that a case going to· 
trial will go to a Commonwealth's Attorney), This probability is de
rived in Chapter III as the total Commonwealth's Attorney cases divided 
by the sum of the total court cases brought to trial and those Conunon
wealth's Attorney cases that are pending or dismissed before trial. 
If, as is the situation in a fe~v instances, the courts claim fe,ver 
cases brought to trial than does the Commomvealth' s Attorney, this 
probability ma~ exceed one. Since having the value of this probability 
exceed one makes no logical sense, and in order to enable the empirical 
results to be consistent in a meaningful ~vay, in those few situations 
~vhen~ PS exceeds 1. 00, it is se t equal to it. 

, ; 
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Relative Adjusted Incremental Systems Cost 

In this analysis 've examine the adjusted systems incremental 

cost of county and city criminal justice systems by comparing mean 

v.alues by crime type for the two organizations for 1968 and 1969 

-::::"J'(. and X. d respectively). 
1, 

In 1968, Table 40, we reject the null hypothesis of no difference 

of the means for "sex offenses" and "D. W. 1." In 1969, Table 41, how-

ever, we reject the null hypothesis for "murder," "rape," "burglary," 

"narcotics law)" "liquor law," "sex offenses," "family&c1dn," "disord& 

vag," "D. W'. 1.," and "other ntraf." In every instance where the null 

hypothesis is rejected, city incremental systems cost exceeds that of 

the county. 

Relative System Efficiency 

In Chapter III, we developed the methodology for examining the 

relative efficiency of county', and city sys tems. In Table 42, we see 

that for 1968, for "rape," "robbery," "auto theft," "sex offenses," 

and "D. W. I." county systems are relatively more efficient than city 

systems. For all other types, the relative efficiency is the same. 

For 1969, however, we see a significant difference (Table 43). In 

fact, county systems are relatively more efficient in all types except 

"agg. assault" and "drunkeness,1l and in the heterogeneous category, 

"other ntraf," tolhere relative efficiency is indeterminate. 

In moving from 1968 to 1969 (Table 44), tole find that clearance 

rates and adjusted incremental cost move together in counties in 11 

types oiE 15, and opposite in none. In county sununary measures, they 

o 
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TABLE 40 

MEAN AND VARIANCE OF THE ADJUSTED 
INCREMENTAL SYSTEM COST: 1968 

County: City: 

Crime Type, Mean Variance Mean Variance 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 

Murder 698.38 508,901.12 a 
Rape 569.17 122,056.19 
Robbery 563.40 227,903.00 
Agg. Assault 282.89 92,596.81a 

Auto Theft 195.11 50,671.28 
Burglary 172.50 12,951. 61 a 
Larceny 164.60 18,144.90a 
Narcotics Law 225. 75 20,481. 58a 

Liquor Law 169.88 8,730.97a 

Prostitutionb ------ ---------
Gambling 26.50 840.50 
Sex Offenses 96.63a 5,959.70a 

Family&C1dn 112.43 '4,071.62 
Drunkeness 45.80 818.84 
Disord&Vag 60.20 830.18a 

D. W. I. 118.60a 5,128.26 
Other N'i.:raf 63.60 1,l~41.60 

In<;1ex 190.00 13,234.66a 

Non-Index 66.44 1,130.93 
All 97.80 2,757.73 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

2,256.00 
879.13 
710.44 
204.70 
245.70 
377.00 
289.50 

1,377.75 
284.90 
------
122.60 
313.10a 

195.80 
55.80 
93.30 

195.70a 
86.90 

236.30 
91.40 

127.20 

8,625,517.00a 

283,390.56 
439,597.87 
14,762.65 a 
81,l~86. 81 

292,108.00a 

286,033.87a 
3,953,786.00a 

105,308.50a 

8,198.80 
55,168.73a 

12,645.05 
418.62 

4,036.45 a 

11,527.98 
2,515.88 

50,091.09 a 

12,844.87 
2,526.62 

blnsufficient degrees of freedom to conduct the statistical tests. 
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TABLE 41 

HEAN AND VARIANCE OF THE ADJUSTED 
INCREMENTAL SYSTEM COST: 1969 

County: City: 

Crime Type Mean Variance Mean 

1. Murder 672.00a 408,877.62a 2,673.50a 
2. Rape 524.00a 143,876.50 894.63a 
3. Robbery 498.17 215,599.75 758.80 
4. Agg. Assault 238.30 49,395.09 255.90 
5. Auto Theft 184.22 20,859.41a 434.00 
6. Burglary 171.20a a 317.80a 8,215.50 
7. Larceny 148.80 13,907.48 158.20 
8. Narcotics Lm., 202.75a . a 

13,887.58 1,048.50a 
9. Liquor Law . 149.3Sa 8,970.54a 565.8Sa 

10. Pros ti tUfiion b ------ --------- ------
11. Gambling ------ --------- ------
12. Sex Offenses 75.67a 3,066.66a 342.70 a 
13. Fami1y&C1dn 97.29 a 3,455.90a 211. 7Sa 
14. Drunkr::.ness 50.30 890.68 59.30 
15. Disord&Vag 58.90a 737.43a 106.60a 
16. D. W. 1. 101. 67a 4,740.25 191. 20 a 

17. Other Ntraf 65.50a 1,158.94a 115.50n 

Index 178.20 9,398.15 219.60 
Non-Index 66.80a 901.51 109.60a 

All 94.00a 1,162.67a 148.80a 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

-, 

Variance 

3,149,556.00a 
58,355.71 

843,818.19 
25,221. 81 

781,052.00 
45,534.15a 
14,lf77.94 

822,091. 69 a 
337,046.00a 

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

69,113.94a 

14,701. 66a 

1,165.12 
4,407.60a 

10,329.94 
4,213.16 a 

17,219.36 
2,107.15 
3,922.84a 

bInsufficient degrees of freedom to conduct the statistical tests. 
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TABLE 42 

COMPARISON OF CLEARANCE RATES AND ADJUSTED 
INCREMENTAL SYSTEHS COST FOR COUNTY 

AND CITY ORGANIZATIONS: 1968a 

PA. d -* Type PAi c Xi c , J., , 

Murder = 
Rape > 
Robbery > 
Agg. Assault = 
Auto Theft > 
Burglary = 
Larceny = 
Narcotics Law = 
Liquor Law = 
Prostitutionb 
Gambling = 
Sex Offenses = 
Family&C1dn = 
Drunkeness = 
Disord&Vag = 
D. w. 1. = 
Other Ntraf = 

Index = 
Non-Index = 
All = 

-:=* 
X. d J., 

= 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

= 
< 

= 
= 
= 
< 

= 

= 
= 
= 

aData for arrest probabilities obtained from Table 3. Data 
for inc,rementa1 'cost obtained from 'J'~,b1e 40. 

bNot tested. 
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TABLE 43 

COMPARISON OF CLEARANCE RATES AND ADJUSTED 
INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST FOR COUNTY 

AND CITY ORGANIZATIONS: 1969a 

Crime Type -* ~ PA. PA. d X. X. d 1.,C 1., 1.,C 1., 

1. Hurder 
2. Rape 
3. Robbery 
4. Agg. Assault 
5. Auto Theft 
6. BUl:e1ary 
7. Larceny 
8. Narcotics Law 
9. Liquor La,,, 

10. Prostitutionb 
11. Gamb1ingb 
12. Sex Offenses 
13. Fami1y&C1dn 
14. Drunkeness 
15. Disord&Vag 
16. D. H. 1. 
17. Other Ntraf 

Index 
Non-Index 
All 

= 
> 
> 
= 
> 
> 
= 
= 
= 

= 
= 

= 
= 
== 
< 

> 
< 

= 

< 
< 

= 
= 
= 
< 

= 
< 
< 

< 
< 

= 
< 
< 
< 

= 
< 
< 

aData for arrest probabilities obtained froITt Table 
for incremental cost obtained from Table 41. 

bNot tested. 
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TABLE 4lf 

1968 AND 1969 HOVEMENTS IN ADJUSTED INCF.EHENTAL COST 
AND CLEARANCE RATES FOR COUNTY 

AND CITY AGENCIES a 

County City 

-* X* Crime Type X PA PA 

1. Murder D D U U 
2. Rape D T U U 
3. Robbery D T U U 
4. Agg. Assault D D U T 
5. Auto Theft D D U D 
6. Burglary D D D D 
7. Larceny D D D D 
8. Narcotics Law D T D U 
9. Liquor Law D T U U 

10. Prostitutionb 
11. Gamb1ingb 
12. Sex Offenses D D U U 
13. Fami1y&Cldn D D U u 
14. Drunkeness U U U D 
15. Disord&Vag D D U U 
16. D. W. 1. D D D T 
17. Other Ntraf U U U U 

Index D D D D 
Non-Index U D U U 
All D D U D 

aThe letter "u" indicates an up,.,ard movement from 1968 to 1969; 
the letter "D" indicates a dmmward movement from 1968 to 1969; the 
letter liT" indo' cates no change. 

bHas not comparable for the two years. 
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moved together for Index and All, and opposite for Non-Index. For 

cities, in 10 of 15 crime types they moved together, but in 3 they 

moved in opposite directions. For the summary measures, they moved 

together in Index and Non-Index, while they moved in opposite directions 

in All. This movement may possibly yield some insight into possible 

recent relative emphasis on the two types of systems. 

Determinants of Incremental Systems Cost: 
Non-Economic Aspects 

In this subsection ~\Te examine some of the possible determinants 

of unadjl1sted incremental systems cost. He look at this cost as a 

linear function of population, land area, population density, average 

family buying income, and a zero-one organization dummy variable. The 

same method is used as is used in the police and sheriff analysis. 

That is, that the null hypothesis of non-linearity is tested at the 

0.05 level, and the null hypothesis of a non-dependent relationship 

between the variables is tested by testing the null hypothesis that the 

coefficients of the independent variables are not significantly differ-

ent from zero at the 0.05 level. 

The results of these tests are presented in Tables 45 through 

54, As can be e3.si1.y seen, the null hypothesis of non-linearity is not 

rejected an~\There at the 0.05 level, and hence is accepted in each 

ins tance for both years. 

For population, Tables 45 and 46, we reject the null hypothesis 

of independence for "rape" and "family&cldn" in 1968 and for "rape" in 

1969. We accept it for ell other types. The sign{ficant coefficients 

are po~itive for these three cases. 

0> 
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TABLE L~5 

INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION: 
1968 

Form of the Equation: 

X. :: gl . + hI .U (55) 1,n ,1 ,1 n 

Crime Type gl . ,1 
(S. E.) hI . ,1 

(S. E.) R2 

1. Murder 1,237.2939 a (706.3157) -0.0056 (0.0170) 0.0061 
2. Rape 238. 3536a (132.0197) 0.0063a (0.0032) 0.1782 
3. Robbery 271. 2173a (155.9447) 0.0036 (0.0037) 0.0501 
4. Agg. Assault 199.919Sa (59.6474) 0.0000 (0.0014) 0.0000 
5. Auto Theft l73.3965 a (70.0409) 0.0003 (0.0017) 0.0018 
6. Burglary 213. 3216a (116.1825) 0.0008 (0.0028) 0.0044 
7. Larceny 2l8.2332a (112.8017) -0.0008 (0.0027) 0.0043 
8. Narcotics Law 109.9160 (281. 3013) 0.0056 (0.0068) 0.0363 
9. Liquor Law 203.0643a (72.9336) -0.0005 (0.0018) 0.0052 

10. Prostitution 263.9341 (596. 7798) 0.0102 (0.0143) 0.0273 
11. Gambling 9.1152 (19.1286) 0.0007 (0.0005) 0.1083 
12. Sex Offenses l19.2636a (56.1597) 0.0016 (0.0013) 0.0721 
13. ' Family &Cldn 75.6469a (29.3536) O.OOlsa (0.0007) 0.1970 
14. Drunkeness 45.9693a (7.4062) -0.0000 (0.0002) 0.0036 
15. Disord&Vag 70.9822a (13.9062) -0.0002 (0.0003) 0.0141 
16. D. W. I. 154.1692 (31.5161) -0.0004 (0.0008) 0.0189 
17. Other Ntraf 67.3295 a (13.5507) -0.0000 (0.0003) 0.0000 

Index 183.2726a (49.2598) -0.0001 (0.0012) 0.0002 
Non-Index 71.2501 a .(11.1289) -0.0000 (0.0003) 0.0013 
All 93.5437a '(14.5774) 0.0001 (0. OOOLf) 0.0093 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 46 

INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION: 
1969 

Form of the Equation: 

X. = gl i + hI .U 
~,n , ,~ n 

_ .... ... 
Crime Type gl . (S. E.) h (S. E. ) 

,~ 1,i 

1. Murder 946.6934 (468.8855) 0.0075 (0.0105) 
2. Rape 220.5892a (104.3653) 0.0062 a (0.0023) 
3. Robbery 332.4600a (192.5557) 0.0036 (0.0043) 
4. Agg. Assault 228.6127a (50.6830) -0.0002 (0.0011) 
5. Auto Theft 319.8416 (202.8132) -0.0010 (0.0046) 
6. Burglary 161.8312 (46.6682) 0.0016 (0.0010) 
7. Larceny 140.8759 (32.2300) -0.0002 (0.0007) 
8. Narcotics Law 242.9074 (193.5718) 0.0046 (0.0043) 
9. Liquor Law 270.6304a (129.3869) -0.0004 (0.0029) 

10. Prostitution 22.5753 (36.1983) 0.0003 (0. 0008) 
11. Gambling 4.9129 (36.4882) 0.0015 (0.0008) 
12. Sex Offenses 107.9500a (61. 2124) 0.0019 (0.0014) 
13. Family&Cldn 100. 7508a (35.0406) 0.0004 (0.0008) ( 

14. Drunkeness 54.2302a (9.0668) -0.0002 (0.0002) 
15. Disord&Vag 79.8362 (15.2502) -0.0002 (0.0003) 
16. D. H. 1. 130.3775 (30.8035) • -0.0002 (0.0007) 
17. Other Ntraf .82.4524a (18.7350) 0.0000 (0.0004) 

Index l73.9793a (33. 7644) 0.0001 (0. 0008) 
Non-Index 79.3227a (13. 7980) 0.0000 (0.0003) 
All 103. 3208a (17.6332) 0.0002 (0.0004) 

as' 'f' ~gn~ ~cant at the 0.05 level. 

" Ii 

=-' ; 

(55) 

R2 

0.0273 
0.2786 
0.0365 
0.0026 
0.0025 
0.1129 
0.0029 
0.0594 
0.0009 
0.0073 
0.1508 
0.0967 
0.0152 
0.OLf24 
0.0212 
0.0046 
0.0005 

0.0005 
0.0002 
0.0009 

. 6. 

I 
I 

I : 
\ 
I· 
r 
l' 
1 1: 
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For land area (Tables 47 and 48), we reject the null hypothesis 

of independence for "liquor la\"r," "sex offenses," "family&cldn," 
f , 
t "disord&vag," and "D. W. 1." in 1968; in 1969 ~"re reject it for "murder," 

"rape," "burglary," "narcotics law," "liquor law," "sex offenses," 

"family&cldn," "disord&vag," "D. W. 1.," and "otherntraf." All of the 

significant coefficients are ne8ative, implying that larger land areas, 

for those significant coefficients, are associated ~"rith lm"rer incremental 

systems cost. 

For population density (Tables 49 and 50), we reject the null 

hypothesis in 1968 for "robbery," "narcotics la~"r," "sex offenses /1 

"family&cldn," "disord&vag," and "D. H. 1."; in 1969, we reject it for 

"murder," "rape," "robbery," "burglary," "liquor law," "prostitution,1I 

"sex offenses," "disord&vag," and "D. W. 1." All of the significant 

coefficients for both years are positive, indicating higher systems in-

cremental costs associated with higher population density, regardless 

of the type of crime. 

For average family buying income (Tables 51 and 52), we reject 

the null hypothesis for "sex offenses" :md "fami1y&cldn" in 1968, and 

for "murder," "rape, II "burglary," "larceny," "sex offenses," "family& 

cldn," ane "D. W. 1." in 1969. Of these 7 different types only 2. are 

crimes against property. As the signs of the significants are positive, 

this may indicate that in higher income, it is more expensive to process 

crimes against person. This of course could be due to having higher 

clearance rates for these crimes, as previously discussed. It is also 

interesting that we accept the null hypothesis of independence of 
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c 
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ft ~ 
INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST AS A FUNCTION OF LAND AREA: 

I 
I-

TABLE 48 I 

t 

II 
1968 IX 

I INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST AS A FUNCTION OF LAND AREA: 
Ii 
'j 

Form of I 1969 " 
the Equation: I 

ij 

t 
" II 

I 
,I 

If; X. = g2 . + h2 .M (56) I Form of the Equation: ,I 

I I 

;1 

~,n ,~ ,~ n I: 
'\ 

f 
.i 

"f> X. = g2 . + h2 .M (56) 
, 

I 
.0-

i 

Crime Type g2 . (S.E.) h2 . (S. E.) R2 [, 
~,n ,~ ,~ n Ii 

" 
,~ ,~ 

t 
I R2 
! ' Crime Type (S. E. ) h2 . (S.E.) I 

g2 . 'I 

C 1. Hurder 1,727.0415a 
,~ ,~ 

(670.2463) -2.4513 (1. 7998) 0.0934 I ,\ 

2. Rape 567.3848a (137.4134) -0.5165 (0.3690) 0.0981 ! 
. ! 

j 

3. Robbery 538.1926 a (150.5956) (0.4044) I 
.. 1. Murder 1 ,964. 7014 a (419.0713) -2.9088a (1.1253) 0.2707 I 

-0.5803 0.1027 ..". 
I{ 

4. Agg. Assault 193.1075a (59.2107) 0.0291 (0.1590) 0.0018 i 
2. Rape 588.5935 a (113.3158) -0.6490 a (0.3043) 0.2017 i 

5. Auto Ttleft 215. 3436a (68.8269) -0.1219 (0.1848) 0.0236 I 3. Robbery 627.1831a (193.5027) -0.6794 (0.5196) 0.0867 

(>- 6. Burglary 332.4219 a (111.4637) -0.3532 (0.2993) 0.0718 ! 4. Agg. Assault 239.0003a (52.0479) -0.0674 (0.1398) 0.0127 i 
! 

st."'" 7. Larceny 267.6506a (109.8258) -0.2681 (0.2949) 
I I 5. Auto Theft 442.0386 a (203.6156) -0.5668 (0.5468) 0.0563 

,! 

0.0439 I 
8. Narcotics Law 462.5044 (278.3591) -0.6820 (0.7475) 0.0442 r 

I: 

f-n 6. Burglary 275.3611a (46.7070) -0.2373a (0.1254) 0.1659 

9. LiclllQr Law 271. 6687a (67.1960) -0.3147a (0.1804) 0.1446 ! 
~~" ? 7. Larceny 150.5414a (32.9626) -0.0551 (0.0885) 0.0210 

10. Prostitution 1,154.8511a (570.4929) -2.1611 (1. 5319) 0.0995 i 
8. Narcotics Law 696.4988a (179.7991) -1.1457a (0.4828) 0.2382 i 

I 426.0354a .i 
11. Gambling 52.4952a (18.7074) -0.0846 (0.0502) 0.1361 I 9. Liquor Lao;v (122.0114) -0.6204a (0.3276) 0.1661 Ii 

12. Sex Offenses 269. 842Sa (47.3970) -0. 379Lf a (0.1273) I ! ' 10. Prostitution 63.8803a (36.0094) -0.1190 (0.0967) 0.0777 I 0.3305 j ~ 

~ 13. Family&C1dn 170. 6192a (28.1674) -0.1858a (0.0756) 0.2511 I ! I 11. Gambling 95.2851a (38.2030) -0.1654 (0.1026) 0.1263 ,I 

286.2131a -0.4401a I 

14. Drunkeness 52.~ '91a (6.9543) -0.0279 (0.0187) 0.1101 1 • 
1Z. Sex Offenses (54.1010) (0.1453) 0.3377 j 

15. Disord&Vag 83.6457a (lZ.6508) -0.0660a 
J. ~ 13. Family &C1dn 172.4979a (31. 0080) -0.218Za (0.0833) 0.2761 

(0.03/+0) 0.1735 r ' 

16. D. H. I. 190. 7223a (27.0832) -0.1858a (0.0727) 0.2661 I 14. Drunkeness 55.8522 a (9.2629) -0.0271 (0.0249) 0.0619 

17. Other Ntraf 81. 4794a (12.6053) -0.0539 (0.0338) 0.1235 
! 15. Disord&Vag 98.8269a (13.5352) -0.0953a (0.0363) 0.2763 

? 
I 175.6117a 
j, 16. D. H. I. (27.10%) -0.1910a (0.0728) 0.2767 

f; Index 215.4100a (47.6741) -0.1264 (0.1280) 0.0514 
1 : 17. Other Ntraf 110.5454a (17.2620) -0.0994a (0.0464) 0.2036 
1 

Non-Index 85. 8496a (9.7868) -0.0588a (0.0263) 0.2177 i 1 

All 115. 9104a (13.3167) -0.0668a (0.0358) 0,1625 
! • Index 204.0224a (33.6654) -0.1031 (0.0904) 0.0673 , 

1 102.0700a -0.0823a I 

Non-Index (12.2772) (0.0330) 0.2570 I 

, 
! All 137.1537a (15.7166) -0.1065 a (0.0422) 0.2617 
I 

Ii 
aSignificant at the 0.05 level. t 

I ' aSignificant at the 0.05 level. ' r 1 
I' • 1\ 
i 

~ 
f 

't I ..... l'li 

(\! \ I 
'~ 

,,. Ii 
I 

~ 



'. .. 

( 

152 153 

( () 
'\ ._, 

( 

TABLE 49 TABLE 50 
( (!, 

INCREMENTAL SYSTEHS COST AS A FUNCTION INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST AS A FUNCTION 
OF POPULATION DENSITY: 1968 OF POPULATION DENSITY: 1969 

Form of the Equation: I 
Form of the Equation: 

1 

X. = g3 . + h3 .~ (57) I f) x. = g3 i + h3 iQn (57) 
~,n ,~ ,~ ~,n , , 

Crime Type g3 . (S.E.) h3 . (S.E.) 2 Crime Type g3 . (S .E.) h3 . (S. E.) R2 R 
,~ ,~ ,J. ,J. 

( 1. Murder 588.1003 (624.3960) 0.3305 (0.2851) 0.0695 (\ 1. Murder 523.2632 (386.7100) 0.4492a (0.1750) 0.2681 
2. Rape 252.4939a (117.3694) 0.1214a (0.0536) 0.2219 2. Rape 233.1185 a (97.5532) 0.1234a (0.0441) 0.3027 
3. Robbery 197.4138 (130.5537) 0.1274 (0.0596) 0.2024 3. Robbery 229.0266 (170.0751) 0.llf69 a (0.0769) 0.1684 
4. .l\~g. Assault 206.5788a (54.4581) -0.0040 (0.0249) 0.0014 4. Agg. Assault 212.4740 (4. 1575) 0.0057 (0.0218) 0.0038 
5. Auto Theft 160.4405 a (63.5630) 0.0152 (0.0290) 0.0151 5. Auto Theft 214.6ll92 (191. 2306) 0.0510 (0.0856) 0.0189 

( 6. Burglary 179.4440 (104.3665) 0.0399 (0.04.76) 0.0376 , , 6. Burglary 158.6877a (43.2105) 0.0360a (0.0196) 0.1586 
\ 

(.1 '". 7. Larceny 158.3336 (102.4305) 0.0256 (0.0468) 0.0164 I I .' 7. Larc/?uy 135.2523a (30.6862) 0.0003 (0.0139) 0.0000 
8. Narcotics La~y - 5.7656 (241. 3508) 0.1965 (0.1102) 0.1502 8. Narcotics Law 57.7613a (149.0444) 0.225l. (0.067ll) O. 3831 
9. Liquor Law 126.5193a (63.2461) 0.Ol.17 (0.0289) 0.1038 9. Liqu.or La~.;r 80.1116 (105.3534) 0.1221a (0. Olf 77) 0.2672 

10. Prostitution 92.0168 (525.5933) 0.3319 (0.2400) 0.0961 10. Prostitution - 11. 3702 (30.9305) 0.0295 a (0. OllIO) 0.1979 
11. Gamh1 ing 7.9580 (16.8041) 0.0150a (0.0077) 0.1756 11. Gambling 19.2109 (35.9384) 0.0215 (0.0163) 0.0886 
12. Sex 0 f fens es 71. 6952a (40.8282) 0.0663a (0.0186) 0.412'+ 12. Sex Offenses 60.9101 (48.0390) 0.0729a (0.0217) 0.3845 

C 13. Fami1y&Cldn 82.8455 a (26.7366) 0.0260a (0.0122) 0.2019 \ J 13. Family &C1dn 67.681}9 a (29.3040) 0.0314a (0.0133) 0.2380 
14. Drunkeness 41. 0066a (6.6564) 0.0025 (0.0030) 0.0357 14. Drunkeness 45.5578 (8.7442) 0.0020 (O.OOlIO) 0.0146 
15. Disord&Vag 42.5645 (9.7336) 0.0161a (0. 00lJ.4.) 0.4213 15. Disord&Vag 47.6539 a (11. 5080) O.017/.a (0.0052) 0.3834 
16. D. H. 1. 104.5565a (26.0644) 0.0249 a (0.0199) 0.1961 16. D. H. I. 80.9732a (25.0095) 0.0295 a (0.0113) 0.27td 
17. Other Ntraf 57.4675a (11. 9099) 0.0066 (0.0054) 0.0746 17. Other Ntraf 71. 3356a (17.2602) 0.0085 (0.0078) 0.0615 

(I Index 162.4239 (44.4998) 0.0131 (0.0203) 0.0225 (l Index 162.0576a (31. 7093) 0.0097 (0.01 lI3) 0.0247 
Non-Index 58.9962a (9.3869) 0.0076a (0.0043) 0.1488 Non-Index 66.7917a (12.2620) 0.0090 (0.0055) 0.1264 
All 86.0475 a (12.6951) 0.0082 (0.0058) 0.0998 All 90.6848.9. (15.6126) 0.0121 (0.0071) 0.1409 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
0 

o 
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TABLE 51 
I ( 

INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST AS A FUNCTION 
OF AVERAGE FAMILY BUYING INCOME: 1968 

Form of the Equation: 

X. = g4,i +h4 ,iYn (58) 1,n ( 

Crime Type g4 . ,1 (S. E.) h4 . ,1 (S .E.) R2 

1. Murder - 815.0303 (2,489.9607) 0.2372 (0.3081) 0.0319 
2. Ra.pe - 93.2346 (504.8877) 0.0657 (0.0625) 0.0579 

'( 

3. Robbery - 196.5693 (554.3(;23) 0.0729 (0.0686) 0.0591 
4. Agg. As13au1t 460.1658a (203.7527) -0.0327 (0.0252) 0.0854 
5. Aute Tlleft 53.8628 (248.4888) 0.0162 (0.0307) 0.0152 
6. Burglary - 434.8108 (383.3196) 0.0847 (0.0474) 0.1506 
7. Larceny - 373.3689 (379.9749) 0.0717 (0.0470) o . 11lf4 
8. Narcotics Law 305.Lf995 (1,023.5574) 0.003lf (0.1267) 0.0000 

( 
( 

9. . Liq uar La~'1 - 149.6770 (248.3674) 0.0424 (0.0307) 0.0957 
10. Pros ti tution - 482.5503 (2,146.4111) 0.1330 (0.2656) 0.0137 
11. Gambling 9.8968 (71. 7282) 0.0050 (0.0089) 0.0173 
12. Sex Offenses - 169.1947 (191. 8926) 0.0425 a (0.0237) 0.1509 
13. Family&C1dn 129.1580 (100.470Lf) 0.0315 a (0.0124) 0.2627 
14. Drunkeness 31..41269 (26.3122) 0.0017 (0.0033) 0.0142 

<: 

15. Disord&Vag 38.2906 (49.5858) 0.0035 (0.0061) 0.0175 
16. D. H. I. 41. 46Lf8 (1,111.1295) 0.0125 (0.0138) 0.0439 
17. Other Ntraf 64.5898 (48.4005) 0.0003 (0.0060) 0.0001 

Index - 31. 8397 (168.3523) 0.0269 (0.0208) 0.0847 
Non-Index 54.2818 (39.5978) 0.0020 (0.0049) 0.0090 
All 49.6411 (51. 0124') 0.0061 (0.0063) 0.0491 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

I 
l! 
I' I ( I . 
I 

! 
I i ( 
I 

I 

\ 

I 
I _ 
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TABLE 52 

INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST AS A Fm~CTION 
OF AVERAGE FAMILY BUYING INCOHE: 1969 

Form of the Equation: 

X. = g4 . + h4 . Y l,n ,1 ,1 n (58) 

Crime Type g4 . (S. E. ) h . (S. E.) R2 
,1 4,1 

1. Murder -2,510.8918 (1,507.7319) 0.4336 a (0.1738) 0.2571 
2. Rape - 623.6440 (377.2000) 0.1219 a (0.0435) 0.3039 
3. Robbery 254.4171 (701. 9946) 0.0821 (0.0809) 0.05tfl 
4. Agg. Assault 368.1409a (183.3405) -0.0173 (0.0211) 0.0359 
5. Auto Theft 501. 6968 (722.5920) 0.0929 (0.0833) 0.0647 
6. Burglary - 204.5145 (152.4800) 0.0489 a (0.0176) 0.3004 
7. Larceny 66.1156 (108. Lf073) 0.0237a (0.0125) 0.1667 
8. Narcotics Law - 319.7886 (714.4080) 0.0831 (0.0823) 0.0535 
9 . Liquor La,., - 392.0918 (449.8674) 0.0765 (0.0518) 0.1078 

10. Prostitution 3.3Lf 29 (133.4797) 0.0033 (O.015 Lf) 0.0026 
11. Gambling 45.6762 (143.8342) 0.0113 (0.0166) 0.0252 
12. Sex Offenses - 299.4702 (208.7213) 0.0549 a (0.0241) 0.22Lf2 
13. Fami1y&Cldn 170 .. 4611 (110.5304) 0.033lfa (0.0127) 0.2761 
14. Drunkeness 43.3859 (3lf.0673) 0.0006 (0.0039) 0.0013 
15. Disord&Vag 48.5994 (56.4076) 0.0029 (0.0065) 0.0108 
16. D. H. I. 58.3516 (104.7934) 0.0214a (0.0121) 0.1490 
17. Other Ntraf 86.1132 (68.9479) -0.0003 (0.0079) 0.0001 

Index 1. 9801 (116.6503) 0.0209 (0.0134) 0.1187 
Non-Index 47.8042 (50.1831) 0.0038 (0.0058) 0.0231 
All 12.2056 (60.9479) 0.0113 (0.0070) 0.1258 

aSignificffilt at the 0.05 level. 
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average family buying income and unadjusted systems cost in so many 

instances, as one might have anticipated a stronger relationship due 

to the unadjusted cost data. 

For the zero-one dummy variable, in 1968 (Table 53), we reject 

the null hypothesis for "rape," "gambling," "sex offenses," "disord & 

vag," and "D. H. 1."; for 1969 (Table 54), we reject the null hypothesis 

for the same categories, adding "murder," "burglary," "narcotics law," 

and "liquor law." All of the coefficients are positive, essentially 

reinforcing the earlier tests that cities have somewhat higher incre-

mental systems costs than do counties. 

He next test the hypothesis that unadjusted systems incremental 

cost is a linear function of population density anr! average family 

buying income, and also that it is a linear functioll of these two 

and a zero-one dummy variable. 
I 

For the first of these, we accept the null hypothesis of non- II 
linearity for all types for both years. For 1968 (Tables 55 and 56), 

! 
~ 

"'"' 
we reject the null hypothesis of independence of population density 

for "rape," "robbery," "narcotics 1a~v," "gambling," "dif~'Jrd&vag," and 

/ . .c:' 
~ .. liD. H. 1."; for average family buying income, we reject for "sex offenses. 1I .. 

~ 

I 
In 1969 (Tables 57 and 58), we reject the null hypothesis for population 

density for "narcotics law," 1I1iquor law," IIprostitution," "sex offenses,tI I 
I 
j 

"disord&vag," and "D. H. In"; for average family buying income, we reject 

the null hypothesis for "burg1arY""and "larceny." All significant coef-· 

ficients are positive. As was demonstrated in examining the re1ation-

f 
tT: 

I 
ship of clearance rates to these variables, no better explanatory power J ....... 

lti) '-' 
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TABLE 53 

INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST AS A FUNCTION OF ORGANIZATIONAL 
DUMMY VARIABLE: 1968 

Form of the Equation: 

X. = g7 . + h7 .Z 1,n ,1 ,1 n 

. Crime Type g7 . ,1 
(S. E.) h7 . ,1 

(S. E.) 

1. Murder 411.8999 (651. 5034) 1,309.0999 (921.3650) 
2. Rape 253.2000a (128.6212) 349.9998a (181.8987) 
3. Robbery 206.9000 (143. 7990) 349.7998 (203.3624) 
4. Agg. Assault 213.1000a ( 57.7011) - 24.5000 (81. 6017) 
5. Auto Theft 147.6000a ( 66.9814) 69.8000 (94.7261) 
6. Burglary 140. 7000 (108.2381) 193.1000 (153.0718) 
7. Larceny 133.0000 (107.6359) 124.8000 (152.2201) 
8. Narcotics Law 70.0000 (269.0532) 417.3999 (380.4988) 
9. Liquor Law 118.7000a (67.1753) 136.3000 (95.0002) 

10. Prostitution 0.0000 (554.9055) 1,1J.4.8999 (784.7S I+9) 
11. Gambling 4.6000 (17.7739) 50.Z000a (25.1361) 
12. Sex Offenses 61. 6000 (tf4.1377) 212.0000a (62.4202) 
13. Family&C1dn 67.0000a (26.2787) 107.1000a (37.1637) 
14. Drunkeness 37.9000a (6.8398) 13.4000 (9.6739) 
15. Disord&Vag 48.7000 a (12.3203) 34.3000a (17.423S) 
16. D .. H. 1. 99.4000a (27.6242) 82.5000a (39.0665) 
17. Other Ntraf 56.1000

a 
(12.6343) 21. 7000 (17.8676) 

Index 15l.0000a (46.6914) 60.7000 (66.0316) 
Non-Index 57.4000a (9.9495) 25.2000a (14.0708) 
All 81. 5000a 

(13.1686) 32.8000a (18.5384) 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

, I . 

(60) 

R2 

0.1008 
0.170S 
0.llIl2 
0.0050 
0.0293 
0.0813 
0.0360 
0.0627 
0.1026 
0.10S7 
0.1814 
0.3906 
0.3157 
0.0963 
0.1772 
0.1986 
0.0757 

0.0448 
0.1512 
0.1481 
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TABLE 56 

INCREHENTAL SYSTEMS COST AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION 
DENSITY AND AVERAGE FAl1ILY BUYING INCOl1E: 1968 

(for crime types II-Hall") 

Form of the Equation: 

Xi,n = 8S,i + h5,iQn + h6 ,iYn 

Crime Type g5 . 
)~ 

h5 . ,~ 
h6 . 

)~ 

(S. E.) (S.E.) (S.E.) 

37.6902 O.Ol7Oa -0.0041 
(71.9193) (0.0091) (0.0096) 

11. Gambling 

3.9836 0.0618 0.0094 
(174. 852{f) (0.0221) (0.0234) 

12. Sex Offenses 

-37.6474 0.0148 0.0235 
(106.8648) (0.0135) (0.0143) 

13. Fami1y&C1dn 

37.7900 0.0023 0.0004 
(28.6286) (0.0036) (0.0038) 

14. Drunkeness 

92.6199a O.0194a -0.0069 
(39.9700) (0.0051) (0.0054) 

15. Disord & Vag 

112.8849 0.0255a -0.0012 
(112.1260) (0.0142) (0.0150) 

16. D. W. I. 

88. 7220a 0.0086 -0.0043 
(50.6457) (0.0064) (0.0068) 

17. Other Ntraf 

-30.9044 0 .. 0003 0.0267 
(185.2759 ) (0.0234) (0.0248) 

Index 

79.3206a 0.OO89 a -0.0028 
(40.0679) (0.0051) (0.0054) 

Non--Index 

69.5402 0.0071 0.0023 
(54.4665) (0.0069) (0.0073) 

All 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

-, 
·1 

(59) 

0.1843 

0.4179 

0.3113 

0.0365 

0.4729 

0.1964 

0.0911 

0.0847 

0.1623 

0.1050 

161 

TABLE 57 

INCREHENTAL SYSTEHS COST AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION 
DENSITY AND AVERAGE FAl'1ILY BUYING INCOl1E: 1969 

(for crime types 1-10) 

Crime Type 

1. Murder 

2. Rape 

3. Robbery 

4. Agg. Assault 

5. Auto Theft 

6. Burglary 

7. Larceny 

Form of the Equation: 

g5 . 
,~ 

(8. E. ) 

it5 . 
,J. 

(8 .. E. ) 

-1,628.4915 0.3016 
(1,569. 7661) (0.1998) 

-387.2012 0.0808 
(388,8347) (0.0495) 

161.9570 0.1423 
(729.5625) (0.0929) 

428.1516a 0.0205 
(199.4844) (0.0254) 

-494.8516 0.0023 
(801.1545) (0.1020) 

-163.8852 0.0139 
(166.9771) (0.0213) 

-115.5364 -0.0169 
(115.8058) (0.0147) 

h6 . ,1 
(8. E.) 

0.2781 
(0" 1970) 

0.0802 
(0. (488) 

0.0087 
(0.0915) 

-0.0279 
(0.0250) 

0.0917 
(0.1005) 

0.0417a 

(0.0210) 

0.0324a 

(0.01!f5) 

8. Narcotics Law 410 h656 0 2!96a • ., • + -0.0456 

9. Liquor Law 

(633.4172) (0.0806) (0.0795) 

-63.7389 0.1122a 0.0186 
(450.6177) (0.0574) (0.0565) 

10. Prostitution 114.9665 0.0382 a -0.0163 
(128.9082) (0.0164) (0.0162) 

a8ignificant at the 0.05 level. 

0.3449 

0.3982 

0.1689 

0.0716 

0.0647 

0.3176 

0.2264 

0.394.7 

0.2718 

0.2433 

(59) 

; I , 
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is gained and the number of types in which the null hypothesis is 

rejected falls. 

For the second of these, we also accept the null hypothesis for 
TABLE 58 

Ie 
INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS 

both years. In 1968 (Tables 59 and 60), we reject the null hypothesis 
COST AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION 

DENSITY AND AVERAGE FAMILY BUYING INCOME: 1969 of independence for population density for "disord&vag"; for average 
(for crime types 11.-"a11") 

Form of the Eq\.lation: I' 
family buying income for "agg. assault"; and for the zero-one dummy 

C 
X. = g5 . + h5,iQn + h6 ,iYn J.,n ,J. (59) 

variable, for "drunkeness." In 1969 (Table 61 and 62), ~ve rej ect 

independence for population density for "liquor law"; for average family 

Crime Type g5 . h5 . h6 . R2 r ,J. ,J. ,J. 
(S. E.) (S. E. ) (S.E.) 

" ~ c' l! ' 

buying income for "larceny" and "other ntraf"; and f01: the zero-one 

dummy variable, for "gambling" and "other ntraf." As in the previous 

II. 
! : 

Gambling 16. 7649 0.0213 0.0003 0.0886 
, 
I; 

(154.2027) (0.0196) (0.0193) i I 
! ' 

12. Sex Offenses 0.0603a I) 
( -123.1818 0.0238 0.4151 rl. '''''-'''11 

(200.9283) (0.0256) (0.0252) 
Ii Jj ), 

( I . ~ 0>' 

) , 
13. Family&C1dn -115.1885 0.0189 0.0236 0.3386 ! : 

(117.1432) (0.0149) (0.0147) r 
I 

L 
14. Drunkcless 

1, 
50.3216 0.002!~ -0.0006 0.0156 1 ' 

('" (37.5007) (0.0048) (0.0047) I; I 1 ! 

test, no better explanatory power is gained, and cases of rejection 

of the null hypothesis of independence ar~ reduced. 

Operation of County and City Systems: 
Increasing and Decreasing Cost 

The final phase of the analysis involves examining the relation-

ship between unadjusted systems incremental cost and input to the 
~ ! 

15. 112.5802a ~- ! 

Disord&Vag 0.0219a -0.0084 0.4499 L (46.6379) (0.0059) (0.0059) 1 
i i 

f : 
16. D. H. 1. 14.6275 0.0249a 0.0086 0.2914 f : 

I I 

(1 (106.0223) (0.0135) (0.0133) b • 
r 
l . 

17. Other Ntraf 120.8596 
. ,. 

0.0119 -0.0064 0.0877 t (73.0191) (0. 0093) (0.0092) {,' 
I i 

1· I 
Index -7.6682 -0,0019 0.0219 0.1195 ~: i .. 

lP " (I (129.2819) (0.0165) (0.0162) h: J 
Non-Index 75.8110 0.0096 -0.0012 0.1281 i 

(32.5653) (0.0067) (0.0066) i All 36.9238 0.0084 0.0069 0.1754 
(65.6299) (0.008 ff) (0.0082) 

" 

·:1 

criminal justice system in the form of true complaints. We are seeking 

to determine if either county or city systems are operating within a 

range of true complaints that result in increasing or decreasing incre-

mental cost. We use the tool of rank correlation and calculate and 

test at the 0.05 level both Spearman and Kendall rank correlation coef-

ficients. As 'wevious1y done, we will restrict our discussion to the 

Kendall coefficients. 

As a point of reference, ~ve begin by performing the analysis 

(I ~~, (0' \\ as' 'f' the 0.05 level. f J.gnJ. J.cant at 
for all counties and cities for both years (Tables 63 and 64). In 

c 
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TABLE 59 

INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION DENSITY, 
AVERAGE FAMILY BUYING INCOME AND ORGANIZATIONAL 

DillfMY VARIABLE: 1968 
(for crime types 1-10) 

Form of the Equation: 

X. = g8 . + h8 .Q + h9 .Y + h10 .Z 
~,n ,~ ,~ n ,~ n ,~ n (61) 

Crime Type gS,i hS . ,~ h9 . ,~ h10,i R2 

(S. E.) (S, E.) (S. E. ) (S. E.) 

1. Murder 2,lS0.9409 -0.1686 -0.2610 2,399.3053 0.1143 
(3,679.8628) (0. (293) (0.5339) (2,752.5342) 

2. Rape 303.5947 0.1087 -0.0081 63.7811 0.2226 
(708.6731) (0.1212) (0.1028) (30.0869) 

3. Robbe~'"Y 45.5274 0.1469 0.0230 -117.3550 0.2047 
(787.5042) (0.1347) (0.1143) (589.0525) 

4. Agg. Assault 712. 793S a -0.0285 --0.0738a 230.0176 0.1563 
(302.3730) (0.0517) (0.0439) (226.1749) 

5. Auto Theft 198.5366 -0.0145 -0.0075 128.2747 0.0324 
(380.5764) (0.0651) (0.0552) (284.6709) 

6. Burglary -480.5752 0.0086 0.0920 -48.3460 0.1512 
(592.0476) (0.1012) (0.0859) (442.8511) 

7. Larceny -601.0266 0.0297 0.1086 -601. 0266 0.1302 
(581. 8530) (0.0995) (0.0844) (581. 8530) 

8. Narcotics Law 1,155.4336 0.2443 -0.1623 114.4457 0.2057 
(1,049.4800) (0.2410) (0.2045) (1,054.2898) 

9. Liquor Laiv 130.3377 0.0418 0.0366 -67.6013 0.1357 
(375.1721) (0.0542) (0.0544) (280.6284) 

10. Prostitution 2,528.78S6 -0.0624 -0.371+2 2,204.0657 0.1468 
(3,084.5413) (0.5275) (0.4475) (2,307.2344) 

aSign:l.£icant at the 0.05 level. 

I 
I. (-j ~ 
I~, I 
i i:(;! .• 
i 
i 

II 
Ii I ..... 
Ii 1.<;.' 

{ 
I 
! 

\i!! 

, . 

165 

TABLE 60 

INCIillMENTAL SYSTEMS COST AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION DENSITY , 
AVERAGE FAMILY BUYING INCOME AND ORGANIZATIONAL 

DUMMY VARIABLE: 1968 
(for crime types 11-lIa11") 

Form of the Equation: 

X. = g8 . + h8 .Q + h9 .Y + h10 .Z 
~,n ,~ ,~ n .~ n ,~ n (61) 

Crime Type g8 . h8 . h9 . h10 ,i R2 
,~ ,~ ,~ 

(S. E.) (S. E.) (8 .E.) (S. E.) 

11. Gambling 126.7399 -0.0018 -0.0181 98.1067 0.2703 
(95.4999) (0.0163) (0.0139) (71. 4338) 

12. Sex Offenses 122.8415 0.0367 -0.0093 130.9466 0.4364 
(241. 5542) (0.OU3) (0.0350) (180.6823) 

13. Fami1y&C1dn -15.5742 -0.0004 0,,0122 79.4036 0.3328 
(147.6689) (0.0253) (0.0214) (110.4562) 

14. Drunkeness 81. 4332 a -0.0070 -0. (1064 48. G820 a 0.1905 
(36.8411) (0,0063) (0.0053) (27.5571) 

15. Disord&Vag 64.4783 0.0253a -0.0025 -31. 0038 0.4909 
(55.1515) (0.0094) (0.0080) (41. 2533) 

16. D. H. I. 212.3119 0.0045 -0.0168 109.5394 0.2390 
(153.1048) (0.0262) (0.0222) (114.5223) 

17. Other. Ntraf 144.9906a -0.0033 -0.0131 61. 9914 0.1729 
(68,0193) (0.0116) (0.0099) (50.8784) 

Index -55.0532 0.0054 0.0305 -26.6048 0.0857 
(259.9690) (0.0445) (0.0'377) (197.4567) 

Non-Index 128.3180a -0.0014 -0.0105 53.9808 0.2484 
(53.2824) (0.0091) (0.0077) (39.8552) 

All 124.0856 -0.0044 -0.0063 60.0931 0.1667 
(73. 78LfS) (0.0126) (0.0107) (55.1907) 

aSignificant at the 0.051evel. 
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TABLE 61 

INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION DENSITY 1 

AVERAGE FAMILY BUYING INCOME AND ORGANIZATIONAL 
DlJMl:.f1 VARIABLE: 1969 

(for crime types 1-10) 

Form of the Equation: 

X. = gs . + hS .Q + h9 .Y + hlO .Z (61) l.,n ,l. ,l. n ,l. n . ,l. n 

Crime Type gs . hS i ,l. , h9 . ,l. h1O ,i R2 
(S.E.) (S .E.) (S. E.) (S .E.) 

1. M)).t'der -1,805.6567 0.3437 0.3044 -216.2693 0.3457 
(2,050.2800) , (0.3634) (0.2759) (1,538.6641) 

· (" 
, (7" 

2. Rape -348.8562 0.0745 0.0717 46.7994 0.3988 
(507.9236) (0.0684) (0.0900) (381.1790) 

3. Robbery 219.1806 0.12S7 0.0002 69.8572 0.1694 
(953.1711.~) (0.1689) (0.1283) (715.3220) 

4. Agg. Assault 614.2932a -0.0237 -0.0555 227.2374 0.1498 
(249.4714) (0.0442) (0.0336) (187.2196) 

5. Auto Theft -438.1826 -0.0111 0.0833 69.1803 0.0652 
(1,046.7644) (0.1855) (0.1409) (785.5603) 

6. Burglary -150.6593 0.0397 0.0107 16.1458 0.3180 
(218.1538) (0.0294) (0.0387) (163.7168) 

7. Larceny -178.5370 -0.0019 0.0418a -76,9096 0.2486 
(149.1607) (0.0264) (0.0201) (111. 9399) 

8. Narco':ics Law 717.1494 0.1768 -0.0911 374.3923 0.4085 
(I 

(818.3552) (0.1450) (0.1101) (614.1472) 

9. Liquor Law -398.3586 O.1917a 0.0682 -408.lf961 0.3107 
(592.9683) (0.1015) (0.0771) (429.9927) 

10. Prostitution 92.2939 0.0435 -0.0130 -27.6782 0.2455 
(168.2159) (0.0298) (0.0226) (26.2402) 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 62 

INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST AS A FUNCTION OF POPULATION DENSITY, 
AVERAGE F»fILY BUYING INCOME AND ORGANIZATIONAL 

DUMMY VARIABLE: 1969 
(for crime types 11-"a11") 

Form of the Equation: 

x. = l.,n g8 i + h8 iQn + h9 iYn + h10 iZn , , , , (61) 

Crime Type g8 . ,l. hS . ,l. h9 . ,l. h10 ,i R2 

(s. E.) (S. E.) (S. E.) (S. E.) 

11. Gambling 240.3888 -0.0329 -0.0329 272.99498- 0.2742 
(179.8399) (0.0319) (0.0242) (134.9629) 

12. Sex Offenses 32.6298 0.0232 0.0007 190.21.13 0.4492 
(254.8308) (0.0452) (0.0343) (191. 2417) 

13. Fami1y&Cldn -112.3142 0.0182 0.0232 3.5089 0.3386 
(153.0885) (0.0271) (0.0206) (114.8876) 

14. Drunkeness 87.6676a -0.0065 -0.0062 45.5912 0.1101 
(46.5965) (0.6083) (0.0063) (34.9890) 

15. Disord&Vag 126.1224a 0.0187 -0.0104 16.5319 0.4544 
(60.7012) (0.0108) (0.0082) (45.5541) 

16. D. W. 1. 80. 7802 0.0092 -0.0012 80.7577 0.3181 
(135.9224) (0.0241) (0.0183) (102.0050) 

17. Other Ntraf 243.5950a 
-0.0173 -0.0246a 149.8326a 0.3373 

(81. 3334) (0.0144) (0.0109) (61. 0379) 

Index -4.8989 -0.0026 0.0215 3.3808 0.1195 
(168.9530) (0.0299) (0.0227) (126.7933) 

Non-Index 153. 3877a -0.0089 -0.0127a 94.7039 0.3120 
(61. 0242) (0.0108) (0.0082) (45.796,:') 

All 99.4083 -0.0064 -0.0064 76.2796 0.2478 
(81. 9202) (0.01If5) (0.0145) (61. 4783) 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
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T.ABLE 63 

RANK CORRELATION OF INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST 
AND TRUE COMPLAINTS FOR ALL COUNTIES 

AND CITIES: 1968 

Kendall Speannc1n 
Correlation Correlation 

Crime Type Coefficient Coefficient 

1. Murder 0.1799 0.3286 
2. Rape 0.6178a 0.7585a 

3. Robbccy 0.534Sa 0.6777a 

4. Agg. Assault -0.1270 -0.1701 
5. Auto Theft 0.0952 0.1/+00 
6. Burglary 0.0421 0.0361 
7. Larceny -0.1217 -0.J.693 
8. Naccotics Law 0.8018a 0.8963a 

9. 1j quor Law -0.0480 -0.0260 
10. Pr,)stitution 0.7523a 0.8631a 

11. Gambling 0.7679 a 0.9255 a 

12. Sex Offenses 0.2865a 0.3875 a 

13. Family &Cl dl1 0.4032.:1 0.5570a 

14. Drunkeness -0.0529 -0.1114 
15. Disord&Vag 0.1008 0.1656 
16. D. H. 1. -0.2493 -0.3278 
17. Other Ntraf -0.1596 -0.2082 

Index -0.0317 -0.0625 
Non-Index -0.1003 -0.1895 
All -0.0371 -0.0519 

a. . --
S~gn~ficant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 64 

RANK CORRELATION OF INCREHENTAL SYSTEMS COST 
AND TRUE COMPLAINTS FOR ALL COUNTIES 

Crime Type 

1. Murder 
2. Rape 
3. Robbery 
4. Agg. Assault 
5. Auto Theft 
6. Burglary 
7. Larceny 
8. Narcotics Law 
9. Liquor LmV' 

10. Prostitution 
11. Gambling 
12. Sex Offenses 
13. Fami1y&Cldn 
14. Drunkeness 
15. Disor.d&Vag 
16. D. W. 1. 
17. Other Ntra£ 

Index 
Non-Index 
.~ll 

a 

AND CITIES: 1969 

Kendall 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

0.2019 
O.6030a 
0.3517a 

-0.1214 
0.1326 
0.2211 

-0.0211 
0.6565a 

0.1202 
0.9259a 

0.7822a 

O.3556a 

0.3558a 

-0.0897 
0.0423 

-0.0053 
-0.1479 

0.1058 
0.0106 
0.0897 

Significant at the 0.05 level. 

Spearman 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

0.3697a 
O. 7254 a 
0.4767a 

-0.1707 
0.1687 
0.2997 

-0.0556 
0.8338a 

0.24M 
0.98·O,3a 
0.481j6a 
0.4649a 
0.3983a 

-0.217l~ 

0.0685 
-0.0011 
-0.1789 

0.12l~9 

-0.0241 
0.1572 

\; 
I 

J 
\ 

! 
, i 

: ! 

i! 
, l 

1 J 
11 

il 
;: 



• -, 

170 

1968, we reject the null'hypothesis of independence for "rape," "rob-

bery," "narcotics law," "prostitution," "gambling," "sex offenses," and 

"family&cldn" Call coefficients positive); in 1969, we reject the null 

( hypothesis for the same types, w'ith the same signs. This would seem 

to imply that for the system taken as a whole, the system is operating 

in ranges of increasing incremental cost (based on the 2 significant 

index and 5 significant non-index crimes). 

For counties in 1968 (Table 65), we reject the null hypothesis 

for "rape," "robbery," "narcotics law," "prostitution," "gambling," 

"family&cldn,," "drunkeness," and, "D. H. L"; for 1969 (Table 66), we 

reject the null hypothesis for all of the same types except "robbery," 

"drunkeness," and "D. W. J,." In addition, ~.,e reject it for "sex of-
( 

( . fenses." It is worth noting that for both significant index crimes and 

all of the significant non-index crimes except "drunkeness," "D. W. 1.," 

and "other ntraf" are positive. These others are negative. 

For cities, in 1968 (Table 67), we reject the null hypothesis 

for "rape," "narcotics law," "prostitution," and "gambling" (all positb3) , 

and in 1969 (Table 68), we rej ect it for "rape," "prostitution," "gam-
, ( 

bling," and "disord&vag." The sign of all but "disord&vag" are positive. 

Its sign is negative. 

He find fewer instances of rejection for cities than for counties; 

but ~.,e increase rejection as measured by county types ~.,lJ(,m ~.,e separate 

the two, and decrease the rejection as measured by types for the cities. 
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TABLE 65 

RANK CORRELATION OF INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST 
AND TRUE COMPLAINTS FOR COUNTY SYSTEMS: 

1968 

Kendall Spearman 
Cdme Type Correlation Correlation Coefficient Coefficient 

1. Murder 0.2791 2. Rape 0.5871 a 0.4356 
3. Robbery 0.4857a 0.7648a 
4. Agg. Assault -0.1798 0.7379a 
5. Auto Theft -0.0899 -0.2249 
6. Burglary -0.0667 -0.1155 
7. Larceny 0.0455 

-0.1394 
8. Narcotics Law 0.9292 a 0.0244 
9. Liquor Law 0.0682 0.9726 a 

10. Prostitution 1. OOOOa 0.2104 
11. Gambling 0.8f324 a 1.0000a 
12. Sex Offenses 0.2588 0.9753a 
13. Family&Cldn 0.5238a 0.3477 
14. Drunkeness -0.l~222a 

0.6770a 
15. Disord&Vag -0.1839 -0.6606a 
16. D. W. 1. -0.5243a -0.1713 
17. Other Ntraf -0.6293a -0. 7356 a 

-0. 7660a 
Index -0.1798 
Non-Index -0.4944a -0.2432 
All -0.4667a -0.67lfSa 

-0.5636 a 

a 
Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 66 

RANK CORRELATION OF INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST 
AND TRUE COMPLAINTS FOR COUNTY SYSTEMS: 

1969 

Kendall Spearman 
Correlation Correlation 

Crime Type Coefficient Coefficient 

1. Hurder 0.2381 0.4037 
2. Rape 0.4387a 0.5354 a 

3. Robbery 0.3846 0.6l29a 

4. Agg. Assault -0.2444 -0.2848 
5. Auto Theft 0.1840 0.2147 
6. Burglary 0.1556 0.2727 
7. LarC!eny 0.2889 0.3697 
8. Narcotics Law 0.6132a 0./S08a 

9. Liquor Law 0.2069 0.3425 
10. Prostitution 1. OOOOa 1. OOOOa 

11. Gambling 1.0000a 1.OOOOa 

12. Sex Offenses 0.4l26a 0.6343a 

13. Family&Cldn 0.5583a 0.6708a 

14. Drunkeness -0.2889 -0.5273 
15. Disord&Vag 0.0000 -0.0669 
16. D. W. 1. -0.0222 0.0061 
17. Other Ntraf -0.5556a -0. 7333a 

Index 0.2697 0.3830 
Non-Index -0.l+046a -0.5289 
All -0.3778 -0.4303 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 67 

RANK CORRELATION OF INCRffi1ENTAL SYSTEMS COST 
AND TRUE COMPLAINTS FOR CITY SYSTEHS: 1968 

Crime Type 

1. Murder 
2. Rape 
3. Robbery 
4. Agg. Assault 
5. Auto Theft 
6. Burglary 
7. Larceny 
8. Narcotics Law 
9. Liquor Law 

10. Prostitution 
11. Gambling 
12. Sex Offenses 
13. Fami1y&C1dn 
14. Drunkeness 
15. Disord&Vag 
16. D. H. I. 
17. Other Ntraf 

Index 
Non-Index 
All 

Kendall 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

0.2935 
0.5581a 

0.3778 
-0.0667 
-0.0899 
-0.0222 
-0.3333 

0.6789 a 

-0.2501 
0.6442a 

0.7143a 

-0.0667 
0.04L,9 
0.0222 

-0.3333 
-0.2247 
-0.1348 

-0.0449 
-0.2000 
-0.2444 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

Spearman 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

0.3964 
0.6902a 

0.4788 
-0.1394 
-0.1033 
-0.1152 
-0.4303 

0.8449 a 

0.3171 
0.8571 a 
0.8759 a 

-0.0788 
0.1520 
0.0182 

-0.4424 
-0.2736 
-0.1702 

-0.1155 
-0.4424 
-0.3455 
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TABLE 68 

RANK CORRELATION OF INCREMENTAL SYSTEMS COST 
AND TRUE COHPLAINTS FOR CITY SYSTEMS: 1969 

Crime Type 

1. Murder 
2. Rape 
3. Robbery 
4. Agg. Assault 
5. Auto Theft 
6. Burglary 
7. Larceny 
8. Narcotics LUi" 
9. Liquor La,V' 

10. Prostitution 
11. Gambling 
12. Sex Offenses 
13. Family&C1dn 
14. Drunkeness 
15. Disord&Vag 
16. D. H. I. 
17. Other Ntraf 

Index 
Non-Index 
All 

Kendall 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

0.2935 
0.5583a 

0.0889 
-0.0667 
-0.1111 

0.0667 
-0.2889 

0.3449 
-0.0909 

0.8333a 

0.7678a 

-0.1194 
-0.0222 

0.02L.2 
-0.4667a 

-0.1798 
-0.1556 

0.0667 
-0.1556 
-0.0222 

aSi~!ificant at the 0.05 level. 

Spearman 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

0.4090 
0.6503a 

0.0486 
-0.0667 
-0.1394 

0.0667 
-0.4182 

0.4771 
0.0732 
0.9450a 

0.8900a 

-0.1501 
-0.0424 

0.0424 
-0.6121a 
-0.2918 
-0.1758 

-0.2121 
-0.2727 
-0.0667 



175 

Projections on the Criminal Justice 
System 'Model 

This part of the analysis involves no direct hypothesis test-

ing, but rather it is concerned with possible applications of the 

criminal justice system model for planning purposes. The basic model 

is used in t~vo different areas: incremental cost and total systems 

cost. 

As previously discussed, we may be interested in the effect of 

increased performance of law enforcement agencies on the incremental 

cost of the system. To examine this, we choose a 5 year planning 

horizon and assume that by whatever methods and at whatever direct 

'cost to the law enforcement agencies, we are able to increase the 

clearance rate by 1 percent per year for the 5 year period. Higher 

increases in the clearance rates are of course possible; hOI-lever, we 

feel that a 1 percent per year increase would be more within the 

realm of obtainable incre.ase.s in the real world. Of course, once the 

clearance rate has reached 100 percent, the incremental cost projec- . 

tion ceases. 

For each of the counties and cities, incremental cost is pro- 0 

jected for the 5 year period, using equation (66), and assuming this 

1 percent increase per year in the clearance rates. It is assumed, as 

previously discussed, that transitional probabilities and average cost 

per case per branch of the criminal jus tice system in each region re-

mains the same over the period as they were in 1969. The projections 

to the year 1975 are pres,ented in Tables 69 through 88. 
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TABLE 74 

P,f.?OJ17C'T'RD -l',TCR1<'"' p'qmAL SY· ... TT3 t\'j COST ('I'M $) 1 t'- .0 __ ,~ J. L~.. , .. , i~l u i). L ";:) ,lj, 1.'], " ' ' • til 

,FA UQUIEH 

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

f1 URD,E.R 325.18 0 .. 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
RAPE 0.0 0 ... 0 0.0 0 .. 0 0.0 0.0 
HOI313BHY 180.75 180 0 If _ • .1 't 18'1.32 181.90 182.71 183.77 
E.G ASSllULT 180.68 181 .. 09 '181 .. 9"' 183 .. 18 184 .. 9J.~ 187.23 
f.i UTO THgprr 115.88 116.37 117.39 118.94 121.09 123.90 
EURGLI-tTIY 187.48 188 .. 16 189.53 191 .63 19LL .. 54 198.3·4 
I, AHCE'N '[ 1LJ·1.03 141.37 '141.96 1 f.~2 .. 87 11Jl,t.12 0.0 
NARCO'I! L1HJ g9.75 0.0 0.0 0.0 '0.0 0.0 
LIQUOR L7i W 32 .. 65 0 .. 0 0,,0 0.0 O .. Q 0.0 
P EOS~r: I'I'UTION 0.0 0.0 0 .. 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
GAFIBLIHG 0.0 O~O 0 .. 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
S };:{ o 'F:E' EN SES 71.10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
FAf1f;CHI1DBEN 0.0 D.O 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
D.u~J NK T~.N ';~SS 20.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
DISO.aDS VAG .20.00 0 .. 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
D llf I 42.71 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
OTHER ~J rn'i 8. .,.-,(, ,I.. t 1 ,r:' 27.89 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

, , 

----.;.... .. -----------,------------p- ,-------

lA VALUE OF ZERO' FOR THE YEAR 1969 REFLECTS A ZERO INCRENENTAL COST FOR THAT 
,yE.liR t AND HENCE TH1~ ~YAl.UES 'FOB SHBS.EQU'ENT YEARS WII.L ALSO B.1~ 'ZERO. 0:1FIER ZEROS 
REFLEeT ,'CLEARANCE RATE OF 100 PERCENT. 
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1973 

87.G9 
0.0 
0 .. 0 

~?(l q[ ._" . 0 
(-... '~.:, 

~) I ... ::'...) 
5S1.23 
L'~"" ... ~ :r-
~.) .. ,j :) 

0 .. 0 
0 .. 0 
0, .. 0 
0.,. 0 

1 fl ') i'~ ""t •• _ ...; 

67 .. 06 
0.0 

38.i-l1 
IJ, l~, .. S 5 
" ') 9 '") .t. 4" • L. 

C).O 
0.0 
0.0 

81 .. 99 
58 .. 57 
60.21 
43.78 

D.O 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 

1 r~ • '45 
69.3S 
0.0 
0.0 

45 .. 19 
'") '.) 0 " 
L..':>. b 
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P~OJ~CTED INCREM~NTAL SYSTEM COST ( T\,!" ._.L", 

HEl\j H Y 

'19Go J. , J 1 970 1 97 ') 1 ro, '") 
':;1 , ./.. 1 973 1 974 

i~ U~r~.D ,;.'; i{ 'j 96 .72 0.0 o. 0 o. 0 {' J .. D 0.0 
B. .!iP E 29Lj.t1 l' J-

,-tD 0 .. 0 0 .. r. 
\.J o. 0 0 .. 0 0 .. 0 

Y:'!'):j b 1'.' ;~ Y 159.76 160 .. "'l·" 1 61 57 1 ~.~ 4J.} 166 .. O.? 169 ? .. " .. HI .. O.::l .. ' • .,:.,b 
It, ," AS Sii 'J,L'l' '1 '1L~ .. ,.' '-'1' ''1 1 r,' ') 1 1 1? 30 1 1 '-' 97 1.20 .. 2f-J 123 .. 31 .b. '."l :\) J ,) ... ,,~ 

\,..0. '. I • 
- 1'{ ~-; "" !.P" i :~ }:"~: £~ ~. t:> 3 {)t () '9 96.7'1 07 Q ". 99.36 '101 3f-11, \J ,I U j.1 • j • {) L. . ... 
~.; [1 ), '! (; Tl .:\ ... ) '\r 1 , . .2 f·; • 

,., 
1 :2S1 () i1 1 -:;'0 70 130. 78 1"~ 2 '>7 "J :.-q, ') .... I-' i~ ... ~ , .5 ~ J.J • ... _ .. t .. .. .t_ -' • ,,-.j CO 

}~ A. _~i c: j:~ ;.~ '1. 1S0.20 150. :) .:) 1 51 .~ 1 152 .. 2/~, 153" 67 1 f t::. 5' LV .. .t.. J:J._ 4 
1\; ii ~r. ( .. ~ f) ~J.-.~ I . .1-iI 1 '19. "/3 0.0 0 .. 0 0 .. 0 0 .. 0 0.0 
1.T .) CCJ ;':' :I,lt. ~'1' 1 y: 

" -) .. :22 105 .. '~ ... 
." I 1 05 ... 63 106. '16 106, .. B1 1 07. 67 

'r! :::\)5 '? 1'.l: l1'j' ION o. D O.D o. 0 0.0 o. 0 0.0 
(; j~, ; ~i :~~ .. ~ ,f ~[ ··1 ~; ::; 0 iJ.J 5 00 c, 00 5. 00 5. 00 ~j. 00 .. ,~ .. 
i~ 

:i~ ,~ " ,J e' . ~ L :~';~ l~S ' .. 1 ... ;: :J5 3:) .. i.~O .:';; ~'] -5 1 35. 6'1 3 r- 91 
., r 

21 • J :...) -) .-~ .. " 
, ,:.). ";0 .... .. 
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1) 1~;J !;1:·~ ~:,~.~ ).;.3 t~) L! ,) 4·7 I.~ 2 .. 1- ", Q,,{) o. 0 () 0 0.0 ! ..... _1.J • 
DIS 0 T:: D ;"7 V l'!. G 71 .6 1 71 • 73 71. 97 7'" -G. .33 7") L... 83 73. /-1-8 
D ~.] " 55 .. 77 o. 0 0.0 o. 0 0.0 0.0 .ll. 

') r" ' ,~ N 
n ... ' ... __ 

S:S~.J6 59. "\') 59. 77 60. 'I B 60. 76 61 .51 t J .. !! .L~J :...{ , h.i:lJ: .. '" ~ 

. __ ._---------_._---------------------------
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:C?ll. ~ l'~ 
1'1' 0 ~. Li ,; ;t "{ 

A 'd ,i~ (J .r d:~ c' '.i.' 
:aU J ~~'!~ .\ 'J Y 

LI 'J UO:{ .J~ it ~l 
p ~'DST I': ~YrICjN 
GA dHJ... ;:.'2~ G 

DlS0IJJ)(~ V.AG 

D ~1 .1. 

"]969 

o • () 
0.0 

1 !:, ') ',~-: 
... .1 .. "',) 

O.G 
20) .. 5.5 
167 .. L~9 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
o. tj 

154 .. (;,0 
(J .• n 

5 ij .. 77 
d6 .. 14 

"j II~' 'J 1 
t ... r . J • .-fA 

rpj'l p'L .... ' 77 _ i-;\,U .• 1..l 

1 l ' -7 ". .J \J 

0 .. 0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0,.1) 

0 .. ,} 
20 1.f .• '15 
16rJ .. U4 

Goon 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
G.D 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. U 

"1971 

0.0 
0.0 

0 .. 0 
0.0 

207 .. 3B 
169 .. 17 

{l.O 
O.f) 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
D"U 
0.0 
ooo ~) 

. ' .. 

1972 

0.0 
0.0 
l\ 0 
"J .. 

O"'{) 

0.0 
212.36 
170 .. 90 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

4 

1973 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 

~', 1" .-. 4 .L. ~.t. r::" 

17.3 ... :2.9 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
D.O 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1974 

0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

,).) ~3 2 ',3 
,_/~ .. ~-

·176 .. !~ :2 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
O~O 

0.0 
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~'IU.;:?DEii 1 '\ (' /) ~'. () 
.j \} I. .. \.} , 0 .. t) 0.0 o. {) 0.0 0 .. 0 

i.- ~i 1)"9 __ \.&. .; • .J.,., 0 .. 0 o " .. V o. 0 0 .. 0 0.0 0 .. 0 
If. O.d .i:.~ :;;.H Y o .. n O .. U o ') • l, o. 0 0 .. 0 0.0 
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.~'" ,~ 1'1::') :7. \ '.1 L I;: 500. 00 O .. l) 0 .. () 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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LIQOf)". :J Ii ')r: .. 1 (' if" t!. ;J •. ,<~ 0.0 0 .. 0 o. I) o. 0 0.0 
p.t:l.osrr ITu'rl0N 0.0 0 ... t} 0 .. 0 0.0 0",0 0 .. 0 
GA~·!.B.LING 0.0 o • ') 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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DIS01'1.D6VAG C. (\ 
i') ',) .. 12 G.\) 0.0 o. 0 O. 0 0.0 

() ,.' ~' 
J. T 0 .. 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

i o ~i: i.l .i~ j\ ., ~., '''. ~ 

105.41.·1· t ~ f) o • i) o. 0 0.0 0.0 t~l '.( L\ l:t .~ \..) .. " I., 
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....... l :*.-: '1..-;- V 

.I ... 1:'; ''', l. t, i'l •. 

~~ .I~ .! CO ''1' .It 1\ ~j 
LI) DC)": Li\ H 
'p f'O~';: Illt liT TO N 

DISOHD ... :VAG 
D ~~ .L 

" i. 

PllOJ~C~JU IHC~EHENTAL SYSTBM COS~ (IN ~)1 

1 'J,1 ! ... .;!. . 'r. )' .... 

11:l.L~~) 

b~) '/ .. 16 
1 C:~ q'1 

,J~) ...... I 

1 4:3 L~ .. '-I- 6 

(\ .. 0 
!; ')~' ~" -7' 
" ..•. ) .. j 

356.4.] 

61 .. 7 to{ 

79.05 
30.'32 

0.0 
'''\45- (~7 I:: • .;' 

"6 -7" it) ~ \. ..... 1 • t.t ",.J 

O.D 
1 1 i! ~. '.1 

4 • J ,,_ 

o (0)7 • 3 S 
15j.~)G 

0.0 
O (. .v 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
iJ.0 
0.0 
0.0 
(} .. () 

0.0 

1971 

0.0 
847.6J~· 

') " 74 . 6 ..... D. b 
o.\) 

11!..1.90 
.. t ..... '7~1 b .) i • 

154.06 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.,0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0 .. ~) 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1972 

0.0 
f' - 0 .:;> 0 ,-i~ ._ 

, ... ~ 7r.: r-r.:: .c: \),) .:J .) 

0 .. 0 
115.:32 
66d .. Lj·O 
1 C J ... 1 .J -~ .. ~ . 

0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0 .. 0 
v.O 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 

-----_._------------------------_._-----------

1973 

0 .. 0 
115.90 
r69 ""7 o _ .. L 

1 '" 4 I"') ~ • ~t.'. 

0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

'1 97 L~ 

0.0 
~i58.37 

26;32.60 
0.0 

116 .. 6(~ 
()70.1.~1 

1!.j4.70 
0.0 • 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

~, 

: ! \ i 
" } I 
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PSOJ~CTED I~Cn~~HNTAL SYSTEM COST (IN $)1 , 

t{ U.)· ;.1 : ~~ ;.,: '~( 
]', r; j\ ;; ~S i \J 1. tr 
A U PO ~[,i j'~F:r 

D0 ':l C], i\ ;~ i 

"I ... .1'J n():: .LA A 
.2 dJS'I'.lT UTIOn 

~) I SO:~;)~~ V it G 
T; _'i 1. 

7')L1.25 
'L3J. 1 d 

1 ,'-,' 'I C ~'. :t .. :1 
1'7' '. 1 .. ) ..... ) 

1UfL.3d 
.? 3:~·Jt. 1 U 

107.H7 
17Q.lJ. 13 
1 J:'::' .. 1.1::.l 

D.Al~ V 11,1 .... B 

1970 

0.0 
0 .. 0 

9 i33 ... '79 
0 .. 0 

169.71 
1 '75 (.1;: 

"", ~ • .1 ....... 

"J 0 (~ ,', ~ o •• ) 0 

0.0 
O t .U 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
()" ~) 

0 .. 0 

197 'J 

0.0 
0 .. O' 

0 .. 0 
170 .. 75 
1 "1'~; ~" r' 

4 t •• ... l .. 1 

0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 

1972 

0.0 
0.0 

986.95 
0.0 

172.3t..j. 
1 79.45 
11·1.J·~.2 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

-------_ .. _-_._--------------_._-------------------

1973 

0.0 
0.0 

98~j.58 

0.0 
174 .. 5.5 
132.35 
1·13.5~) 

0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

l.lLSO H~ Z]r: o. 

1974 

0.0 
0.0 

993.03 
0.0 

177.·43 
1H6.-I''+ 
116.33 

O I' .. "" I 

0 .. 0 
Q .. O 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0 .. 0 

COS I.r: i."O:~ 111.a l~, rf 
0'11 H l':n Zr;nus 

• /':1 
. 1 
II 
i ' : I 
I I f 
II 

I 
I 

l 
Ii 
r1 

I 
I 
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C~· t 
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~ 

i'. G I.;' 3 I,~ f~ n I, ~l' 
1\ ~] I' 0 ;1' f J .:~ }:' 't' 

D u;r;l, \;~ '1 
T, Ati. t·::; 'f. 
i'! ;\ ;\ C 0 ',t l,. .\ W 
LIQUO;:\ LA>] 
.f:> j:"v S ~i~.IT orrJ. ON 
G i\ .. ;.';i F; 1:1 .:[ ~~ (; 
~) ,t; ~( (J :~1 .b1 ~ }:~ .3 1\; S 

DIS c.rt ,D::; V .t~ G 
D lJ J 
{'/'i::I ,', h J THiLl: 

...... t ' . 4 

<t ~ 17 
~ ~"" r1 t\ , .. 

<:. .... ./ 

.:: ':; V'- ,~, _ ..!. L. ' ..Li~ 1.,.r.. U J~ i~ _ b. ~I oJ :( 0 ..L.t. 1',< ' ~) .. \. • l)l ~) ""\'>,'I]Y'C'l' "D 'r"·C":.> ""I'-'V'r;! T 1:."'·~"fl'~IY..t C"'o{"m (1-{ ") 1 

1969 

100 .. 00 

b7 .. ~30 
37 .. 20 

~.~.3. 30 
E.2.:';Q 
0.0 
0.0 

37 .• 00 
53 .. 00 
}!·2 .. 55 
J -, .. () l~ 
')}M po .... '" .. ~ . \~' ;; 

41.6!3 
3" l'~ :J. ,~ . .J 

1970 

0.0 
Ul,U 

6B.1B 
0.,0 

36 • .35 
")'1 ) .') ...J .,,~_> 

OJ', '" 1 "'''', L.b ... 1-) 

O .. fl 
0.0 
0 .. 8 
O .. D 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0 .. 0 

22 .. 97 
0 .. 0 

"197, 

O~O 

0 .. 0 
62.9.5 
0.0 

.36.56 
-l '1 3' c· ..) I .::> 
'J (, /1 '0' 
01;" t...J.,'~ 

0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 

23 '1-) _. .. ;:; 

0.0 
if {). O:~ 

1972 

0.0 
0.0 

70.13 
0.0 

36.dH 
3'1.5!-\-
,)., r:: 1\ 
.I:~ " .. ) v 

0-.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

"')3~ -, 7 
L. • ,j 

0.0 
140.65 

:". 
\o\~ 

1973 

0.0 
0.0 

71.75 
D.D 

37.32 
"-.{ 1 {~1 ........ .. \.1 

28.6"+ 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 

:23.71 
0.0 

41 .. 49 

.. 1" 

.,""" 

1974 

0 .. 0 
0.0 

73 • .:38 
0.0 

37.90 
3.2.16 
28.8.3 

0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

21,t. '16 
0.0 

42.5.3 

;71\ ~J "'J' 

(C) 
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D '.~ or 

c «: ..,. 
\[1\ rf~ 

~/' """"~ 
v( 

( 
,\ 

~ 
./ -, 

'JIABLE B2 

PjOJBC~~D INCR~~iNTAL SYSTEM COST 

1 ::36 '.1 

637.00 
6 f)G. t) 0 
6 '32 .4 G 
3:55 .. [1-0 

209 .. !+J 
•• r) 1 37 ~ I, L, .. : 
1 'I f\ [- 7 

I;, ) .... ) 

0.0 
.\ /.I'~ . \ {) 

~ "'." • V 

'1 ' f '~o ~J_) .. ~,) 

d ~J .. .J 0 
43. ;) 9 
2 ~ ~l L .~:? .. ~ 

'1 c, 7 ") 1J. ... ' • ..t .... 

1 "j '_I '/ (' 
" .. I~ ;,t 

'1 ('\'/ ~\ ':J J \.} 

n 10-v'. 

666.66 
6::33.26 

0 .. 0 
2'91,,9d 
i.+!.} 9 .. j-; 
209.52 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
O.C 
0.0 
0 .. 0 

25 .. 83 
0 .. 0 
O.v 

1971 

0.0 
r/~:) 00 o D~t.ViI • 

6Bt.}.<.i3 
0.0 

293.81 
450 .. 30 
20S.69 

0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
f' (' v .. ) 
0,.0 
0.0 
0.0 

26.00 
0.0 
0.0 

1972 

0.0 
"70 or !) .' ") 

687.25 
0.0 

296.62 
451 .. 73 
209 .. 95 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

'"J (.- ') -, 
40.~t} 

0 .. 0 
0 .. 0 

----------------------------,-----------------
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0 

197.3 

0.0 
672.90 
690.59 

0.0 
300.50 
'I!:-'" 71 I.,.::),:;; • 

21\).31 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0 .. 0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0 .. 0 

26.65 
0.0 
0.0 

0 

0.0 
67 ~ t."-) ,r).l):"" 

694.95 
~). 0 

3 ')1- 58 \. J .. _ 

L~56.29 
" 1 ') -7 (', Lv.. .:1 

0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 .. t) 
0.0 
0.0 

27.15 
0.0 
0.0 
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T?\13l..E 83 

PROJECTED INCRBMENTAL SYSTEM COST (IN $) 1 

PBTERSbUHG 

1969 19 '/1'1 • v 1Y71 1 972 1 973 1 974 
I'1 r]!3 j) .~, ;:~ 2 '-;l 1 .. ' ~J.~) )~ -1,w .... 

S9 ""' (1 ... ·' '1 L~ 9 292q. 4"" ')Q28 45 2933 .72 -' .. .,(- ' 1::'1 .. L~ . . I.!.. .. . I ,.. ... ., .. ,. . t1 AP.E '57',1 :.22 672 .77 "'7":1 'J7 875. 5'~ 877", 90 P'iO qr.:: ". 1:. • .. o .5.(. I ,~ 

•• ". • ~ .:;I D~ c· ~~ 13 j--': ~t y 7<-'7 " ':) -,(" n I)) '7 r::,0 60 -ll- q r.: 0 760.74 762.36 
.:: Ct ( _I .),J. \.1.1 .... ...... e .. ./ :.) ... ) 
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We also may be interested in forecasting the total budget for 

the criminal justice system for some date in the future. By using 

equation (73), and selecting a 5 year time horizon, we make such a 

projection. In order to do so, we assume the case loads for each 
, 

agency within a region change at the same rate each year of the 5 year 

period as they did between 1968 and 1969, and that transitional prob-

abilities and average cost per case remain the same over the period 

as they were in 1969. We then predict, ceteribus paribus, the total 

budget required each year, given the specified rate of change of the 

case loads, to sustain average cost per case at the same level as it 

was in 1969. 14 TIle projections to the year 1975 are presented in 

Table 89. 

It is possible, hmvever, that case loads bet~veen 1968 and 1969 

may have changed at more than 100 percent. For example, 1 robbery in 

1968 and 6 robberies in 1969 could be recorded as a case load change 

of 500 percent. Using this rate of change per year could lead to 

highly unrealistic projected total system cost. Hence, the same pro-

jections are made for the same regions, but an upper limit of 100 

percent per year is set. That is, if the case load for any crime type 

in any region exceeded 100 percent between 1968 and 1969, it is assigned 

the value of 100 percent. All other case load changes remain intact. 

The results of this projection are presented in Table 90. 

14If , for any crime type, there were no occurrences in 1968 and 
any occurrences in 1969, the rate of change of the case load was set 
at 100 percent; if, on the ot.her hand, there ':Jere case load occurrences 
in 1968 but none in 1969, the rate of change was set at -100 percent. 

1 
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TABLE 89 

PROJECTED TOTAL SYSTEMS COST (IN $) 

Region 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Counties: 

Accomack 75,137 135,690 315,740 918,089 3,220,818 12,993,505 
Dinwiddie 49,207 74,092 220,557 1,061,644 6,095,308 36,771,904 
Caroline 78,110 115,708 285,770 1,270,084 7,723,296 51,759,552 
Carroll 9,192 13,658 26,081 60,943 161,828 463,177 
Craig 55,317 69,281 94,812 140,377 223,147 377,157 
Faquier 36,958 57,769 263,026 2,553,748 30,090,832 369,957,888 
Franklin 79,678 77,605 88,766 128,736 251,260 640,997 f-' 

~ 

Henry 154,370 197,357 356,868 1,203,549 7,182,001 55,3.5 3,984 '-I 

Nelson 45,084 383,391 15,163,261 734,731,776 36,272,783,360 1,794,818,179,072 
Surrey 27,297 36,926 78,066 220,820 775,451 3,170,066 

Cities: 

Charlot tesvi11e 472,167 577,760 806,728 1,361,653 3,113,162 10,299,533 
Danville 684,048 689,730 964,270 2,235,975 10,891,140 82,372 ,448 
Fredericksburg 66,149 80,539 124,893 265,538 768,981 2,742,136 
Lynchburg 846,661 1,029,019 1,490,698 3,017,398 9,600,915 44,543,712 
Petersburg 476,069 563,271 931,994 2,502,807 9,854,623 45,689,144 
Radford 120,410 144,110 212,182 351,790 624,200 1,158,228 
Salem 101,388 135,232 198,790 326,402 600,594 1,225,461 
Staunton 353,714 1,231,542 10,394,098 126,205,040 1,720,486,400 24,358,338,560 
Suffolk 185,581 223,712 307,720 482,046 862,095 1,753,.515 
Virginia Beach 1,319,859 1,706,684 2,783,306 6,883,235 28,410,208 169,116,336 
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TABLE 90 

PROJECTED TOTAL SYSTEMS COST (IN $) WHEN CASE LOAD PERCENT CHANGE 
NOT PEP-MITTED TO EXCEED 100 PERCENT 

Region 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Counties: 

Accomack 75,137 113,996 192 ,228 344,635 640,546 1,217,093 
Dimviddie 49,207 55,769 75,304 114,294 188,201 327,874 
Caroline 78,110 98,t67 139,320 212,728 344,738 585,503 
Carroll 9,192 12,033 17,942 29,712 52,889 98,484 
Craig 55,317 69,058 93,865 137,356 214,568 354,290 
Faquier 26,958 40,646 51,677 73,882 116,232 197,082 f-' 

~ 

Franklin 79,678 76,034 80,647 96,044 129,230 194,700 00 

Henry 154,370 183,250 242,401 354,006 561,078 945,945 
Nelson 45,084 63,920 108,000 197,342 374,888 726,888 
Surrey 27,297 32,853 52,989 96,072 182,547 354,561 

Cities: 

Charlottesville 472 ,167 566,456 740,966 1,041,867 1,563,156 2,485,697 
Danville 684,048 674,169 828,298 1,139,493 1,707,224 2,785,697 
Fredericksburg 66,149 76,214 98,741 140,944 216,699 351,932 
Lynchburg 846,661 983,664 1,215, 770 1,616,259 2,330,409 3,645,063 
Petersburg 476,069 519,062 626,222 816,440 1,ll}7,508 1,730,618 
Radford 120,410 143,155 207,908 337,300 580,064 1,030,703 
Salem 101,388 132,023 183,785 273,346 432,465 721,940 
Staunton 353,714 501,434 815,781 1,445,334 2,691,602 5,156,967 
Suffolk 185,581 219,762 288,4Lf5 410,559 623,276 995,773 
Virginia Beach 1,319,859. 1,581,844 2,027,954 2,796,634 4,162,772 6,668,805 

L 
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In order to allow these total cost projections to be placed in 

a proper frame of reference, one additional projection is made, assum-

ing that the c~::;e loads change at 1 percent per year. He feel that 

this projection yields a sort of floor to anticipated systems cost over 

the 5 year period. That is, it is expected that the various case loads 

will actually change at some rate between their 1968-1969 rate and a 

rate of 1 percent, but it is not expected that the rate of change 

would fall below the 1 perc.ent level. The results of this projection 

are presented in Table 91. 
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Region 

Counties: 

Accomack 
Dimviddie 
Caroline 
Carroll 
Craig 
Faquier 
Franklin 
Henry 
Nelson 
Surrey 

Cities: 

Charlottesville 
Danville 
Fredericksburg 
Lynchburg 
Fe tersburg 
Radford 
Salem 
Staunton 
Suffolk 
Virginia Beach 
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TABLE 91 

PROJECTED TOTAL SYSTE~1S COST (IN $) WHEN CASE LOADS CHANGE 
AT 1 PERCENT PER YEAR 

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 

75,137 75,888 76,647 77,413 78,187 
49,207 49,699 50,196 50,698 51,205 
78,11'0 78,891 79,680 .80,476 81,281 
9,192 9,284 9,377 9,470 9,565 

55,317 55,870 56,l.29 56,993 57,563 
26,958 37,328 37,701 38,078 38,458 
79,678 80,475 81,279 82,092 82,913 

154,370 155,913 157,472 159,Ol.7 160,637 
45,084 45,535 45,990 46,450 46,914 
27,297 27,570 27,846 28,124 28,405 

472,167 476,888 481,656 486,472 491,336 
684,048 690,887 697,795 704,772 711,819 
66,149 66,810 67,478 68,153 68,835 

846,661 855,126 863,676 872,312 881,034 
476,069 480,829 485,636 490,492 495,396 
120".10 121,614 122,830 124,058 125,298 
101,388 102,402 103,425 104,460 105,504 
353,714 357,250 360,822 364,430 368,074 
185,581 187,436 189,310 191,203 193,115 

1,319,859 1,333,052 1,346,380 1,359,842 1,373,439 

@ 

1974 

78,969 
51,717 
82,094 

9.661 
58,138 
38,843 
83,742 

162,243 
47,383 
28,689 

496,248 
718,936 
69,523 

889,843 
500,350 
126,551 
106,559 
371,754 
195,046 

1,387,169 

,TIl C) 
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CHAPTER V 

SillJMARY OF RESULTS AND CONC1:!.JSIONS 

The purpose of this dissertation was to construct a systems 

analytic model of the criminal justice system of Virginia and to deter-· 

mine relative systems cost and efficiency properties of the system 

in counties and cities of Virginia for 1968 and 1969. Specifically: 

(1) the relative effectiveness of sheriff and police organizations 

and of county and city criminal justice systems was e~;amined; (2) the 

influence of certain factors on the effectiveness of both la~., enforce-

ment agencies and criminal :justice systems Has investigated; (3) uti-

lizing the criminal justice system model, projections were made, under 

certain condi tions, for the total sys tems cos t from 1969 to 19 7l~; and 

(4) projections Were made for the same period for the incremental 

systems cost that ~.,ou1d result from a 1 percent per year rate of 

increase in the clearance rates of law enforcement agencies. 

In this chapter, the results of the preceding analysis are 

summarized. The models are evaluated with respect to what they do and 

do not reveal about the criminal justice system of Virginia, and to 

what extent they hold predictive value for cLimhl.'ll jm,tice planning. 

As in the previous chapters, the discussion beginn ~.,ith law enforce-

men t, pro ceeds to the criminal jus tice sys tem, and, finally, to the 

projections on the system. The final portion of this chapter is de-

voted to an. overview and eva1ua.tion of the dissertation as a whole. 
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Law Enforcement 

The questi0. 1, of relative laT,T enforcement ff 
w (::" ectiveness in 

Virginia was examined through an analysis of police and sheriff relative 

performance and efficiency. 

The measure of performance used was the clearallce rate--arrests 

divided by true complaints. It d h ~"as assume t at given s, true com-
1 

plaint, the objective of a law enforcement agency is to "get their 

man." Based on this measure, using an analysis of means and variance, 

the data revealed that for 1968 and 1969 , sheriff performance exceeded 

police for 43 and 57 percent respectl'vely f h o t e index crime types. 

Further, the situation ~vas never reversed. F or non-index crime types, 

there was almost no apparent difference in relative performance. 

The measure of efficiency used was a combination of perfoLiuar.,:e 

and adjusted average cost per true compla4 nt. I Ch 
.... f. apter III, the 

nine pus sible combinations of these variables wen' set out, and it was 

shoHn that relative eff' , d "lClency was eterminate in seven of these nine 

combinations. 

Adjusted average cost data showed that for 1968 and 1969, the 

mean sheriff adjusted average cost ~vas lower than police for 25 and 66 

percent of the comparable crime types. P I' a lce mean adjusted average 

cost ~"as never less than that of the sheriff. 

When avprage cost data was used in conjunction with clearance 

rates to determine relative efficiency, sheriffs were found to be more 

efficient than police for 38 percent of tlle comparable crime types in 

1968 an'd 66 percent of the comparable types in 1969. The direction of 

r< 
\ 
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d and only for the heterogeneous relative efficiency was never reverse , 

ff' " in 1969, ~vas relative efficiency indetercategory, "other non-tra- ~c 

minate. 

t of the analysis were 'Seven factors in three separate par s 

to determine their effect on performance. tes ted in order In the 

4 nd4 vidual linear relationships between clearance rates firs t part, the... ... 

PfJpulation density, average family buying and population, land area, 

and a zero-one organizationa income, 1 dummy variable ~vere examined. 

Also, a linear combination of population density and average family 

and a linear combination of both of these and the buying income, 

" -' 'larly ex.:.:mined wi th respect to organizational dummy varlable were Slm~ 

the clearance rate. 

The data showed population density to be significant for 

"nd in these, it exhibited ~O t of the crime types, _ approximately ~ percen 

Positive sign for non-index crime types. a negative sign for index and a 

Average family buying income in 1969 was significant for 

The signs of these eoefapproximately 35 percent of the crime types. 

. d a positive relationship for ficients indicated a tendency towar 

one for crimes against property. crimes against person and a negative 

The zero-one organizational ummy d Variable was significant for 

'bl previously discussed. more crime types than either of the tHO var~a es 

'47 ent of the cate-In 1969, the relationship ~vas significant ~n perc 

gories. f f' , ts were negative Interestingly enough, significant coe -~c~en 

for index crimes and positive for non-index crimes. 
,t ,""" 

i'l I I 
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The linear combinations of these variables reduced the number 

of significant crime types without increasing the explanatory power of 

the relationship. In general, for these as ~'lell as the individual 

variables, the hypothesis of a linear relationship ~"as rejected. 

The sixth factor examined with respect to performance was 

returns to manpower. Here, the relationship was examined for sheriff 

and police agencies separately, as well as in a combined sample. 

Utilizing linear, logarithmic, and rank correlation techniques, it ~'las 

found that manpow'er and clearance rates w'ere related in a non-linear 

fashion. Further, the rank correlation technique yielded the largest 

number of significant crime types. For shE-riffs in-:969, 35 percent 

of the categories were signifii.ant; for police, in the same year, 

30 percent were significant. The sign of the Significant coefficients 

were positive for index crimes and mixed for non-index crimes for both 

agency types. In the combined sample of all law enforcement agencies 

for 1969, 41 percent of the categories vlere significant, but the sign 

for significant index types became mixed, and the Sign for significant 

non-index types became positive. 

Due to these mixed results, not much can be said about the 

relative effect of returns to manpower on differences in sheriff and 

police clearance rates. For the combined sample of all law enforce-

ment agencies, however, a tendency toward increaSing returns to man-

power with respect to clearance rates for index crimes against persons, 

decreasing returns with respect to index crimes against property, and 

increaSing returns with respect to non-index crimes ~.,as found. 
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The seventh and final factor examined as a determinant of per-

formance was returns to size. Here, the clearance rate was examined 

as a function of true complaints. It was hypothesized that sheriffs 

might have exhibited better performance simply because of fewer trne 

complaints, or police, worse performance because of a larger number of 

true complaints. The data, hmvever, did not support this hypothesized 

relationship. In fact, only when the combined sample of all law en-

forcement agencies was used did one instance occur 'tvhere a lower clear-

ance rate for sheriffs was coupled with a significant negative relation-

ship between true complaints and the clearance rate. 

From all of this analysis, it can be concluded that in Virginia, 

for the two year period stud:i.~d, there is a definite difference in per-

formance and efficiency for police and sheriffs agencies, for certain 

crime types; and, further, sheriffs perform better and more efficiently 

than police for these types. In addition, the relative performance of 

these agencies is influenced in a non-linear fashion by certain factors 

beyond the control of these agencies. Also, for the most part, any 

differences in relative performance cannot be explained on the basis 

of returns to size or returns to manpmver. 

The factor that exerted the greates t influence on relative per-

formance appeared to be whether or not a law enforcement agency 'tvas a 

sheriff or a p0lice type in form. If it can be assumed that police and 

sheriff data were e'qually accurate, then differences inherent in the 

sheriff form (such as election, community rapport, ,etc.) exerted a much 

stronger influence on performance than previously thought. Further anal-

ysis is therefore suggested along these lines. Perhaps if these 

o 
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differences can be isolated they may be of use" , , ~n ~mprov~ng the 

general performance of all law enforcement agencies. 

The Criminal Jus ti(:~ Sys tem 

What differences exist in the relative efficiency of county and 

city criminal justice systems in Virginia? In an attempt to ans'tver 

this question, a m,del of the system, to the sentencing stage, was 

developed, and an adjusted incremental systems cost was calculated. 

These costs were compared with clearance rates 
using the same methodol-

ogy and combinations used in the law enforcement analysis. 

When the mean values f d' d' o a Juste ~ncremental systems cost Here 

compared, it was found that while counties had significant lower 

values for some crime types, the reverse .,Tas never 
w true for ci ties. 

In 1968, counties had Significant lower values for 13 percent of the 

comparable crime types, and {n 1969, th' l' 
~ - ~s re at~onship held for 60 

percent of the comparable types. 

Examination of clearance rates and adJ'usted ' 
~ncremental systems 

cost data showed counties to be more efficient f-or certain crime types. 

As in the case above, the reverse WH" never tr1),:~. County systems 'tvere 

more efficient in 30 percent of the comparable - types in 1968 and 80 

percent in 1969. 
In one type for 1969 (6.7 of the comparable types), 

the results were indeterminate. 

Attention was then focused f' upon ~ve factors which might in-

fluence systems incremental cost d h 
,an ence, might aid in explaining 

some of the differences that wer'e found. These five factors 'tvere 

i 
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) population, 'land area, population density, average family buying in-

come, and a zero-one organizational dummy variable. In a linear form, 

the relationship between each of these factors to unadjusted incre-

mental systems cost was examined. In addition, this cost was related 

to a linear combination of population density and average family buy-

ing income, and a linear combination of both of these and the zero-

one organizational duruny variable. 

Population density was significant in at least as m:,ny crime 

types as population or land area. In 1969, a significant and positive 

relationship was found for this variable in 58 percent of the crime 

types. For the same year, the orgclJ1izational dummy variable ,vas also 

significant and pos:i.tive in 58 percent of the types. Average family 

buying income, in 1969, '(vas significant and positive in 53 percent of 

types. None of the relationships were found to be linear in form, 

and the linear combinations tested reduced the number of significant 

types without increasing the explanatory pOlver of the relationship 

between the variables. 

In the final part of this analysis, the relationship between 

unadjusted incremental systems cost and the number of true complaints 

entering the system was examined via a rank correlation technique. 

This relationship was examined to determine whether or not either 

,( 
system was operating v7ithin a range of increasing or decreasing in-

crementa1 systems cost with respect to the volume of true complaints. 

For county systems, this cU1a1ysis revealed a significant re1ation-

c , (":i 
j '-

ship between these t'·70 variables in 53 percent of the crime types in 
I 

'. 4 

o 

208 

1968, and in 41 percent in 1969. For city systems for both 1968 and 

1969, a significant re1ations11ip vlas found in 24 percent of the types. 

In a combined sample of both systems, 41 percent of the crime types 

were significant in each year. 

This analysis further showed that for all significant crime 

types, the combined sample exhibited positive coefficients. T..Jhen 

county and city systems were examined separately, significant coef

ficients for index crimes were positive, while both positive and 

negative signs ivere found for significant non-index crimes. Hence, 

criminal justice systems 'in general appear to be operating ivithin a 

range of increasing incremental systems cost. At the same time, 

county and city systems appear to be operating within a range of in

creasing incremental cost for inde~ crimes and both increasing and 

decreasing incremental cost for nOl;.·index crimes. 

From all of I',his ana1ysi'S, it may be concluded that for Virginia, 

for 1968 and 1969, county criminal justice systems appear to be more 

efficient than city systems. These differences can be ep1ained, in 

part, by factors outside the control of the sys tern. Factors associated 

with a particular type of system, however, also exert a strong influence 

on relative efficiency. In addition, '(vhile both types of systems are 

operating ivi thin a range of both increasing and decreasing incremental 

cost, the criminal justice systems on the whole, are opera! :"ng within 

a range of increasing incremental cost. 
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Projections on the Criminal Justice 
System Model 

This part of the analysis was devoted to examining possible 

applications of the criminal justice system models for planning 

purposes. Both incremental and total systems cost were projected. 

The incremental system cost projection of a 1 percent per year 

increase in the clearance rate presented somewhat surprising results. 

For all of the crime types for all of the regions, the largest in-

crease in incremental systems cost between 1969 and 1974 was less 

than $30.00. These projections, although they were for incremental 

(the increment to average) cost, ~qere much lower than was expected. 

It must be remembered, however, that a 1 percent increase per year in 

the clearance rate is very sma11;1 and further, that no queuing costs, 

costs of the correctional system, or scale factors ~qere directly 

CvflSj dered. 

It would appear, therefore, that for long period analyt this 

type of projection wou not e very us u. 1d b ef 1 But Perhaps, for shorter 

periods, it m1g teo some 'h b f ass1'stance in examining trade-offs bebveen 

different target clearance rates and commuQity goals with respect to. 

the criminal justice sys tem. 

Somewhat better results ~.;rere found in using the projection model 

for total systems cost. This model projected the total systems cost 

lIn another test the clearance rate was increased by 10 percent , , . 
per year. The result was that the upper bound of, the 1ncrease 1n . 
projected incremental cost beb.;reen 1969 and 19?4 1ncreased to $140.00, 
however, fe~qer of the crime types could be projected for 5 years, as 
clearance rates of 100 percent were reached much sooner. 
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required to maintain the same average cost per case for each agency in 

a region, given certain case load increases. It was observed, howev~r, 

that constraints needed to be placed on the system to permit the pro-

jection to be more meaningful. 

The projections on the basis of the 1968-1969 percent changes 

in case loads showed, for example, that Nelson county's system cost 

went from $45,084 in 1969 to $1,794,818,179,072 in 1974< This ~.;ras due 

to the county having several case load changes between 1968 and 1969 

of greater than 100 percent. 

When the same projection was made limiting the case load percent 

changes to no more than 100 pe'cce.nt, and allowing those less than 100 

percent to remain unaffected, Nelson county's system cost ~.;rent from 

$45,084 in 1969 to $726,~88 in 1974. 

In the last prOjection on this model, when all case load chan2; .. s 

were fixed at 1 percent per year, it vlaS found that Nelson county's 

system cost went from $45,084 in 1969 to $47,383 in 1974. TI1is may 

be interpreted as saying that if it were possible .to hold the case 

load increas·,s of the respective agencies in the county to 1 percent 

per year, an additional $2,299 ~.;rould be needed to maintain the same 

average cost per case per agency in 1974. 

These projected systems costs neglect scale factors and correc-

tiona1 costs, and admittedly, any attempt to make a long period pro-

jection on the basis of a single rate, whether a target rate or a past 

rate of change in a two year period, is ah7ays dangerous. But, even 

~vith these shortcomings, this projection method would appear to be a 

useful aid in criminal justice planning. 
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Overview and Evaluation of the Dissertation 
as a Whole 

Perhaps the best way to put this dissertation in its proper 

perspective is to ask ourselves two questions: What do we know nOlv 

that 've did not knOlv before, and, can the benefits of this type of 

analysis be justified in terms of the high cost involved? 

Very little is known about resource allocation and effective-

ness in criminal justice systems. At the same time, ,ve are faced 

with rising incidents of crime, increasing public fear, and skyrockct-

ing costs. And there are few, if any, answers. 

There has ahvays been speculation about which types of criminal 

justice systems performed more efficiently, and what sorts of factors 

affected efficiency. In many cities, sheriffs were thought to be very 

inefficient when compared with po:: tce. In fact, in several Virginia 

counties, sheriffs have been given the duties of a jailor and process 

server, and police have assumed the law en.forcement duties of the 

county. It was assumed that if sheriffs had higher clearance rates, 

it could be explained in terms of fewer crimes occurring in their 

juris di c tion . 

From our analysis, \Ve were able to dispell at least some specu

lation in these areas, and replace it \vith more hard core facts. 2 For 

... 

2For anC'ther application of a similar methodology \vhich yielded 
indeterminate results, see Elinor Ostrom, Rober B. Parks, and Gordon P. 
Whitaker, "The Effect of Size and Community Control on the Provision 
of Police Services: A Comparative Study of Three IndependerLt Communities 
and Three Hatched City Neighborhoods Hithin One Hetropolitan Areall (paper 
presented at the meeting of the Public Choice Society, Blacksburg, Vir·
ginia, April 22-24, 1971. 
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I law enforcement, we also raised a serious question about organizational 

form. 

Further, our models appear to be logically sound and empirically 

relevant and useful for criminal justice system planning. However, 

more work on defining some of the parameters and interactional deter-

minants offue transitional probabilities and scale factors is suggested 

in orde!: to allmv the criminal justice system model to have more pre-

dictive value. Also, as data become available, the correctional 

portion of the criminal jus tice system should be analyzed and be made 

an integral part of the model. 

Yet, this type of analysis is very costly. It is extremely 

expensive to collect and organize data of the detailed level of aggre-

gation necessary to perform the analysi.2.. As the results showed, the 

aggregation of crime types into "index" and "non-index" crimes, or 

"all" crimes, reveals very little. Detailed analysis is important. 

The data, part of Virginia's criminal justice data base, ,vas 

collected under funding from the La,v Enforcement Assis tance Administra-

tion, and Virginia's Division of Justice and Crime Prevention. It ,vas 

the first such data to be collected under the terms of the Omnibus 

Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968; and in being a first, there 

are many problems to be found ,vith it. There were, in our analysis, 

several instances of highly questionable clearance rates and case loads, 

and the cost figures by crime type were, at best, only based on best 

estimates by the local officials surveyed. 

Ce·X'tainly, empirical analysis in the real world is only as good 

as the data used. If society is interested in coming to terms with its 
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crime pr:oblems, it would appear that reliahle, conRistent data are a 

must. As more efficient data reporting procedures and reporting 

nebV'orks are established, perhaps the high cost of data collection 

I and assembly could be expected to fall. 

This dissertation is an attempt to investigate an area about 

which little is kno,JU, and in which little empirical work has been 

• done. Perhaps we know more nmV' than IV'hen we began; or, perhaps v7e 

have only raised more questions. 
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Virginia Codes_. 

"Virginia Council on Criminal JUSltice State Comprehensive Plan, Fiscal 
1970." Division of Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice, 
Richmond, Virginia. 
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APPENDIX 1 

COURTS OF RECORD IN VIRGINIA 
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1st Circuit 

Chesapt=;<J.ke City 

2nd Circuit 

Isle of Hight 
Nansemond 
Southampton 
Suffolk City 

3rd Circuit 

Brunswick 
GreenGvi11e 
Prince George 
Surrey 
Sussex 
Hopewell City 

4th Circuit 

Amelia 
Dinw'iddie 
Nottow'ay 
Powhatan 

f R d · V' .. 1 Courts 0 ecor 1n 1rg1n1a 

Circuit Courts 

Petersburg City (no criminal jurisdiction) 

5th Circuit 

Appomattox 
Buckingham 
Charlotte 
Cumberland 
Prince Ed~.,ard 

6th Circuit 

Bedford 
Campbell 
Lynchburg City (no criminal jurisdiction) 

1 
Supreme Court of Appeals, Richmond, Virginia. 

218 

! 

!! 
f1 
,I 
jl 

rl 
Ij 
II 

[/ 

IJ 
'II 

Ii 
11 
iJ 

11 
'I 
'j 
:1 

!J .\ 

ij 
it 

11 
II 

II 
" 

,I 
I 

I 
·f 

'i 
i 

'I 
I 
I 

;i 
.j 

i 
[I 
i 

" 
., 
Ii 

'1 
" 

:1 
!1 
11 
,j 
'r 

1( 
:\ 

11 
iJ ., 
jJ 

fl ,I 
11 
Ij 

i' 
II 
I
j ~ 

Ij 

/1 

,/1 

I 
! , , 

" 



• 

... ~ 

7th Circuit 

Henry 
Patrick 

8th Circuit 

Albemarle 
Fluvanna 
Greene 
Madison 

9th Circuit 

Culpepper 
Goochland 
Louisa 
Orange 

10th Circuit 

Henrico 
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Richmond City (no criminal jurisdiction for misdemerulors) 

11th Circuit 

Hampton City 

12th Circuit 

Essex 
Lancaster 
Northumberland 
Richmond 
Westmoreland 

13th Circui t 

Gloucester 
King and Queen 
King William 
Mathe'ivs 
Middlesex 

14tll Circuit 

Charles City County 
New Kent 
York 
Williamsburg ffild 

James City County 

·r 

I 
I 

10 
! 

15th Circuit 

Caroline 
Hanover 

16th Circuit 

Fairfax 
Prince William 
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Alexandria City (no cr.i minE; !. jurisdiction) 

17th Circuit 

Clarke 
Frederick 
Shenandoah 
Warren 

18th Circuit 

Augusta 
Highland 
Rockbridge 
Buena Vista City 
Staunton City 

19th Circuit 

Alleghany 
Bath 
Botetourt 
Craig 
Clifton Forge City 

20th Circuit 

Roanoke 
Roruloke City (no criminal jurisdiction) 
Salem City 

21st Circuit 

Carroll 
Grayson 
Pulaski 
Wythe 
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(,; 7th Circuit 

Henry 
Patrick 

8th Circuit 
«; 

Albemarle 
Fluvanna 
Greene 
Madison 

i ; 

«; 9th Circuit 

Culpepper 
Goochland 
Louisa 
Orange 

1& 
10th Circuit 

Henrico 
Richmond City (no criminal jurisdiction 

(~\ 

t> .. 11th Circuit 

Hampton City 

12th Circuit 

C Essex 
Lancaster 
Northumberland 
Richmond 
Westmoreland 

t 1,3th Circuit 

Gloucester 
King and Queen 
King William 

f; 
Mathe~vs 

Middlesex 

l4t11 Circuit 

~' Charles City County 

\: 
New Kent 
York 
Williamsburg and 

James City County 

- , 

for misdemem10rs) 
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15th Circuit 

Caroline 
Hanover 

16th Circuit 

Fairfax 
Prince William 
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Alexandria City (no c:J:.lmin,r,"!, jurisdiction) 

17th Circuit 

Clarke 
Frederick 
Shenandoah 
Warren 

18th Circuit 

Augusta 
Highland 
Rockbridge 
Buena Vista City 
Staunton City 

19th Circuit 

Allegharl}" 
Bath 
Botetourt 
Craig 
Clifton Forge City 

20th Circuit 

Roanoke 
Roanoke City (no criminal jurisdiction) 
Salem City 

21st Circuit 

Carroll 
Grayson 
Pulaski 
Wythe 
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22nd Circuit 

Bland 
Giles 
Tazewell 

23rd Circuit 

Smyth 
Washington 
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Bristol City (no criminal jurisdiction) 

24th Circuit 

Lee 
Scott 

25th Circuit 

Page 
Rockingham 

26th Circuit 

Fauquier 
Loudoun 
Rappahannock 

27th Circuit 

Buchanan 
Dicl<.enson 
Russell 

28th Circuit 

Virginia Beach City 

29th Circuit 

Amhexst 
Nelson 
Waynesboro City 

30th Circuit 

Franklin 
Pittsylvania 

31st Circuit 

Accomack 
Northampton 

32nd Circuit 
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Norfolk City (no criminal jurisdiction) 

33rd Circuit 

Wise 

34th Circuit 

Halifax 
Lunenburg 
Mecklenburg 

35th Circuit 

Arlington 

36th Cireui t 

Floyd 
Montgomery 
Radford City 

37th Circuit 

Chesterfield 
Colonial Heights City 

Portsmouth City (no criminal jurisdiction) 

39th Circuit 

King George 
Spot::;y1 vania 
Staf{Drd 
Freu2ricksburg City 

40th Circuit 

Ne~vport News City 
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Alexandria Corporation 
Bristol Corporation 
Charlottesville Corporation 
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City Courts 

~Lesapeake Corporation (no criminal jurisdiction) 
Danville Corporation 
Hampton La~v and Chancery 
Lynchburg Corporation 
Martinsville COl~oration 
Newport News Corporation 
Newport News Hustings 
Norfolk Corporation (no jurisdiction on equity cases) 
Norfolk Corporation Part II (no civil jurisdiction) 
Norfolk Law and Chancery (no criminal jurisdiction) 
Petersburg Hustings 
Portsmouth Hustings 
Richmond Chancery (no criminal jurisdiction) 
Richm!JL1.d Hustings (no jurisdiction in equity cases) 
Richmond Hustings Part II 
Richmond Law and Equity (no criminal jurisdiction) 
Ro an\.)ke Hus tings 
Roanoke Law and Chancery (no criminal j \lrisdiction) 
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APPENDIX 2 

REGIONAL JUVENI~E fiND DO}1ESTIC RELATIONS 

COURTS IN VIRGINIA 
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Regional Juycni1e and Domestic Relations 
Courts in VirginiaT 

1st Region 

King George County 
Spotsylvania County 
Stafford County 
Fredericksburg City 

3rd Region 

Floyd Co un ty 
Montgomery County 
Radford City 

5th Region 

Amherst County 
Campbell County 
Charlotte County 
Nelson County 

7th Region 

Frederick County 
Hinchester City 

9th Region. 

Ro ckingham Co un ty 
Harrisonburg City 

2nd Region 

Halifax County 
Mecklenburg COIDlty 
Pittsy1vania County 
South Boston City 

4th Region 

Augusta County 
Staunton City 
Haynesboro City 

6th Region 

Henry County 
Patrick County 
Martinsville City 

8th Region 

Madison County 
Green Coun ty 
Albemarle County 
'Fluvanna County 
Charlottesville City 

1Crime Preven.tion Systems Corporation, Charlottesville, Virginia. 
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APPENDIX 3 

COUNTIES, CITIES AND TOHNS IN VIRGINIA 

BY PLANNING DISTRICT 
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Counties, Cities and To~vn~ in Virginia £y Planning District1 

Dis'~:ict 1 

Lee County 

Town of Jonesville 
l'mm of Pennington Gap 
Town of St. Charles 

Scott County 

Tmm of Clinch port 
Town of Duffield 
Town of Dungannon 
Town of Gate City 
Town of Nickelsville 
Town of Weber City 

Wise County 

Town of Appalachia 
Town of Big Stone Gap 
Town of Coeburn 
Town of Pound 
Town of St. Paul 
Tmm of Wise 

Ci ty of Norton 

District 2 

Buchanan County 

Town of Grundy 

Hannon Maxie C u) 

Dickenson County 

Town of ClinD·JQod 
Town of Haysi 

Rus sell Coun ty 

Town of Cleveland 
Town of Honaker 
Town of Lebanon 

Dante (u) 

Tazewell County 

TO\\TIl of Bluefield 
Tmm of Cedar Bluff 
Tmm of North Tal!;eHell 
Tmvn of Pocahontas 
Tm·m of Ta~~ewell 
Town of Richlands 

District 3 

Bland County 

Carroll County 

Town 0 f Hills ville 

Grayson County 

Tmm of Fries 
TOlyn of Independence 
Town of Troutdale 

Smyth County 

Tmm of Chi1how:i ~ 
To~m of Marion 

*Tmm of Saltville Cpt) 

\vashington County 

Tm·m of Abingdon 
Tmvn of Damascus 
Tmm of Glade Spring 
~~Tmm of Saltville Cpt) 

lDivision of Justice and Czime Prevention, Richmond, Virginia. 
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Distd.ct 3--Continued 

Hythe County 

Town of Rural Retreat 
TO\m of tvytheville 

City of Bristol 

City of Galax 

District 4 

Floyd County 

Town of Floyd 

Giles County 

Town of Glen Lyn 
TOvm of Narrmvs 
Town of Pearisburg 
Tmm of Pembroke 
Tmm of Ri. ch Creek 

Montgomery County 

Town of Blacksburg 
Tmm of Cambria 
TO'il1n of Christiansburg 

Pulaski County 

To~m of Dublin 
Town of Draper 
Tmm of Pulaski 

Fairlawn C u) 
North Pulaski Cu) 

City of Radford 

District 5 

Alleghany County 

Town of Iron Gate 
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Botetourt County 

Town of Buchanan 
Town of Fincastle 
Tmm of Troutville 

Craig County 

Roanoke County 

Town of Vinton 

City of Clifton Forge 

City of Covington 

City of Roanoke 

City of Salem 

District 6 

Augusta County 

TOIm of Craigsville 
*Tmm of Grottoes Cpt) 

Bath County 

Highland County 

TOIm of HcDowe1l 
TOIm of Honterey 

Rockbridge County 
To\m of Glasgml1 
Town of Goshen 

Rockingham County 

Town of Bridgewater 
TOHn of Broad~l1ay 
TOlm of Dayton 
Town of Elkton 

*Tmm of' Grottoes Cpt) 
Town of Hount Cra\\~ford 
Town of Singers Gll'!n 
TO\o1n of Timberville 
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» District 6--Continued 

City of Buena Vista 

City of Harrisonburg 

• City of Lexington 

City of Staunton 

City of Waynesboro 

); District 7 

Clarke County 

"\\ Town of Berryville 
" Town of Boyce 

• Frederick County 

Tm-m of Middletown 
Tv;vn of Stephens City 

1" "' ..... Page County 

TOvm of Luray 
0 Tovm of Shenandoah 
~ TO'.;'11 of Stanley 

• Shenandoah County 

Town of Edinburg· 
Town of Mount Jackson 
Town of Ne\<l Harket 
Town of Strasbm:g 

Ii Town of Toms Brook 
Town of loJoods tock 

~oJarren Ccurity 

To,V!l of Front Royal 

City a f Winches ter 

District 8 

... "'~ Arlingt(;ll1 County 
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TOi·m of Clifton 
TO\vn of Herndon 
TOim of Vienna 

Springfield (u) 

Loudoun County 

Town of Ha.'Tlil ton 
Town of Hillsboro 
Town of Leesburg 
Town of Lovettsville 
To"tvn of Middleburg 
Tmm of Purcellville 
Town of Round Hill 

Prince William County 

Dumfries (u) 
Triangle C\.,) 

TOv.rJ.l of Hayr:lurket 
Town of MallDssas 
Tovm of MC111<;.:i:~as Park 
Town of ()CC( ; .::n 

Town of Quanc . .;,:o 

City of Alexandria 

City of Fairfax 

City of Falls Church 

District 9 

Culpepper County 

Tmm of Culpepper 

Fauquier County 

Town of Reming ton 
Town of The Plains 
TrMn of ~"rarrenton 
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District 9--Continued 

Nadison County 

Tmm of Madison 

Orange County 

Tm-m of GOT.-lonsville 
ToWT. of Orr. 'ge 

Rappahannock County 

Town of Washington 

District 10 

Albemarle County 

)':Tmvn of Scottsville (pt) 

Fluvanna County 

Town of Columbia 
*Town of Scottsville Cpt) 

Greene County 

Town of Stanardsville 

Louisa County 

To"t-m of Louisa 
Town of Mineral 

Nelson County 

City of ~larlottesville 

Dis trict 11 

Amhe rs t Co un ty 

Town of AmhE~rst 

Appomattox County 

Tmvn of Appomattox 
*TOlvn of Pamplin City (pt) 
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Bedford County 

Campbell County 

Town of Altavista 
Town of Brookneal 

City of Lynchburg 

City of Bedford 

District 12 

Frankli~l L:ounty 

TOi\'U a f Boones Mill 
Tmm of Rocky Mount 

Henry County 

Bassetts (u) 
Collinsville (u) 
Fieldale (u) 

Town of Ridgeway 

Patrick County 

Tmvn of Stuart 

Pittsylvania County 

TO\vn of Chatham 
Tmvn of Gre tna 
Town of Hurt 

Glemvood eu) 

City of Danville 

City of Hartinsville 

District 13 

Brunswick County 

Town of Alberta 
*Tml7n of Brodnax Cpt) 
Tmvn of Law'renceville 
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District l3--Continued 

Halifax County 

Tm-m of Clover 
Town of Halifax 
Town of Scottsburg 
Town of Virgilina 

Mecklenburg County 

Tmvn of Boydton 
*Tovm of Brodnax (pt) 

Town of Chase City 
Town of Clarksville 
Town of La Crosse 
Tovm of South Hill 

City of South Bas ton 

District 14 

.Amelia County 

Buckingham County 

Town of Buckingham 
Torn of Dillwyn 

Charlotte County 
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Tovm of Charlotte Courthouse 
Town of Drakes Branch 
Town of Keysville 
Tovm a f Phenix 

Cumberland County 

Lunenburg County 

Town of Kenbridge 
Town of Victoria 

Nottoway County 

To~m of Blackstone 
To~m of Burkeville 
Tovm of. Cre1;ve 

-- , 

Prince Edward County 

Town of Farmville 
)'tTmm of Pamplin City (pt) 

District 15 

Charles City County 

Qlesterfield County 

Chester (u) 
Ettrick (u) 

Goochland County 

Hanover County 

Town of Ashland 

Henrico County 

Lewis Gan':'.ds (u) 

New Kent County 

Powhatan County 

City of Richmond 

District'l6 

Caroline County 

TOIvn of Bowling Green 
Tmm of Port Royal 

King George County 

Spotsylvania County 

Stafford Cou.nty 

Falmouth (u) 

City of Frede1.icksburg 

. i. • 

District 17 

Lancaster County 

Town of Irvington 
*To~n of Kilmarnock (pt) 
Town of White Stone 

Northumberland County 

*Tovm of Kilmarnock (pt) 

Richmond County 

Tmvn of Warsaw 

Westmoreland County 

TOIm of Colonial Bea'ch 
Tmm of Montross 

District 18 

Essex County 

Tmvn of Tappahannock 

Gloucester County 

King and Queen County 

King ~-Ji1liam 

Town of Hestpoint 

Mathews County 

Middlesex County 

Tmvn of Urbanna 

District 19 

Dinwiddie County 

TOIm 0 f HcKenney 

Greensville County 

*Town of Jarratt Cpt) 

-i 
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Prince George County 

Surrey County 

Town of Claremont 
Tovm of Dendron 
Town of Surrey 

Sussex County 

*Town of Jarratt (pt) 
Town of Stony Creek 
Town of Wakefield 
Town of Waverly 

City of Colonial Heights 

City of Emporia 

City of Hopewell 

City of Petersburg 

District 20 

Nansemond County 

Jericho Cu) 
Lloyd Place Cu) 
Pleasant Hill (u) 
Saratoga Place (u) 

Town of Holland 
TO'im of Whaleyville 

Isle of Wight County 

Tmm of Smithfield 
Tovm of Hindsor 

Southampton County 

Town of Boykins 
TO\,Yn of Branchville 
Tm-Tll of Capron 
TO\\'n of Courtland 
TOHn of Ivor 
TOh'Tl of Newsoms 

City of ChE.'sapeak~ 
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District 20--Continued 

City of Fr;)nklin 

City of Norfolk 

City of Portsmouth 

City of Suffolk 

City L1f Virginia Beach 

District 21 

James City County 

York County 

City 

City 

City 

Town of Poquoson 
Town of Yorktm·m 

of Hampton 

of Newport News 

of Williamsburg 

Dist-c: (!t 22 ---. '--
Accomack County 

Town of Accomac 
I;otvn of Belle Haven 
Town of Bloxom 
Town of Chinco teague 
Town of H.allwood 
Totvn of Keller 
Totvn of Helfa 
Tmvn of Olney 
Tmvn of Onancock 
Tmvn of Pajnter 
Tmvn of Parl~sley 
To\vn of Saxis 
Town of Tangier 
Tmvn of Wachapreague 
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Northampton County 

Tmvn of Cape Charles 
Town of Cheriton 
Tm"n of Eastville 
Tom.l of Exmore 
Tmvn of Nassawadox· 
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County 

Accomack 

Caro1int; 

Carroll 

Craig 

Dinwiddie 

Fauquier 

Franklin 

Henry 

Nelson 

Surrey 
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TABLE 92 

TOWN POLICE COVERAGE BY COUNTY 

To'iVUS Having a Police Chie£l 

Chincoteague 

None 

Hillsville 

None 

None 

The Plains 
Warrenton 

Rocky Mount 

None 

None 

None 

-, 

Percent of 1970 
County Popu1ation2 

6.4 

5.0 

1.6 
15.3 

14 •. 9 

lReport of the Secretary of the Commoml\~alth to the Governor and 
General ASsel1ibiy'-o~ Virginia, 1968-1969, Richm0~Virg:Li1ia, 196~--

2Ca1cu1ated from: U. S. Departmf.mt of Commerce, Bureau of the 
Census, 1970 Censlls of Populat:i.on, Final Population Counts, . Advance 
Report (I.Jashington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, December, 1970). 

, i .. .. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 
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TABLE 93 

1969 JAIL EXPENDITURES AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL BUDGET 
FOR SHERIFFS AGENCIES1 

County Percent 

Accomack 0.2369 

Dinwiddie 0.0970 

Caroline2 ------

Carroll 0.0967 

Craig 0.3525 

Fauquier 0.2495 

Franklin 0.2944 

Henry 0.2618 

Nelson 0.2111 

Surrey 2 ------

IData obtained from the Common.wealth of Virginia, Division of . 
Justice anG Crime Prevention, Richmond, Virginia. 

2Did not maintain jail facili.:i.es in 1969. 
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Region 

Accomack 
Caroline 
Carroll 
Craig 
Dinwiddie 
Fauquier 
Franldin 
Henry 
Nelson 
Surrey 
Charlottesville 
Danville 
Fredericksburg 
Lynchbu'rg 
Petersburg 
Radford 
Salem 
Staunton 
Suffolk 
Virginia Beach 
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TABLE 94 

LAH ENFORCEHENT AGENCY MANPOWER 
FOR 1968 AND 19691 

Manpower2 Manpower3 

1968 1969 

7 8 
6 9 
8 8 
2 3 
7 8 

15 17 
9 10 

15 22 
4 4 
3 7 

70 67 
116 116 

32 32 
106 117 

65 74 
19 19 
25 27 
48 57 
30 31 

199 223 

" - .. 

lFigures include all full time employees of the agencies other 
than janitors and those assigned to the operation of the jail (in the 
case of sheriff's departments). 

2Data obtained via telephone conversations with the individual 
law enforcement agencies and personnel departments. 

3Data obtained from the Division of Justice and Crime Prevention, 
Richmond, Virginia. 
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TABLE 95 

LAND AREA, ESTIMATED POPULATION, ESTIMATED 
POPULATION DENSITY) AND AVERAGE FMlILY 

BUYING INCOME: 1968 

Region 

Accom'.,-~k 

Caroline 
Oarroll 
Craig 
Dimviddie 
Fauquier 
Franklin 
Henry 
Nelson 
Sur"~y 
Cha7; ';(l t tesville 
Danv ~ 1e 
Fre de r:L cks burg 
Lynchburg 
Petersburg 
Radford 
Salem 
Staunton 
Suffolk 
Virgin::.! Beach 

Land Areal 
(S,,{. Miles) 

602.0 
549.0 
496.0 
336.0 
506.4 
660.0 
721.0 
394.0 
lf71. 0 
306.0 
10.4 
16.0 

6.0 
25.0 

8.0 
5.0 
8.0 
9.0 
2.0 

259}0 

Pop ulation2 

29,348 
13,679 
23,104 

3,490 
24,468 
25,919 
26,651 
48,789 
11,910 

5,953 
36,990 
45,180 
14,280 
54,220 
36,221 
11 ,151 
20,795 
24,055 
10,415 

139,327 

Population 
Density3 

48.7 
24.9 
46.6 
10.4 
48.3 
39.3 
37.0 

123.0 
25.3 
19.5 

3,556.7 
2,823.7 
2,380.0 
2,168.8 
4,527.6 
2,230.2 
2,599.4 
2,672.8 
5,027.5 

537.9 

$ 

Avg. Family 
Buying Income4 

5,756 
7,184 
6,410 
5,863 
8,143 
7,788 
6,835 
8,639 
5,898 
4,986 
9,034 
8,176 
9,535 
9,408 
7,588 
9,llt8 

10,080 
10,343 

7,975 
$ 9,834 

lLand area for the counties ,vas obtained from Report of .!=.!!e 
Secretary of the ConmlOm.;realth to the Governor and General Assembly of 
,Yirginia, 1968-1969, Richmond, Virginia, 1969. Land area for the 
cities (exr-opt Charlottesville) ,vas obtained from the Commercial Atlas 
and Harketing Guide (New York: Rand ~cNally, 1970). The land area for 
C11,~'rlottesViIle was obtained via a telephone conversation \\1ith the 
Department 'of City Planning. 

2Estimated by using: U.S. Department of Commercc~ Bureau of the 
Census, 1970 CC'llSUS of POE,ulation, final Population Counts, Adva~ce R~port) 
(Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, December, 1970). The. 
1970-1960 percent change in population ,vas calculated per year, and these 
rates ,vere used to make the estimate. 

3Based on the land area and estimated population figures above. 

4"Sales Hanagement: Survey of Buying POHer," June 10, 1969. FigHre;~ 
for Carroll county include the city of Galax; fieurcs for Dinwiddie county 
include the city of Petersburg; figures [or Hemy county include the city of 
Martinsville; and figures for the city of Radford include NontgOl~!ery county. 
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TABLE 96 

LAND AREA, ESTI~~TED POPULATION, ESTIHATED 
POPULATION DENSITY, ANDAVEI~GE FAHILY 

BUYING INCOME: 1969 

Land Areal Population Avg. Family 4 

Region (Sq. Miles) population2 Density3 Buying Income 

Accomack 602.0 29,174 48,,5 $ 6,355 

Caroline 549.0 13,794 25.1 7,516 

Carroll 496.0 23,090 46.6 6,788 

Craig 336.0 3,507 10.4 6,086 

Dinwitldie 506.1+ 2/+,756 48.9 10,062 

Fauquier 660.0 26,136 39.6 7,981 

Franklin 721.0 26,755 37.1 7,301 

Henry 394.0 49,854 126.5 8,644 

Nelson 471.0 11,808 25.1 6~454 

Surrey 306.0 5,915 19.3 5,l121 

Charlottesville 10.4 37,931 3,647.2 10,254 

Danvill(:! 16.0 44,901 2,806.3 8,705 

Fred(~1::t Gksburg 6.0 14,362 2,393.7 9 0 743 

Lynchburg 25.0 54,149 2,166.0 10,189 

Petersburg 8.0 36,155 4,519.4 8,398 

Radford 5.0 11,370 2,274.0 9,631 

Salem 8.0 21,389 2,673.6 10,793 

Staunton 9.0 24 ~2 77 2,697.4 11,059 

Suffolk 2.0 10,138 5,069.0 8,571 

Virginia Beach 259.0 155,670 601.0 10,412 

lLand area for the counties ';vas obtained fran: Report of the 
Secre!.~ of:. the C0Ti1monwea1th to the GovcE1.or and .0 ~j1.eral Assembly ~f. 
Virginia, 1968-1969, Richmond, Virgil.lia, 1969. Lauli a::ea for the c~t~es 
(except Charlottesville) 'vas obtained from the Co~ercHll Atlas 2.E!;i 
Harketing Guide (New York~ Rand ~cNally, 1970). The land area for 
Charlottesville 'vas obtained via a telephone conversation with the' 
Department of City Planning. 

2Estimated by using: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the 
Census, 1970 Census, of PO)2ulat,ion, Final population Counts, Advance Re
port (h'ashington: D. C.: Government Printing Office, Decembnr, 1970). 
The 1970-1960 percent change in population was calculc.ted per year, and 
these rates wera used to make the estimates. 

3Based on the land area and estimated popul.ati.on figures above. 

4t1Sales Hanagement: 
for Cm:roll county inClude 
include Hontgomery county . 

Sur\1ey of Buying Pmver," June 10,1970. Figur0d 
the city of Galax; figures for the city of Radfor.( 

[ 
I, 

I 
I 

·1 

I 

I' 
l! 

\ 

I~ 

1 

t; 

··1 

'. 

240 

TABLE 97 

INDICES OF AVERAGE ANNUAL HAGE PER WORKER: 
1968 AND 19691 

Region 

Commoll'v.:. a1 th 0 f 
Virginia 

Accomack 
Caroline 
Carroll 
Craig 
Dinwiddie 
Fauquier 
Franklin 
Henry 
Nelson 
Surrey 
Charlottesville 
Danville 
Fredericksburg 
Lynchburg 
Petersburg 
Radford 
Salem 
Staunton 
Suffolk 
Virginia Beach 

Avg. Annual Hage 
Per Worker, 1968 

1.00 

0.71 
O. 78 
0.72 
0.66 
0.68 
0.89 
0.84 
1.10 
0.94 
1.32 
0.86 
0.84 
0.86 
1.03 
0.89 
1. 04 
1.10 
0.88 
0.81 
0.78 

Avg. Annual Hage 
Per Worker, 1969 

1.00 

0.69 
0.75 
O. 73 
0.62 
0.68 
0.87 
0.87 
1. 06 
0.97 
1. 78 
0.84 
0.83 
0.85 
1.02 
0.89 
0.97 
1.10 
0.98 
0.80 
0.78 

IThese in.dices were calculated by use of "Covered EmploVll1ent and 
H~g(?:, 11 Quarterly Reports for 1968 and 1969) Virginia Employme;1t Com
m~s~·l.On) Hanpower Research Division, Richmond, Virginia. Quarterly 
data for average weekly wage per 'vork~~r ~vere averaged to obtajn average 
annual wages per Norker for each of the test regions and for the Common
wealth as a ~vho1e. The indices >vere then constructed by calculating 
the ratio of the region to the Conunoll'veal tho 
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TABLE 98 

CLEARANCE RATE AS AN EXPONENTIAL FUNCTION OF MANPOi,;TER: 1968 AND 1969 

Form of the Equation: PA. = a .L bl1 ,i 
~,n 11,~ n 

Crime Type b11 ,i 
(S. E.) 

La .. ; Enforcement Agencies: 1968 

Index -0.3198 

Non-Index -0.2034 

All -0.1588 

Sheriff Agencies: 1968 

Index -1. 0228 

Non-Index 0.0464 

All -0.0804 

Police Agencies: 1968 

Index -0.4644 

Non-Index -0.0010 

All -0.2166 

-0.2361 
(0.1238) 
0.0239 

(0.0369) 
-0.0574 

" (0.0438) 

0.1680 

0.0229 

0.0870 

0.1850 0.0613 
(0.2558) 
-0.1308 0.0988 
(0.1396) 
-0.1018 0.0682 
(0.1331) 

-0.2195 0.0394 
(0.3832) 
-0.0174 0.0231 
(0.0399) 
-0.0419 0.0159 
(0.1166) 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 

Crime Type a11 ,i bll ,i 
(S. E. ) 

Law Enforcement Agencies: 1969 

Index .' -0.2053 

Non-Index -0.2725 

All -0.2143 

Sheriff Agencies: '1969 

Index -0.9521 

Non-Index -0.0317 

All -0.3061 

Police Agencies: 1969 

Index -0.3820 

Non-Index 0.0178 

All 0.3779 

-0.2848a 

(0.1006) 
0.0452 

(0.0387) 
-0.0500 
(0.0442) 

0.3082a 

0.0703 

0.0650 

0.1019 0.0187 
(0.2611) 
-0.0871 0.0382 
(0.1547) 
-0.0115 0.0008 
(0.1436) 

-0.2583 0.1159 
(0.2528) 
-0.0168 0.0318 
(. ) 
-0.1095 0.1318 
(0.0994) 

1 
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TABLE 99 

RANK CORRELATION OF CLEARANCE RATES AND HANPmmR 
FOR ALL LAH ENFORCEHENT AGENCIES: 1968 

Co 4 

I 
\ 
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TABLE 100 

RANK CORRELATION OF CLEARANCE RATES AND MANPOWER 
FOR ALL LAW ENFORC~lENT AGENCIES: 1969 

Kendall Spearman 
Correlation Correlation 

Crime Type Coefficient Coefficient 

1. Murder 0.3288a 0.4025 a 
2. Rape 0.1796 0.2753 
3. Robbery 0.0169 0.0827 
4. Agg. Assault -0.0714 -0.0925 
5. Auto Theft -0.3406a -0.4lf43a 
6. Burglary -0.2850a -0.4036a 
7. Larceny -0.2306 -0.3063 
8. Narcotics La\17 0.4171 a 0.5324 a 
9. Liquor Law' 0.1989 0.258.') 

10. Prostitution 0.3584 a 0.425C a 
11. Gambling 0.6082a 0.7607a 
12. Sex Offenses 0.4376a 0.5414a 
13. Family &C1 dn 0.2356 0.2904 
14. Drunkeness 0.1176 0.1198 
15. Disord&Vag -0.1036 -0.1396 
16. D. 111. I. 0.1398 0.1810 
17. Other Ntra£ 0.1586 0.1999 

Index -0.3 lf22 a -0.4855 
Non-Index 0.1007 0.1319 
All -0.0963 -0.1252 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 101 

RANK CORRELATION OF CLEARANCE' RATES AND MANPOHER 
FOR SHERIFF AGENCIES: 1968 

Kendall Spear;,'ln 
Correlation Corre1c.tion 

Crime Type Coefficient Coefficient 

1. Murder 0.4134a 0.5125 
2. Rape 0.4047a 0.4648 
3. Robbery 0.1887 0.2507 
4. Agg. Assault -0.2226 ~oO.2304 

5. Auto Theft 0.0471 0.0494 
6. Burglary 0.1839 0.2599 
7. Larceny 0.2759 0.3517 
8. Narcotics Law 0.4047a 0.4648 
9. Liquor Lmv 0.0000 -0.01."0 

10. Prostitution -0.1525 -0.17',.1 
11. Gambling 0.4438a 0.5Y!.6 a 

12. Se:K Offenses -0.0990 -0.1294 
13. Family &C1dn -0.2157 -0.2309 
1,4. Drunkeness 0.3893 -0.5015 
15. Disord&Vag -0.3341 -0.4809 
16. D. v]. 1. -0.2219 -0.2393 
17. Other Ntraf -0.3867 -0.4683 

Index 0.1628 0.2331 
Non-Index -0.1221 -0.2045 
All -0.2501 -0.3537 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 102 

RANK CORRELATION OF CLEARANCE RATES AND MANPOWER 
FOR SHERIFF AGENCIES: 1969 

Kendall Spearman 
Correlation Correlation 

Crime Type Coeffi2.ient Coefficient 

1. Murder 0.4364 a 0.4978 
2. Rape 0.6929 a 0.7914a 
3. Robbery 0.3492 0.5432a 
4. Agg. Assault -0.1752 ,..0. 23S0 
5. Auto Theft -0.1235 -0.2076 
6. Burglary -0.0235 0.0000 
7. Larceny 0.07H 0.1925 
8. Narcotics Law 0.5669 a 0.6475a 
9. Liquor Laiv 0.3152 0.4094 

10. Prostitution 1. OOOOa 1.0000a 
11. Gambling 0.4629 a 0.5287 
12. Sex Offenses 0.2315 0.2758 
13. Fami1y&C1dn 0.1286 0.1411 
14. Drunkeness -0.1972 -0.2903 
15. Disord&Vag -0.2535 -0.3180 
16. D. W. 1. 0.0630 0.0679 
17. Other Ntraf -0.4226 a -0.5115 

Index 0.0920 o .1Lf11 
Non-Index -0.1565 -0.2160 
All, 0.0000 0.0307 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 103 

RANK CORRELATION OF CLEARANCE RATES AND lYiANPOHER 
FOR POLICE' AGENCIES: 1968 

Kendall Spearman 
Correlation Correlation 

Crime Type Coefficient Coefficient 

1. Hurder 0.102.3 0.1297 
2. Rape 0.1630 0.2884 
3. Robbery 0.3300 0.4692 
4. Agg. Assault 0.2148 0.3439 
5. Auto Theft 0.1137 0.1037 
6. Burglary 0.2697 0.2310 
7. Larceny 0.04Lf9 -0.0243 
8. Narcotics Law' 0.0277 0.0335 
9. Liquor Law -0.4472a -0.52?~ 

10. Prostitution 0.4877a 0.6381.a 

11. Gambling 0.7454a 0.870Lla 

12. Sex Offenses -0.4700a -0.5449a 

13. Family&C1dn 0.44na 0.5222 
14. Drunkeness 0.0362 0.0778 
15. Disord&Vag -0.1089 -0.1707 
16. D. W. I. -0.4Llna -0.5222 
17. Other Ntraf 0.0000 0.0683 

Index 0.0667 -0.0182 
Non-Index -0.1260 -0.1487 
All 0.1798 0.1702 

as' 'f' t l.gnl.-l.can at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 104 

RANK CORRELATION OF CLEARANCE RATES AND MANPOHER 
FOR POLICE AGENCIES: 1969 

Kendall Spearman 
Correlation Correlation 

Crime Type Coefficient Coefficient 

1. Hurder O.4041a 
0.4869 

2. Rape 0.1935 0.2948 
3. Robbery -0.0899 -0.2675 
4. Agg. Assault 0.1534 0.1816 
5. Auto Theft 0.0449 0.0608 
6. Burglary 0.0899 0.0790 
7. Larceny -0.1556 -0.1758 
8. Narcotics Law 0.0933 0.1423 
9. Liquor La1;v 0.1554 0.2247 

10. Prostitution 0.1627 0.1899 
11. Gambling O.4706a 

0.629Ela 
12. Sex Offenses -0.4472a 

-0.5222 
13. Family&C1dn -0.3977 -0.4930 
14. Dnmkeness 0.0362 0.0778 
15. Disord&Vag -0.3651 -0.4698 
16. D. w. I. -0.4472a -0.5222 
17. Other Ntraf o .1LI91 0.17L11 

Index -0.0899 -0.1277 
Non-Index -0.1633 -0.2595 
All -0.0460 -0.0675 

aSignificant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 105 

CLEARANCE RATE FOR SHERIFF AGENCIES BY COUNTY: 1968a 

Crime Type 

1. Hurder 
2. Rape 
3. Robbery 
4. Agg. Assault 
5. Auto Theft 
6. Burglary 
7. Larceny 
8. Narcotics La~v 
9. Liquor Law 

10. Prostitution 
11. Gamb ling 
12. Sex Offenses 
13. Family&Cldn 
14. Drunkeness 
15. Disord&Vag 
16. D. W. I. 
17. Other Ntraf 

Index 
Non-Index 
All 

1. Nurder 
2. Rape 
3. Robbery 
L~. Agg. Assault 
5. Auto Theft 
6. Burglary 
7. Larceny 
8. Narcotics Law 
9. Liquor Law 

10. Prostitution 
11. Gamb ling 
12. Sex Offenses 
13. Fami1y&Clcln 
14. Drunkeness 
15. Disord&Vag 
16. D. H. I. 
17. Other Ntraf 

In.dex 
Non-Index 
All 

1 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.51 
0.53 
0.00 

1.00 
1. 00 
1.00 
1. 00 
1. 00 
1.00 
0.64 
1.00 
0.88 

6 

1. 00 

0.39 
0.84 
0.88 
0.82 
0.73 
1.00 
1. 00 

0.50 

1.00 
1. 00 
1. 00 
1. 00 
0.82 
1.01 
0.99 

2 

1. 00 
1.00 
1.00 
1. 00 
0.29 
0.24 
0.38 
1.00 
1. 00 
1. 00 

1.00 
1.00 
1. 00 
1.00 
1. 00 
0.46 
1. 00 
0.84 

7 

0.88 
1.00 
0.00 
0.38 
O. Lf2 
0.15 
0.20 
1.00 
1. 00 
0.00 
1.00 
0.70 
0.50 
0.95 
0.87 
0.34 
0.46 
0.23 
0.64 
0.57 

3 

1. 00 
1.00 

0.88 
0.47 
0.33 
0.52 
1.00 
1. 00 

1.00 
0.05 
0.33 
0.80 
1. 00 
0.50 
0.46 
0.49 
0.49 

8 

1.00 
1. 00 
0.63 
0.84 
0.81 
0.60 
0.55 
0.00 
0.50 

0.08 
0.61 
1. 00 
0.92 
0.82 
1. 00 
0.63 
0.86 
0.80 
0.77 

4 

0.50 
0.50 
0.00 
1.00 

1. 00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.50 
1.00 
0.95 

9 

1.00 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1. 00 

1. 00 
1.00 
1.00 
1. 00 
1.00 
1. 00 
1.00 
1.00 

5 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.65 
0.50 
0.50 
0.50 

0.22 

0.30 

0.40 
0.55 
0.96 
0.67 
0.56 
0.59 
0.58 

10 

1.00 
1. 00 
0.05 

0.00 
1.00 

1. 00 

1.00 
1. 00 
1. 00 
0.93 
0.23 
0.94 
0.78 

a For notes applicable to this table and all others in Appendix 6, 
see last page. of Appendix. 
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I; TABLE 106 " If.; TABLE 107 I 
I 

CLEARANCE RATE FOR SHERIFF AGENCIES BY COUNTY : 1969 V 
! 

CLEARANCE RATE FOR POLICE AGENCIES BY CITY: 1968a 
\ 
1, 
,I 

Crime 1'ype 1 2 3 4 5 
i 

I. Crime Type 11 12 13 14 15 
It 

r l! I: 

1. Murder 1. 00 0.75 1. 00 
f: 

1. Murder 1.00 1.00 0.50 0.75 1.00 ? 
2. Rape 1.00 1.00 1.00 I 2. Rape 0.60 0.67 1.00 0.50 0.60 
3. Robbery 1.00 1.00 1.00 I, 3. Robbery 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.38 0.38 
4. Agg. Assault 1.00 1.00 0.93 0.50 0.42 j 4. Agg. Assault 1. 00 0.80 1. 00 1.00 O. 73 

~ 5. Auto Theft 1.00 0.17 0.50 1.00 0.50 I ;f; 5. Auto Theft 0.32 0.55 0.32 0.34 0.16 
6. Burglary 0.61 0.22 0.33 0.50 0.33 1 6. Burglary 0.24 0.53 0.24 0.23 0.12 

0.64 0.1+9 
j 

7. Larceny 7. Larceny 0.30 0.50 0.50 I 0.22 0.82 0.18 0.30 0.16 
8. Narcoties Law 1. 00 1.00 I 8. Narcotics Law 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
9. LiquoT. Law 1. 00 1.00 1.00 0.50 I 9. Liquor Law 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l 

10. Prostitution 1, 10. Prostitution 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 

* 11. Gambling I • 11. Gambling 1.00 1. 00 Loa 1.00 
12. Sex Offenses 1. 00 0.15 12. Sex Offenses 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
13. Fami1y&C1dn 1. Co] 1.00 0.96 1. 00 0.10 I 13. Family &C1dn 1.00 l.00 l. 00 1.00 1. 00 
14. Drunkeness 1. 00 1.00 0.33 1.00 0.40 ,j Iff. Drunkeness 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
15. Disordf.Vag 1. 00 1.00 0.73 1.00 0.50 i 15. Disord&Vag 1.00 1.00 0.58 0.35 1.00 j "'f'> (> 16. D. H. 1. 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.49 I 

l, ~ 't l 16. D. H. 1. 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
fi,<> 17. Other Ntraf 1.00 1.00 0.66 1.00 0.76 ill' )~'P 17. Other Ntraf 1. 00 0.94 0.81 1.00 1.00 

Index 0.69 0.46 0.1..,7 0.52 O. L,4 i Index 0.27 0.69 0.28 0.31 0.21 
Non-Index 1.00 1. 00 0.55 1.00 0.54 1 Non-Index 1. 00 0.96 0.86 0.80 1. 00 I ' 
All 0.91 0.84 0.53 0.86 0.52 1 All O. 73 0.94 0.69 0.68 0.71 

j 
6 7 8 9 10 1 i 16 17 18 19 20 l ' 

\'Ii: j' J 
! 

l. Murder 1.00 0.88 1.00 1,,00 I 1. Murder 1. 00 1.00 0.83 
2. Rape 1.00 1. 00 1.00 i ' 2. Rape 1.00 0.50 0.30 1 : 
3. Robbery 0.75 1.00 0.67 1 ' 3. Robbery 0.00 1.00 0.27 o. :16 
4. Agg. Assault 0.84 0.47 0.84 1.00 1.00 10 4. Agg. Assault 0.50 0.24 1.00 0.27 0.33 I 
5. Auto Theft 0.50 0.33 0.80 1. 00 1 I 5. Auto Theft 0.22 0.21 1.00 0.21 0.04 

'It 6. Burglary 0.71 0.15 0.43 0.50 0.08 I • 6. Burglary 0.08 0.10 1.00 0.11 0.04 I, ' 
7. Larceny 0.90 0.13 0.56 0.50 0.15 ~; 7. Larceny 0.44 0.12 l. 00 0.18 0.04 
8. Narcotics Law 1. 00 1. 00 8. Narcotics Law 1.00 0.00 0.29 
9. Liquor Law 1.00 1.00 0.40 1. 00 r j 9. Liquor Law 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 0.83 

10. Prostitution. ~ ! 10. Prostitution 0.36 
11. Gambling 0.08 I: 11. Gambling 1.00 

C 12. Sex Offenses 1. 00 0.11 0.40 1. 00 I, • 
12. Sex Offenses 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.31 

13. Fami1y&C1dn 0.50 1.00 0.00 ' I 13. FamilyclCldn 0.56 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 
14. Drunkeness 1.00 0.96 0.98 1.00 1.00 f 1 14. Drunkeness 0.91 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 0.99 
15. Disord&Vag 1.00 0.89 0.80 1.00 1. 00 I) . 15. Disord&Vag 0.91 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 0.88 rI 16. D. H. 1. 1.00 0.35 1.00 1.00 16. D. H. 1. 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 0.94 
17. Other Ntraf 1. 00 0.34 0.61 1. 00 1.00 I 17. Other Ntraf 0.66 1. 00 1.00 1.00 0.86 

\: Index 0.84 0.24 0.62 0.67 0.22 I If ~ Index 0.37 0.13 1.00 0.18 0.05 ! \t 1) 
Non-Index 1.00 0.61 0.78 1.00 0.82 ! '~, Non-Index 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.88 I 
All 0.98 0.57 0.73 0.83 0.60 I All 0.68 0.56 1.00 0.60 O. L,1 

j 

~ ® 
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t, TABLE 108 l~ TABLE 109 \ 

t .. 

CLEARANCE RATE FOR. POLICE AGENCIES BY CITY: 1969a I" ADJUSTED AVERAGT~ COST PER TRUE COMPLAINT FOR SHERIFF AGENCIES i 
I 

... f: 
BY COUNTY: 1968a 

-
Crime Type 11 12 13 14 15 I ~ it Crime Type 1 2 3 4 5 

I 1. Murder 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 0.38 
2. Rape 0.73 1.00 0.44 0.45 

J 
1. Murder 249.00 299~00 1,736.00 0.00 367.00 

f 3. Rohbery 0.38 0.44 0.60 0.49 0.34 I. 
2. Rape 309.00 256.00 69 / •• 00 0.00 294.00 

4. Agg. Assault 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 0.62 3. Robbery 309.00 320.00 0.00 0.00 4U.00 
=c. 

1:& ~ 5. Auto Theft 0.36 0.41 0.29 0.30 0.08 4. Agg. Assault . 312. 00 157.00 147. 00 0.00 811. 00 
6. Burglary 0.29 0.44 0.20 0.21 0.08 5. Auto Theft 211. 00 73.00 122.00 0.00 24.00 

{ 
7. Larceny 0.18 0.79 0.17 0.30 0.23 " 

, Burglary 161. 00 73.00 114.00 75.00 30.00 1 lJ. 

8. Narcotics Law 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 h 7. Larceny 123. 00 59.00 88.00 75.00 332.00 
9. Liquor Law 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 I 

8. Narcotics La,., 0.00 256.00 277.00 0.00 0.00 
10. Prostitution 1.00 9. Liquor Law 160.00 149.00 171. 00 0.00 7.00 
11. Gambling 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 j * 10. ProstituticH 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
12. Sex Offenses 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. ~0 1.00 11. Gambling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
13. Family&C1dn 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 12. Sex Offenses 70.00 0.00 162.00 0.00 73.00 
14. Drunkeness 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 13. Family&C1dn 93.00 74.00 82.00 21.00 0.00 
15. Disord&Vag 1.00 1. 00 0.59 0.46 1. 00 -,,,{;::>" 14. Drunkeness 77.00 76.00 14.00 22.00 1.00 

( ". 
) 

16. D. W. I. 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 I ]1 15. Disord&V:ag 77.00 77. 00 64.00 22.00 4.00 I 
-(- ... "" 17. Other Ntraf 1.00 1.00 0.78 1.00 1.00 I it r~ 16. D. W. I. 159.00 153.00 88.00 21. 00 8.00 
""-

Index 0.25 0.6:1 0.23 0.31 0.21 I 17. Other Ntraf 78.00 71f.00 22.00 18.00 4.00 
Non-Index 1.00 1. 00 0.85 0.S3 1. 00 ! I: Index 173.00 108.00 Hl.00 97.00 183.00 
All 0.68 0.93 0.61 0.68 0.68 r Non-Index 89.00 87.00 32.00 20.00 6.00 

All 117.00 93.00 51f. 00 27.00 48.00 
16 17 18 19 20 1 

C II; 6 7 8 9 10 
t 

I 

1. Murder 1.00 1.00 1.00 
, 
1 

I: Murder 
! 

2. Rape 1. 00 1.00 0.50 1.00 ! 
1. 154.00 59.00 58.00 0.00 0.00 

3. Robbery 1.00 1.00 0.18 0.22 0.59 2. Rape 0.00 119.00 111. 00 0.00 0.00 
4. Agg. Assault 1.00 0.26 0.50 0.26 0.29 Ii 3. Robbery 118.00 0.00 68'.00 0.00 0.00 
5. Auto Theft 0.29 0.18 0.20 0.15 0.13 I a; 

4. Agg. Assault 85.00 26.00 lf7.00 48.00 101.00 
C 6. Burglary 0.16 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.10 j: 5. Auto Theft 70.00 29.00 45.00 0.00 25.00 

7. Larceny 0.67 0.26 0.14 0.20 0.04 I 6. Burglary 84.00 30.00 100.00 24·8. 00 10.00 
8. Narcotics La~., 1.00 1.00 0.55 ! i 7. Larceny 57. 00 42.00 92.00 224.00 46.00 

~ I 

9. Liquor Law 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.89 I: 8. Nm:cotics Law 56.00 119. 00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
10. Prostitution 1.00 1. 00 r 9. Liquor Law 0.00 69.00 100.00 0.00 25.00 
11. Gambling 0.94 10. Pros ti tution 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 D •. ~O 

C 12. Sex Offenses 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 0.54 • 11. Gambling 0.00 36.00 4.00 0.00' 0.00 l 
13. Family&Cldn 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 0.83 1 

12. Sex Offenses 28.00 23.00 35.00 0.00 75.00 
14. Drunkencss 0.87 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.89 I, 13. Fa.mily & Cldn O. ()O 16.00 110.00 53.00 0.00 
15. Disord&Vag 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 0.94 

t 14. Drunkeness 12.00 33.00 25.00 49.00 21.00 
t 16. D. H. I. 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94 15. Disord&Vag 25.00 31.00 l.3.00 42.00 9.00 

C'···, 
17. Other Ntraf 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 I ~~ 16. D.W.I. 25.00 24.00 27.00 70.00 18.00 

~ ,\ Index 0.117 0.22 0.17 0.21 0.07 '. i \"': 17. Other Ntraf 12.00 16.00 35.00 35.00 52.00 
I Non-Index 0.94 1.00 1.00 1. 00 0.91 

' . ...t.-. Index 83.00 33.00 77 .00 10/+.00 34.00 i 
I! All 0.80 0.62 0.77 0.66 0.38 Non-Index 14.00 25.00 37.00 43.00 47.00 
1 All 22.00 27.00 49.00 (i1.00 44.00 il 
,~ I 

!I 
iiO It: Ii ) 
\ 
:1 
! : 
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TABLE 110 I! 

" 
, TABLE 111 

't 

ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER TRUE COMPLAINT FOR SHERIFF AGENCIES I 
:1 

BY COUNTY: 1969a ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER TRUE cmlPLAINT FOR POLICE AGENCIES !I 
, BY CITY: 1968a q 
I 'I 
I " 

i " '1 t 
Crime Type 1 2 3 4 5 

j :i 
t~ I Crime Type 11 12 13 14 

;1 I 

I Il 15 ;1 I 
:1 ) 
'I 
'1 

r 1. Murder 248.00 233.00 0.00 0.00 735.00 
2. Rape 253.00 266.00 0.00 0.00 588.00 \ 1. Hurder 2,151. 00 744.00 29.00 533.00 2,654.00 1 
3. Robbery 253.00 288.00 332.00 0.00 0.00 

\ 
2. Rape 1. 720. 00 992.00 29.00 533.00 853.00 

f; 4. Agg. Assault 260.00 152.00 146.00 0.00 94.00 3. Robbery 2,165.00 952.00 29.00 394.00 816.00 

5. Auto Theft 188.00 44.00 123.00 0.00 16.00 i $ 4. Agg. Assault 187.00 183.00 27.00 350.00 167.00 

6. Burglary 154.00 65.00 110.00 21.00 ! " Auto Theft 104.00 179.00 25.00 117.00 80.00 
222.00 ::> •. 

7. Larceny 122.00 44.00 79.00 8.00 294.00 1 6. Burglary 357.00 162.00 25.00 158.00 145.00 
I 

8. Narcotics Law 289.00 222.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 I 7. Larceny 249.00 86.00 27.00 104.00 21.00 

9. Liquor La .. ., 126.00 147.00 167.00 0.00 0.00 I 
8. Narcotics Law 0.00 0.00 0.00 64.00 4,232.00 

tf; 10. Prostitution 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9. Liquor Law 723.00 166.00 29.00 209.00 40.00 
t . 

11. Gambling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 ~ 10. Prostitution 4,302.00 8,809.00 0.00 0.00 65.00 

12. Sex Offenses 72.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 36.00 j: 11. Gambling 0.00 220.00 0.00 135.00 171. 00 

13. Family&C}.dn 62.00 80.00 79.00 14.00 4.00 12. Sex Offenses 661. 00 415.00 29.00 139.00 34. 00 
I 

14. DrunkcHc.,:,S 63.00 74.00 13.00 52.00 1.00 ! 13. Family&C1dn 374.00 240.00 29.00 69.00 0.00 

~ 
15. Disord&Vag 63.00 74.00 63.00 40.00 5.00 1 

14. Drunkeness 23.00 53.00 26.00 70.00 57.00 

16. D. W. I. 127.00 149.00 82.00 20.00 4.00 
/~~~ 15. Disord&Vag 50.00 87.00 15.00 24.00 82.00 

i 
U)J 

17. Other Ntraf 63.00 74.00 27.00 28.00 4.00 
I;. r, 16. D. W. I. 55.00 91.00 25.00 350.00 177.00 

Index 155.00 96.00 121. 00 12.00 198.00 

I 
17. Other Ntraf 15.00 39.00 21.00 70.00 15.00 

Non-Index 69.00 95.00 30.00 37.00 5.00 Index 294.00 154.00 26.00 135.00 106.00 

All 94.00 95.00 48.00 30.00 54.00 Non-Index 42.0;) 65.00 22.00 75.00 48.00 

I; 
All 134.00 74.00 23.00 90.00 69.00 

• 6 7 8 9 10 
I t 16 17 18 19 20 

1. l1urder 292.00 14.00 70.00 0.00 730.00 t 
2. Rape 0.00 57.00 141.00 0.00 0.00 I! 1. Jliurder 8,942.00 0.00 0.00 832.00 683.00 

3. Robbery 186.00 229.00 94.00 0.00 0.00 2. Rape 0.00 0.00 454.00 679.00 906.00 

4. Agg. Assault 160.00 L}5.00 57.00 42.00 140.00 r I 
3. Robbery 192.00 0.00 1}82.00 394.00 399.00 

• 5. Auto Theft 76.00 38.00 56.00 0.00 280.00 4. Agg. Assault 182.00 93.00 27.00 285.00 116.00 

6. Burglary 138.00 45.00 89.00 44.00 6.00 I • 5. Auto Theft 85,00 71. 00 968.00 269.00 235.00 
f 

7. Larceny 128.00 40.00 110.00 115.00 56.00 
1 6. Burglary 179.00 106.00 1,737.00 160.00 383.00 
I 

8. Narcotics Law 57.00 0.00 94.00 0.00 0.00 ! 7. Larceny 179.00 50.00 1,725.00 98.00 114.00 

9. Liquor Law 24.00 102.00 84.00 0.00 56.00 8. Narcotics Law 0.00 118.00 0.00 0.00 769.00 

10. Prostitution 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 I i 9. Liquor Law 96.00 97.00 965.00 97.00 2.00 
1."1 

II 11. Gambling 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 r ' 10. Prostitution 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 349.00 

12. Sex Offenses 
f( 

J 11. Gambling 0.00 0.00 0.00 
57.00 12.00 28.00 103.00 0.00 j.: 0.00 21.00 

1 
13. Fami1y&C1dn 0.00 26.00 140.00 0.00 0.00 ~ 12. Sex Offenses 86.00 90.00 204.00 648.00 374.00 

t 
1l~ . Drunkeness 2l~. 00 55.00 34.00 46.00 26.00 ! 13. Family&C1dn 102.00 90.00 69.00 192.00 154.00 

15. Disord&Vag 22.00 31.00 56,00 48.00 32.00 r: 14. Drunkeness 81.00 29.00 69.00 32.00 35.00 
~. 

16. D. tv. I. 47.00 36.00 34.00 88,00 0.00 'f. 15. Disord&Vag 82.00 58.00 69.00 230. 00 31.00 

tc 17. Otner Ntraf 23.00 22.00 4·3.00 40.00 97.00 
! 16. D. H. I. 182.00 117.00 207.00 255.00 42.00 
t 

Index 147.00 43.00 84.00 Lf7.00 72.00 l I"", 17. Other Ntraf 58.00 58,00 69.00 171. 00 29.00 
t ~ ) r ; 

. Non-Index 27.00 38.00 43.00 4·8.00 57.00 t 
..Q. Index 217.00 73.00 751. 00. 153.00 180.00 

All 41.00 38.00 55.00 48.00 63.00 
Non-Index 85.00 54.00 82.00 145.00 53.00 
All 132.00 63.00 172.00 149.00 125.00 

\ , 
l! C 
\1 

I!!i 
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TABLE 112 

ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER TRUE COHPLAINT fOR POLICE AGENCIES 
BY CITY: 1969 a 

Crime Type 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 

Murder 
Rape 
Robbery 
Agg. Assault 
Auto Theft 
Burglary 
Larceny 
Narcotics Lm .. 
Liquor Law 
P:r:ostitution 
Gambling 
Sex Offen,es 
Family&Cldn 
Drunkeness 
Disord&Vag 
D. H. 1. 
Other Ntraf 
Index 
Non-Index 
All 

Hurder 
Rape 
Robbery 
Agg. Assault 
Auto Theft 
Burglary 
Larceny 
Narcotics Lm .. 
Liquor La\\T 
Prostitution 
Gambling 
Sex Offenses 
JPami1y&Cl dn 
Drun,keness 
Disl')rd&Vag 
D. hr. 1. 
Other Ntraf 
Index 
Non-Index 
All 

11 

5,000.00 
909.00 

3,110.00 
200.00 
120.00 
770.00 
177.00 

1,666.00 
963.00 

0.00 
0.00 

71L~. 00 
416.00 

32.00 
62.00 
65.00 
30.00 

289.00 
63.00 

159.00 

16 

0.00 
0.00 

309.00 
274.00 
139.00 
274.00 
274.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

103.00 
27lf.00 
119.00 
136.00 
274.00 
136.00 
260.00 
llf9.00 
181. 00 

12 

3,253.00 
783.00 

1,111. 00 
481. 00 
142.00 
130.00 

72.00 
2,597.00 

109.00 
0.00 

579.00 
687.00 
184.00 
51.00 
91.00 

105.00 
178.00 
134.00 
114.00 
119.00 

17 

2,454.00 
272.00 
181.00 

79.00 
49.00 
87,.00 
53.00 
97.00 
98.00 
90.00 
0.00 

77.00 
70.00 
24.00 
4~.00 
98.00 
49.00 
72.00 
51.00 
61.00 

13 

0.00 
,0.00 
35.00 
31.00 
31. 00 
30.00 
30.00 
39.00 
0.00 
0.00 

29.00 
19.00 
29.00 
30.00 
17.00 
29.00 
23.00 
30.00 
25.00 
27.00 

18 

4,285.00 
714.00 
132.00 
209.00 

2,925.00 
389.00 
361.00 

0.00 
1,472.00 

0.00 
0.00 

320.00 
104.00 
105.00 
104.00 
315.00 
105.00 
470.00 
130.00 
225.00 

14 

392.00 
588.00 
593.00 
165.00 
197.00 
395.00 
197.00 

24.00 
108.00 

0.00 
75.00 
56.00 
35.00 
38.00 
16.00 

179.00 
79.00 

261. 00 
49.00 

108.00 

19 

0.00 
625.00 
236.00 
201. 00 
220.00 
216.00 

99.00 
1,312.00 

333.00 
0.00 
0.00 

375.00 
201.00 

26.00 
215.00 
192.00 
131.00 
1S5.00 
114.00 
131.00 

15 

3,174.00 
919.00 
819.00 
226.00 
63.00 

195.00 
22.00 

1,018.00 
1,022.00 

337.00 
159.00 

6Il.OO 
0.00 

51. 00 
104.00 
202.00 

23.00 
117.00 

63.00 
86.00 

20 

1,111. 00 
860.00 
367.00 
114.00· 
211. 00 
399.00 
107.00 
675.00 

7.00 
20.00 

120.00 
376.00 

66.00 
28.00 
30.00 
61.00 
32.00 

173.00 
69.00 

136.00 

I 
I 

I 
I 

, I 
r 
I 

I 
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NOTES FOR APPENDIX 6 

Tables 105 through 112 

alnteger headings refer to counties and cities listed on page 82. 

Dashes indicate crime types for w'hich there were no true complaints. 

Values of 0.00 indicate crime types in which there were true complaints, 

but in which no arrests were made. 
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C II TABLE 113 I! Ii 

J 1 

Vi ADJUSTED INCREMENTAL SYSTEM COST BY COUNTY: 1968a i 
I' 

Ii 
i I 
1 ; 

Crime 2 4 5 I' Type 1 3 & I! 
11 I 

.' ~ 1 
'i;'~ ! i 

Ii 1. Hurder 1,040.00 584.00 2,048.00 0.00 1,323.00 
2. Rape 845.00 384.00 879.00 0.00 919.00 I! 3. Robbery 1,042.00 402.00 0.00 0.00 1,102.00 

(t I': 4. Agg. Assault 1,048.00 204.00 258.00 0.00 289.00 

! I 5. Auto Theft 774.00 81.00 174.00 0.00 134.00 
6. Burglary 271. 00 134.00 214.00 202.00 165.00 

I 7. Larceny 169.00 78.00 150.00 151.00 454.00 
8. Narcotics Law 0.00 256.00 416.00 0.00 0.00 

! 9. Liquor Law 221. 00 312.00 241.00 75.00 62.00 
C I 10. Prostitution 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

APPENDIX 7 J 11. Gambling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 , 

( 
12. Sex Offenses 140.00 0.00 261. 00 75.00 117.00 

i; 13. Family&C1dn 187.00 98.00 108.00 64.00 0.00 
ADJUSTED INCREMENTAL SY_STEMS ~OST DATA Ii 14. Drunkeness 93.00 90.00 21.00 59.00 20.00 

r'" I' 15. DisordcNag 95.00 104.00 93.00 64.00 41.00 11 
(,' """ ! ("" 16. D. H. 1. 206.00 256.00 142.00 97.00 105.00 BY COUNTY AND CIT'{ SYSTEHS : ,i 1) --------- I it r' 17. Other Ntraf 104.00 98.00 40.00 52.00 33.00 i t D" 

\ 

I j 
Index 403.00 136.00 226.00 206.00 362.00 
Non-Index 124.00 116.00 50.00 61.00 45.00 
All 216.00 126.00 91. 00 74.00 130.00 

Ii 
C 

UlJ 6 7 8 9 10 

H 1. Hurder 229.00 137.00 120.00 106.00 0.00 li 

t I 2. Rape 0.00 198.00 190.00 0.00 0.00 

f! 3. Robbery 146.00 0.00 125.00 0.00 0.00 

r 
4. Agg. Assault 134.00 52.00 117.00 84.00 360.00 

€ ,I 5. Auto Theft 100.00 79.00 56.00 106.00 252.00· 
{* 6. Burglary 134.00 42.00 1~2.00 411.00 10.00 

'1 
7. Larceny 73.00 56.00 117.00 352.00 46.00 
8. Narcotics Law 112.00 119.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

~I 9. Liquor Law 0.00 87.00 128.00 0.00 233.00 '.' 10. Prostitution 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .j 

c: \ 

'i 11. Gambling 0.00 47.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 £ t 12. Sex Offenses 28.00 38.00 39.00 0.00 75.00 I 

I 13. Fami1y&C1dn 0.00 45.00 213.00 72.00 0.00 I 14. Drunkeness 13.00 39.00 31.00 60.00 32.00 
15. Disord&Vag 20.00 51. 00 54.00 52.00 18.00 
16. D. H. I. 35.00 37.00 51. 00 125.00 132.00 

ftd~ 17. Other Ntraf 21. 00 21.00 51.00 128.00 88.00 \:' ~t~ Index 121. 00 50.00 117. 00 189.00 90.00 l' q , (:1,-
Non-Index 20.00 36.00 55.00 70.00 87.00 '~' 

j 
All 32.00 42.00 69.00 107.00 91.00 

:f 

• I :1 
lIP aFar notes 

i, 

for Tables 113-.116, see last page of Appendix 7. Ii 
" I B 
); 

tI 
1 
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TABLE 114 
} TABLE 115 t 

ADJUSTED INCREMENTAL SYSTEH COST BY COUNTY: 1969a 
ADJUSTED INCREMENTAL SYSTEL\f COST BY CITY: 1965a 

Crime Type 1 2 3 4 5 Crime Type 11 12 13 14 15 I; ) 

1. Murder 1,200.00 283.00 0.00 0.00 1,838.00 
~ 1. Murder 2,325.00 910.00 116.00 606.00 2,826.0n 2. Rape 1,074.00 400.00 . O~ 00 0.00 735.00 2 . Rape 1,912.00 1,095.00 67.00 533.00 915.00 3. R(1jbbery :l, [f13. 00 390.00 484.00 0.00 0.00 

! 3. Robbery 2,278.00 1. 065.00 52.00 461. 00 850.00 4. Agg. Assault 830.00 199.00 257.00 30.00 227.00 4. Agg. Assault 215.00 278.00 39.00 463.00 186.00 
') 5. Auto Theft 434.00 63.00 220.00 161. 00 82.00 • 5. Auto Theft 131.00 252.00 32.00 218.00 88.00 

Ii , 
6. Burglary 265.00 123.00 247.00 118.00 310.00 6. Burg1a:>7Y 379.00 234.00 34.00 205.00 152.00 7. Larceny 198.00 68.00 124.00 52.00 448.00 7. Larceny 258.00 171. 00 32.00 115.00 26.00 8. Narcotics Lmv 362.00 222. 00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8. Narco tics Law 0.00 0.00 0.00 226.00 4,325.00 9. Liquor Law 181. 00 319.00 245.00 0.00 61.00 9. Liquor Law 752.00 220.00 29.00 237.00 55.00 10. Prostitution 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10. Prostitution 4,302.00 8,809.00 0.00 0.00 76.00 11. Gambling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

'. t 11. Gambling 17.00 229.00 0.00 125.00 187.00 
I~ 

12. Sex Offenses 120.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.00 12. Sex Offenses 682..00 460.00 41.00 201.00 53.00 13. Family&C1dn 82.00 99.00 109.00 54.00 44.00 13. Family&Cldn 392.00 286.00 59.00 116.00 51. 00 1l~. Drunkeness 85.00 90.00 20.00 82.00 6.00 14. Drunkeness 29.00 59.00 38.00 74.00 65.00 15. Disord&Vag 78.00 84.00 80.00 72.00 14.00 15. Dj<:1ord&Vag 66.00 124.00 23.00 28.00 109.00 68.00 23.00 - 16. 
({~ 16. D. W. 1. 177.00 221. 00 117.00 

i \ D. W. 1. 89.00 191. 00 52.00 375.00 195.00 
,., f,b- 17. Other Ntraf 70.00 104.00 45.00 60.00 32.00 t .c, 17. Other Ntraf 26.00 100.00 Lf2.00 97.00 36.00 Index 350.00 133.00 215.00 80.00 330.00 

Index 307.00 236.00 32.00 160.00 113. 00 Non-Index 86.00 121. 00 46.00 70.00 25.00 
Non-Index 54. ~)O 100.00 40.00 . 89.00 66.00 All 166.00 129.00 87.00 73.00 109.00 
All 149.00 118.00 38.00 106.00 86.00 

6 7 8 9 10 
I' 16 17 18 19 20 

186.00 0.00 730.00 1. Hurder 9,182.00 
1. Murder 374.00 93.00 

0.00 0.00 1,130.00 953.00 2. Rape 0.00 134.00 277. 00 0.00 0.00 2. Rape 0.00 0.00 625.00 851. 00 1,035.00 3. Robbery 208.00 344.00 150.00 0.00 0.00 3. Robbery 192.00 0.00 596.00 427. 00 473.00 4. Agg. Assault 207.00 87.00 108.00 158.00 280.00 4. Agg. Assault 222.00 130.00 81.00 292.00 141.00 5. Auto Theft 134.00 63.00 90.00 0.00 411. 00· 5. Auto Theft 85.00 102.00 1,0:1. 00 282. 00 246.00 . f; 6. Burglary 216.00 65.00 121.00 209.00 38.00 't 6. Burglary 196.00 118.00 1, 8ti ff. 00 178.00 390.00 7. Larceny 162.00 Lf8.00 142.00 173.00 73.00 7. Larceny 219.00 54.00 1,796.00 105.00 119.00 8. Narcotics La~v 114.00 0.00 113.00 0.00 0.00 8. Narcotics Law 0.00 136.00 0.00 0.00 824.00 9. Liquor La,v 38.00 130.00 99.00 0.00 122.00 9. Liquor La~v 192.00 97.00 994.00 220.00 53.00 10. Prostitution 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10. Prostitution 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 360.00 11. Gambling 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 11. Gambling 0.00 . 0.00 0.00 0.00 45.00 12. Sex Offenf'es 82.00 16.00 33.00 159.00 0.00 12. Sex Offenses 14Lf.00 212.00 256.00 680.00 402.00 13. Family&C] (1n 0.00 73.00 220.00 0.00 0.00 13. Family&Cldn 183.00 187.00 125.00 249.00 310.00 14. Drunkenes ,,; 25.00 62.00 41.00 61.00 31.00 14. Drunkeness 90.00 38.00 78.00 40.00 47.00 IS. Disord&Vag 22.00 44.00 68.00 89.00 38.00 15. Disord&Vag 105.00 76.00 89.00 248.00 65.00 16. D. H. 1. 51. 00 50.00 53.00 155.00 0.00 16. D. H. 1. 271. 00 155.00 271. 00 293.00 65.00 17. Other Ntraf 34.00 26.00 56.00 112.00 116.00 17. Other Ntraf 77.00 80.00 100.00 202.00 109.00 t· Index 194.00 65.00 123.00 166.00 126.00 '~.~ Index 254.00 83.00 829.00 162.00 187.00 Non-Index 36.00 49.00 59.00 102.00 74.00 !.:t). 
Non-Index 113.00 79.00 108.00 168.00 97.00 . All 56.00 56.00 76.00 102.00 86.00 All 162.00 83.00 208.00 168.00 154.00 

1; 
~ 1 

:1 \iC, ,. 
~ 
,,~ 
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TABLE 116 

ADJUSTED INCREMENTAL SYST'?:M COST BY CITY: 

Crime Type 11 12 13 

c 
1. Murder 5,187.00 3,469.00 117.00 
2. Rape 1,006.00 957.00 0.00 
3. Robbery 3,181.00 1,186.00 80.00 
4. Agg. Assault 220.00 602.00 45.00 
5. Auto Theft 136.00 203.00 43.00 
6. Burglary 795.00 211.00 37.00 

c 
7. Larceny 184.00 132.00 34.00 
8. Narcotics Law 1,078.00 2,824.00 98.00 
9. Liquor La~v 989.00 155.00 0.00 

10. Prostitution 0.00 0.00 0.00 
11. Gambling 0.00 623.00 44.00 
12. Sex Offenses 743.00 771. 00 63.00 
13. Fami1y&C1dn 424.00 229.00 51. 00 
14. Dr.unkeness 37.00 58.00 45.00 
15. Disord&Vag 74.00 130.00 27.00 
16. D. \.J. 1. 94.00 218.00 50.00 
17. Other Ntraf 37.00 241.00 47.00 

Index 298.00 215.00 35.00 
Non-Index 72.00 151. 00 43.00 
All 170.00 1M.00 40.00 

16 17 18 

1. Murder 0.00 2 ,68/~. 00 4:,387.00 
2. Rape 0.00 454.00 1,020.00 
3. Robbery 515.00 181. 00 157.00 
4. Agg. Assault 365.00 98.00 281.00 
5. Auto Theft 139.00 70.00 2,939.00 
6. Burglary 305.00 109.00 40L~. 00 
7. Larceny 342.00 60.00 374.00 
8. Narcotics Latv 0.00 435.00 0.00 
9. Liquor Law 0.00 143.00 1,574.00 

10. Prostitution 0.00 90.00 0.00 
11. Gam1.11ing 0.00 0.00 0.00 
12. Sex Offenses 185.00 128.00 361.00 
13. Family&C1dn 350.00 167.00 159.00 
14. Drunkeness 127.00 30.00 115.00 
15. Dis o rc.1 &Vag 172.00 62.00 135.00 
16. D. H. 1. 319.00 12Lf .00 367.00 
17. Other Ntraf 171. 00 69.00 119.00 ;. . , 

Index 310.00 85.00 488.00 
Non-Index 181. 00 77.00 15/+.00 

i ,\:\'; 

All 224.00 82.00 250.00 

---. 

1969a 

14 

625.00 
653.00 
670.00 
348.00 
284.00 
440.00 
206.00 
196.00 
H6.00 

0.00 
140.00 
154.00 

87.00 
42.00 
25.00 

194.00 
111.00 
284.00 

65.00 
127.00 

19 

. 0.00 
854.00 
260.00 
211.00 
230.00 
262.00 
110.00 

1,312.00 
333.00 

0.00 
0,00 

500.00 
278.00 

35.00 
234.00 
222.00 
167.00 
172.00 
134.00 
155.00 . 

-, 

15 

3)277.00 
979.00 
851.00 
249.00 

70.00 
201.00 

29.00 
1,086.00 
1,134.00 

561.00 
180.00 

95.00 
0.00 

63.00 
133.00 
227.00 

60.00 
12. 7.00 

91.00 
109.00 

20 

1,642.00 
1,234.00 

507.00 
140.00 
226.00 -
413.00 
111.00 
747.00 
53.00 
46.00 

195.0,0 
427.00 
161.00 

41.00 
74.00 
97.00 

133.00 
182.00 
128.00 
167.00 

'. .. 
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NOTES FOR APPENDIX 7 

Tables 113 through 116 

aInteger headings refer to counties and cities listed on page 82. 

Values of 0.00 indicate crime types in ~vhich there "Jere true complaints, 

but in tvhich no arres ts were made. 

Ii 
!j 

l' 



.- =-' ; --------------~~~--~~'.---4 __ --- -~-----~--~------~-~-~---~ -

.... 

o o I) 
( 

( ) 

TABLE 117 

APPENDIX 8 
.1. DJUS TED AVEHAGE COST PEn CASE (IN $): 1968 

ADJUSTW) AVERAGE COST PER CASE ------ tlCCWiJACK 

LAt,! CGMN. COURT OF COURT NOT CRH1E TYPe ENFORCE. ArrCRf\:EY RECORD UF R£;CORD 

BY REGION AND AGENCY: 

1968 AND 1969 ------
MUi;:'CEH 249.00 140 ... 00 17LI6 .. (O 80.00 RAPt: 3C9~CO 140.00 1056.00 Lt 6.00 HOUl;ERY 3C9.0C VtO. CO lC32.CO 70 .. DO AG t\.3,SAUlT 3J.2 .• GO 76(;.00 7GL}. CO 281..00 AdTr.; fHCFT ~l1.DO 633,,00 1+22 .. .00 0.0 ,3liHGLAR.Y 161 .. (,0 112.CO 422.00 20 .. 00 N 

0\ L.iJ.{{Cf:NY 123.U~) 45,,(10 t}-92.00 13.00 0\ NARCUT LMI 0.0 0 .. 0 0.0 0,.0 L I Qum~ LAW 160.tJO 40.00 0.0 20.00 PROSTITLTION 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 GA i>ii3L IN G 0 .• 0 0.0 0.0 G.G SEX OFF::NSES 70.00 35 .. UO 0.0 35 .. 00 FI'J,M&C HI LUREN 93 .. 0C 46.00 0.0 46.00 C i{, U f\l:( cr.l E S S 77. ljC 0.0 0.0 16.00 DISCRtJ&VAG 77 .. 00 0.0 0.0 18.00 ;:; H I 159.JC 18.00 281.00 19 .. 00 OTHER NTRJ~F 78.,GC 16.00 382.00 1.00 

I NO EX 173.00 lSI.CO 918.00 49 .. 00 NuN INDEX B9.1)O 6.2.00 369.00 11.00 ALL 117.DC lOd.GO 767.CO 18.:)0 
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T/j,BLE 118 

J\DJUSTE:D AV ERAGE COST P f.~' .• 1'\ CAS E (IN .$ ): 1969 

AceD !,1AC K 

L1.)d CCr1M. COURT OF COURT NOT 

C<t I f'i t: TYPE t.NFORC E. «'\ TTO;;ZNEY RECORD OF .RECORD 

f-1URU2R 2 LrGL. 00 72.CO 18 ~5 0'\ 181.00 .. .,.,.. L 

R.L\ P E 
2·-''-'' ,'l. ..... 1- 7;~ .. on 217.34100 14·4.00 
-::'>':>,.~I,} 

RllBdEf,y 253.G-e 72 r',/'I IG86~CO o n 
_" \.. V • ~J 

AG t-\SSAUL T 26G.LG ? -7 "', ,-, ·434 .. ,,0,1) 221 .. 00 .:;) b •• \.;v 

t\UTG THtFT 1') <"I C (} 6t?'.00 376",00 2 <:., ~O 
00",.) Oe ' 

GU P GL 1~'i!.Y 15/y .,(;;) B"~ 0" LilA .• GO .9~()O 
N 

'':. v 0'1 

lAf;(.ENY 1 ..... 1-. {, 64· • .:.II.) 521 .• GO 16 I"rr 
"'-J 

, 
t:.._ .~ c: .} .. ,-s l... 

, 
I NA i;~CO T LA~~ ;289 .. lie 141.1'0 GO 0 .. 0 0.0 

1 lIQUOR: LAW 126 .. 00 36 O·~ 0 .. 0 20.00 
1 

.' .. ' 9...' 

1 
PRDSTITUTION 0 .. 0 o .", 0,.0 c.o .,. \J 

bAMGlING o. ;IIi) ,... 0 0.0 0.0 
~ 

\;'1> . 

l s f.:X '-H"FF-f'S ES 72..00 24 ;'IG 0.0 28.00 
UI'" ._\ " ' .. v ~ 

1 

r/-\ ;tl&C HI Li) RE N 62 .. 00 10 .. 00 0·.0 10.00 

Dt~UNK EN ES S 6'::>' "0 0.,. 0 0.0 2L.OD 
':;J .• L 

DIS D H D & V I~ G 63 .. 00 C.o 01100 1 ". )" ::>. { U 

D ~r~ I 127.CO 13.'00 .362 .• CO 17.00 

OfHI::h NTRJ-,\F C"l .'(' ll.~. 00 31B.00 '-\IJ 
.. OJ ._ '\r' .: \..1. ' 

INDEX 155 .. CC 99.DO 655·.00 ~ 0 .', ") 
.~~ '. u~. 

NCN IrDc'" 6\1~~lj .~.., "'0 ;~B9. au '7 !) r· 
'i 1 .1\ 

.~ z. J 
...... .., 

;;\Ll <]i {I (' 72 ... IJO 592.CO 13 ''''0 t· ..... ,.; 
. .. t;.J 
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TABLE 119 

ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $): 1968 

CRIME TYPE 

MURDER 
RAPE 
kOB3ERY 
AG JXSSAUlT 
/.\UTO THEFT 
/j U i.<. G lt~ "'~ Y 
Lt'J.HCE NY 
NARCDT L t~w 
II QUOf', LAW 
PROSTITUTION 
G;!\N::~L ING 
SEX OFFENSES 
F.~d'1&CHI lDP-EN 
DRUNKENESS 
DISORD&VAG 
o h I 
DlHER NTRAF 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
ALL 

C!4ROL INE 

.l1~ 11'11 CONMo 
ENFORCE... ,?l.TTGRNEY 

299..,00 
256.00 

59.00 
2.56",00 
14·9 .. 00 

0 .. 0 
0 .. 0 
0.,0 

T4·0 DO 
76.00 
77.00 

153.00 
'1~~ .• DO 

lOB.OC 
87 .. 0£ 
93.00 

42.CO 
61.1- .• 00 
9~OO 

11.00 
25.,OC 
25~ry) 

12 f'lf'~ .• 1..,,,,' 

12 fj~') 
.0 V ~"" 

0 . .,0 
C.D 

5,.00 
8000 

14,000 
lit", 00 

Il}. 00 
1. CL' 00 
1 ,') ,~'" L,,,...;'\J 

COURT OF 
RECORD 

36:3.00 
0.0 

256.00 
2 "-~ ('10 , . :>.0 .... , 

384.00 
35;~ ,,00 
358 .. 00 

011'0 
219.00 

D.O 
0,,0 

384.00 
38'i' ... OO 
38-'t.00 
333<1100 
213 .. 00 

296.00 
283.00 
291.00 

COURT NOT 
Of RECOF~O 

f}Z.OO 
64.00 
11 .. UO 
18~OO 
16,. 00 
0.0 

16.00 
0 .. 0 

42.00 
0 ... 0 
0.0 

18.00 
15$00 
3.00 

15.00 
47 .• 00 
12.00 

17.00 
13.00 
l.lt.OO 

• • 

tv 
0'\ 
00 

• 
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~.{ (j :,:~ ~~: ~~ r'.':( 
/\ ':; /" I .~; S (\ ' .. J 1_ ·r 
l .. ~J T lJ T H i: '. f 

i\f/~ .• {CLn LA~I 

L 1 ~:HJ J R L :\ ';'1 

t',\cl:; TIT LIT I :L\i 
I'" !\. ,~' L 'f' .. '. 
<;;} ._\ ;li\ ~:) • J\) \.1 

S:;:';{ l]F:=E;·jSFS 

o I S [!;-:, ~) f, \/;\ '3 
1) ifl T 

Ii'; DE-X 
Nut'~ I Nlh::X 
J\ L L. 

. ' .. 

l ' :',:: I I:: "t·" '" .-101 •• '_ • ::. .•• .1 

i. i'l r 0 I~ C i::" . 

2 ~~. ~~} ~ .~. 1 ~ 

2~) .~.? .. }~ ~) 

"t' 1.-.. t,~ ., . . .. ~. 

():) '" ;"}~) 
II''';'' '" I:. L 

1 r~-7 .. :~ C 
':1." (i 
" ~. 
;_, D t,.;' 

fJ ti '9 .~: ;:~ 

7/{ ... L fJ 
t-( ~y} ~ en 

1'/,9 ,,:C 
7.:.}- .. ;, \.; 

'C) :':) 'it {~~ ,:1 
9~ ~ .\'.' (~ 

'~6. ,:>.) 
13.31) ~;c. 

1 g,,'J;} 
33 .. 0u 
] 1 ,~", . ,w" ........... ,. 

',~ " (: 
;.:: ... (~\.) 

(If>.I !:!) 

c'. c:\ 
!::> ... )0 
t~ .. )) 

1. 4.,. ::: (' 
9 .... : ~:. 

COURT UF 
HEC\~F i:} 

!.J <9 0 
577 .. ;;0 
.511 •. : ~.: 

4·53 .. on 
~). let \") 

Lt- :G .t') ·tI ·C, ':) 

~1 r
.. ' • .J 

4·6·S .. 00 
l) • ~~ 

466 .. ':;0 
433",<: i 

· \ (\ 
~., /I '., 

(; .. ~:\ 

1 ""/ ., ,).,) 

,,,,\ -
\,l :01 

.2 () '. ~,: :) 
• \ J".j 
· I", .,' 

n () .. ' 

\..i it ~J 

19 ... ):) 
.3 .. ~1~"'1 

2 .• ;J.J 

27.GO 

! 

I 
I 
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TABLE 121 

.. 
ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $): 1968 

CRINE TYPE 

NURDER 
RAPE 
ROB8ERY 
AG itS SAULT 
J~UTO THEFT 
~. ":'/ r'l J\R' Y oUi,\,!,:;; H 

L(~RCENY 

N/~\RCOT LAB 
LIQUOR LAt4 
PROSTITUTION 
GAMBLING 
SEX OfFENSES 
fAM&C HI LDREN 
ORUNKENESS 
DISORD&VAG 
D W I 
OTHER NTRAF 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
ALL 

CARROLL 

LAW 
ENFORCE. 

1136.00 
694,.00 

0, .. 0 
1 Ll·1 ~ GO 
12 '" ~ .. '\ '" _ 1[" .. ",id') 

l1l;" .. 00 
88 .. 00 

277.00 
171..,00 

0.0 
162,.00 

82,.00 
1 i t.DO 
64.00 
8 p !'~O .;;;1 ... ~_I 

.22.00 

3 ? 00 . .~..... ~ 

t:'L .. \ .... 
::;') T:II :uv 

CCMM,. 
ATTORNEY 

11 ~ (;0 . 1. 0 '\.) . 

l '3.q ..... ('\ 
v"i.Jv 

6'9 .. 00 
"')"7 1"0 L _-..I ... 

't 1 .. 00 
;':"7 on :J, ,~, v 

29 .. 00 
69.00 
30.00 

0.0 
0.0 

26",00 
15 .. 00 
12~OO 
14.00 
"?l nt'! 
,,~_""'I" J 

41.CO 
JJI.OO 
22.00 

COURT OF 
RECORD 

5554100 
0.0 

.555.00 
268.00 
416 .. CO 
53'9 ,')1') .v". 
272",00 

0.0 
277.00 

0.0 
0.0 

.277.00 
0.0 
0.0 

277,,-00 
• 'A '! 0') J" .;,J,I. .' ~ 
129.00 

392 .• 00 
148.00 
.288 .. 00 

COURT NOT 
Of RECORD 

55.00 
69.00 
0.0 

29.00 
34.00 
52aOO 
26",00 
69.00 

0·.0 
0.0 

24.00 
12.0-0 
13.00 
13.00 
14. :JO 
13.00 

34·.00 
ILl'. 00 
18 .. 00 

N 
-.....J 
o 
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AUJUSr~D AV~kAGE CUST PEk CASi (IN $): 

HURijr:R rJ .. ,: 
;~: ,\ 1) r:: ,; ,. C 
;:;:O''-j;j j~ HY ::L:;2 It j' :, 

A G t.. S S,l\ tiL T ll\'{-l .!)~, 

;\'JTO TH~:;::T 123. C ::' 
3 U t\ G L 1-\ i'~ Y 1. ]. : ; .. ( i. 

~L..:;.,.rL:;I\l 7":"'i I','. 
r1 •. , "d L. t ~ ;l ~ .J -. 1 ,. .. " 

c;\ \.~ :-., LIN G 
~; ;;~: i~ (~~ 1'': t:: J~: ;" ~ S c: S 
l- ~ r,: f. (: j~i i l L~: ~'~ r'. ~\j 

tl ~'.~ I 
Ul'H[-I't 

I ;\10 EX 

,~LL 

;'.11' 'i.,; 1\ ..... 
''t , \ t.". t 

: it ': 

'2 l' « ,.' .~. 

1 "J'l ':', '; ..... ,(,. ,!>, ," 

3 : ,,~,':i 

1i·1 i':,,,. (\ 'J 
.. ~ 1. :~: At f) \*: 

31 .. 0:) 

,),4" 210 
.'; 1 ... 0i) 

19 .. CJ 

'1 1 - .... 
1. 1 .. 0 ~: 'oj 

CDURT UF 

O.fi 

'"')q'?\ r· (i /.., , - ~ ,.1~. 

LI5G." O~J 
:592 .. CD 
';c' ') "';-" 
,_ j L .. l., ." 

~ .. ; ~ C 
2 7 -~, fa (\ .!) 

0 .. 0 
I.r 1 :i ,. C () 

" .) L.' .. ,.) 
.1. ,::> I.) *' '" , 

13u ... 00 
1,'+6 ... ::; :~J 

.it a.":: .. ,r..: J 
172.{)f) 

CClUR T i\lCiT 

136 ...... 't) 

136 .. JJ 

24.00 
IrO. DJ 
,'. 'y . r' , 
'71. ,i,.J 

,23» :)J 
it ~) ~ :'-; ~J 

;.~ L!... '.J '-) 
, "'\ ;~', 

t" • ~) 

,: • < .. ; 
~~'; !~t ,'0 ;:; \) 

1 1 .~ 1/) 

:J 1. '} } 
112 .. CO 

ll .. D.') 

',.C·) ') "i 
.J.:'> ,0 \.0" ,,. 

• .. 2V • "'I 
I 
I 

I 

1/ 

III 
.1 
! 

J 
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TABLE 123 

ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $): 

CR U-'1E TYP E 

HUROER 
RAPE 
R083ERY 
j},G ASSAULT 
AUTO THEFT 
BURGLARY 
LARCENY 
NARCOT LAW 
LIQUOR LAW 
PROSTITUTION 
GANGL ING 
SEX OfFENSES 
F,l\j\ilSCHI LOREN 
DRUNKENESS 
vI SORDS.VAG 
D \r4 I 
OTHER NIHAf 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
ALL 

CRAIG 

tAW 
ENfORCE .. 

0 ... 0 
0.0 

0.0 
7.5 .. 00 
75.00 

0,.0 
O~O 
I) .. 0 
0.0 
0,.0 

21.00 
22 .• 00 
22.00 
2.1.'00 
18.GO 

97.00 
20.CO 
27"DO 

CONN. 
ATTORNEY 

0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0&0 
D .. D 
0.0 
0.0 

21.00 
18.00 
20".00 
37.00 
15.00 

67.00 
19.00 
21.00 

COURT OF 
RECORD 

0 .• 0 
0.0 
·0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 

378.00 
151900 

0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 • .0 
0.0 
0.0 
()~O 

101.00 
151.00 

265.00 
113.00 
189.00 

1968 

COURT NOT 
OF RECORD 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0",0 
0 ... 0 

75",00 
0 .• 0 

75.00 
0 ... 0 
0.0 

75 .. 00 
21.00 
18 .. 00 
20.00 
16.00 
17.00 

75.00 
19.00 
20.00 

N 
'-l 
N 
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A 1;'.1 US f t t) /~ \/ r :", ,.\ ::; E L t.l S T P ~. f:, C ), S L {l N $): 

i'''lUhl:';E {". 
;; t\ P l~ 

,.::. (1 .!\ S ~) ,:\ ; ! l... T 
:~~jTO "fi·1 cr T 
:3 Ij!"',CLf'),,:tY 
L.\:: C {~:;jY 
l\l/·\I ~ G!:lT L t~ A 

•. , I" '1' 1 ,-, '1' 'J. ,-,' I :~t'~'~~;~' {~,I •••. \. 

~) F~ U ~ .il< t: I' ;~:~; .~ 

iJ I ~~ (II { : .. i& V:\ C 
D 1'1 I 
UTr{c~{ i\iTf\/~r: 

1\ L l. 

I .~ , 
•• J..Hi 

, '. 
i) .(t ~~; 

21 .. ~' ," 

..... r ~ • , 
l .. ., .,l' -Q ,~'" 

.' I T C:': i\~t: Y 

" .. U 
':.: ... () 
('0 ;~; 

,,,:l'~; $ \y~. 

l: t:) .Q ':..: f.) 
..,',. . )'. 
\,..·.ft \.' 

l~j~C:: 

19.,.i)tI 
"':" , , j \ ."\ 

... ' I .... '.} 

COUR r Of 

~... "\ I ., 
... ' .. 9 .. , 

~ 

\ '" ' .. 
0 .. (: 

376. C J 
16 J. '" C:: 

16,1."C.:) 
(;. C 
'i "\ 
'\"t "t,.' 

'l ~ '7 ," .'~ 
.. \; ." i. .. , .. ; 

( I 

("'. f'1t ',.1 T ',1[-1' \~ \, J,.. I'll .J 

Cf i'.;CCUi<..J 

.). J 

.~ " ,; 
') ,'. 
I ...... .1 

{I,,\) 

: ", ~ ... 
' ... ,.i 

1. ':) ill {) ',I 

12. ;.~ :~) 

'{,6 • .l) 
I, \)," ,'i~) 

- , 

o ( ) 
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TABLE 125 

ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $): 1968 

CRINE TYPE 

MURDER 
RAPE 
ROBBERY 
AG t-\SS..I.\UL T 
AUTO THt:FT 
BURGLARY 
Lt\RCENY 
NARCOT lJ\W 
LI{JUOR LI-\W 
PROSTITUTION 
CAM o:"J l III., r:. ,J ,.1) "Iv 

SEX OfFENSES 
F;.U-1&CHI LOREN 
DRUNKENESS 
DISORD&VAG 
D vJ I 
OTHER NTRJU: 

INDEX 
NON I j\iDEX 
All 

DINWIDDIE 

L Jl. v.J 
ENFORCE. 

36'1.00 
2 9 · (\ t' _ "t of> ...... '" 

4·Ltl.00 
84.CO 
21.1' ~ DO 
30 ... 00 

'3" 32 -10 • .."".4l:)_ 

0.0 
1 .. 00 
0.0 
0 ... 0 

73 .• DO 

1 ... 00 
4 .. DC 
B.OO 
4 1'0 • ~\J 

J8 ":> 0'" • ::1 •. 0 

. 6 ~OO 
.itH. DC 

C tfJ!M .• 
ATTCRNEY 

220",00 
22C", 00 
····9· "'0 L ,'t .. u 
118~OO 
111QOO 
155.00 
117.00 

n 'C' ve .. 

'0.0 
'+9.00 
0.0 
000 

49.00 
73.00 
63.00 
61.00 

136.00 
7C.OO 

111.00 

COURT OF 
RECORD 

1·47'O.CO 
882 .• 00 
882.00 
29.ll·.00 

0.0 
294.00 
291,- .00 

0 .. 0 
294 .. CO 

0.0 
0.0 

.294.00 
0.0 
0.0 

294.00 
294 .. 00 
349.00 

383.00 
.316~OO 
363 .. 0D 

COURT NOT 
OF RECORD 

220.00 
lli-7.00 
147 1t :OO 
176·.00 

L1·9.00 
2·4.00 
38.00 

0.0 
't9 .. 00 
'0.0 
0.0 

73.00 
0.0 

41.00 
42.00 
42.00 
17.00 

99.00 
29.00 
42.00 

)1 

I 
I 

1 

1 
I 
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L~ /\ !-:~ (~ L: l\~ y 
j;J:i, .:~ L <.J r L l:~ 1-4 

',; t\ i"~il L J N (; 
St:X i.;j-l:L;:ilSf:S 
;:= tl ~l'l ~ cr·! 1 ,_ !~) :~: I: !\i 
f) -', l J' "/ :C' I" ; -' (' /' '. \\, J\l"c. \~C;).') 

OIsrH<'Dt~V~\G 
') ~.t I 
OT Ht:,:<. 

- , 

\ 
.. 'It .... 

,,~ 0 
2,~~.O(J 

J ::,1 (In 
- ~ ..... •. .jI 

~ ti.. ~)G 
, . ,,\ 
... ' .. \,:1' 

,'! '1., ):) 

{,- 'J II (' C: 

3 t:, 1# ;'~~ ~:) 

/1- t) • .) ':J 

51~~:"'\!::; 

J .. 1 :.1 .. ( (: 

.. 

COI,W,T DF 
~{f:CORD 

1911, .. ('U 
to. r-. 
~.' lit: to .,,: . " 
t...'. L· 

l'" ,f"'\ 
, ... \J 

:.' 'It'J 
( .. \" 

fJnO 
29 f }" Gn 
;~ ~1 /~ fP <) ~.:. 

.3 ]. }} • ;.J !:.: 

35::.: .('0 

CPU;~T NOT 

1·4 7f) ~.i0 

..J. 0 

lit. :"<" 
1 LtO) .J ~i 
. !', 
'..,# '0 V 

" ./""l "', 

.(+~ '" u 

~ ,.. ....... , 
t'J .• / . .,.. .. 

:1 ~ <; ~) 
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TABLE 127 

ACJUSTEO AVERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $): 

CR If .. H: TY PE 

NURDEH 
RA.PE 
ROBBERY 
ll.G t\SS.AUL T 
AUTO THEfT 
aURGL.6RY 
Lf.\HCl:l'~Y 
NAi;"COT LAltJ 
L I {~UOR L A'!i~ 
P}{OST ITVT ION 
GAMBLING 
SEX O.ff ENS ES 
FA j~1(;C H I U) RE N 
<'")\' U'\I~r Et .,- ~ t· ).,;; i .,,1' . N.c:.J ;J 

DISORO&VAG 
[) H I 
UTH[l{ NTRAf 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
ALL 

fAUGUIER 

L·4t,~ 

ENf-OF-CE. 

11,3.00 
8.5>\9(;0 
70000 
84.QC 
57 .. 00 
56.00 

0.0 
0.0 

.2 ,. c·{· Q ,'" , .J 

O.D 
12.00 
2S,.OO 
.25.00 
12.CG 

1·4 .. Gf) 
2" 2 r~o .. .... J .. 

CCj\1M .. 
i'4 TIGRNEY 

24.DO 

19 ... 00 
.23000 

H-:-OD 
16 ... CO 
17.00 

0.0 
0,..0 
0$0 
G.O 
0.:.0 

1.00 
4· Q .. ,,\ 

,<I> U 

18.00 
2,.00 
3 .. 00 

COURI OF 
RECORD 

1 ':11 en ;:.;. ,. "j 

0.0 
112.00 

63.00 
112~OO 
ILIO .. on 
'5' ro . b ...... 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

56,.00 
28.00 
33.CO 

lC4.GD 
33.00 
15.00 

1968 

COURT NOT 
OF RECORD 

lLj .. OC 
0.0 
6 .. 00 

11000 
0.0 
6 ... 00 
5 .. 00 
0.0 

{) .'J 
0.0 
." 0 \.I. 

0.0 
0.0 
3 .. CO 
6 ... 1)0 
4.00 

7.GO 
3.00 
3.00 

~ 
t 
I , 



(" 

Tl~ELE 128 

ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE lIN $): 1969 

CRIt.,E TYPE 

';AUP orp II " cr.. 

Rt\P t: 
t~o.HBERY 

/1.G I~SSj'\ULT 

.AUTO THEF J 
3UgGLARY 

N;4Ecnr L!d~ 

L I (,lUUR LA~i 

PHUSTITUTICN 
G;\NBLING 
SEX OFFENSES 
FIUi\t;'ChI LDREN 
DRUNKENf:SS 
DISORC£.Vi~G 

D ~~ I 
OTh ER NTR.fU: 

11\.[1'" I'::' V 
P .. Li 1..; J'\ 

NON INDEX 
ALL 

fAUQUIER 

Lt\\A 
eNFORCE. 

29.2. GC 
0.0 

138.CO 
12d .. '» 

-'14 ",-, L.' ... tH.1 

{" 0 ~j , 

t' C' ~J ... ' 
.... '7 .~ .. !/, 
::;l ".} '-' 

47.CO 
2.3.(0 

141.00 
21".OC 
.y,l .. CO 

cot/lN .. 
t\TTORNEY 

26.uO 
0.0 

28.00 
2 (-.. O{\ .V,. ~_.J 

38.00 
"J. '1 "'0 ::> • .. \J\ 

2Lh,'CO 
28",00 

5.00 
0.0 

16 .. 00 
D ... O 
J"" 0 v. 

0.0 
I.GO 
5.(0 

6.00 

COURT Of 
RECORD 

158.0C 
0.0 
0.0 

82·.00 
34'+.00 
172.CO 

80.00 
114.00 

0 .• 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

2fL.OO 
,4G. CO 

122 n"l 
..... • l ..... l.; 

,L'.3- (il) , • j1, 

COURT NOT 
OF RECORD 

10.00 
0.0 
0.0 
7..0G 
0.0 

10.00 
10,.00 
0.0 
9.00 
{)·.o 

11.00 
0·.0 
0.0 
0.0 
1.00 
5.00 

8.00 
4.00 
·4.00 
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TABLE 1.29 

~DJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $): 

FRANKLIN 

CRH~E TYPE 

5940G 
RAPE 119~CO 

ROBBERY Q~G 
AG ASSAULT 26.00 
AUTO THEfT 29~CO 
BURGLARY 30.00 
LARCENY 42.00 
NARCOT LAW 119.00 
LIQUOR. LAW 69.00 
PROSTITUTION o.c 
GAMBLING 36.00 
SEX OFFENSES 23.00 
Fi\;'4(~CHIlDH£:N 

DRUNKENESS 
DISORD&VAG 
D ~J I 
OIHEi< NTRj\f 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
i\Ll 

16 .• 00 
33 .. 0D 
31.00 
24 .. (}O 
10 .. 00 

33.00 
2S .. 00 
27.00 

CCMM. 
i~.TTCHNEY 

2 -0· "'0 ..... " v' 
59.DO 

0.,0 
2B.OO 

119 .. 00 
2'7~ 00 
21$00 

.r.\" 0 :0.. ' 

5~OO 
0,,0 
3.00 

11.00 
68.00 

0 .• 0 
15"CO 
11~ OD 

3 .. 00 

26" ()'O 

6.;)0 
9.00 

COURT OF 
RECORD 

59.00 
O~O 

49.00 
0 .. 0 

119.00 
46.00 
0.0 

4 L,..OO 
D.O 

23.00 
23.00 
79.00 
20.00 
26 '/fI'JO 
"t·8.00 
2L:-.00 

16.00 
33.00 
51.GO 

.. 

o 

1968 

COURT NOT 
OF RECORD 

29.00 
0.0 
0 .• 0 

49~OO 

0.0 
41.00 
59 .. 00 

0 .. 0 
6.00 
0.0 
4.00 
0,.0 

19.00 
3.00 
3.00 

14.00 
6.00 

51.00 
6.00 

13.00 

.~ .. ~ 
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TADLE 13J 

ADJUSTC:D AVE~h~E COST PER CASE (IN $J: 

FRi~NK LIN 

f:D::,FcnY 2~~9. CG 
AS ASSAULT 45~~J 
f\ U T fJ TH Z: F T 3:} • (: :; 
J I) " C L ,~:~ y /;-:) .. 0 (\ 
L.J.!~ C Ei\Y lH; .. C ('I 
i'.i ,,;, i·~ C '] T L /\ i.'~ . U .. {) 

L I i.;H) D r~ L /J.,:"" 1 (: ~~~ 'f> C {.l 
n' '.o " '. f 1 T ' '.o,' 1 'J '. • \' yo- I'" ! ; ~} !...; J. _ ~: i ; ~ t./ 

GAM8lINS ~~0 

SEX Jff~NSES 12.G0 

{')-_ ~ t .... , '\ 

'\} in t.:" 'J T' '\" f' '~;;.!-. ' ~ ," .. 

INDEX 
I'~ l .. :r·j 1 N L; E~( 
p.LL 

4·3 I' 'J!] 

3,:; '. ')'J 

CO{4i-l .. 
i\ 1T Cf",NEY 

~·3 .. OC 
57 .. U:; 

114.0J 

36",00 
], "J- >t> \J U 

'i £1 .. 0·') 
.:; ~ J 

, 6" ~){; 
110':.0 

I.f.j Q !J:} 
') .,~ " <'( .•. ~.}:, ... f 

1. '," .. J .... ~ .• Ut.' 

'S7.JJ 
119 .~JtJ 

!,·7.1)1") 

0 .. 0 
49 .. -:":0 

;.) .. 0 
2 ? ,.! 1"\ 
_._ ,fP' .~,., ..... 

3 H" ~:S 

2 fl'" (1(1 

24 .. 1: ... ) 
-4 t~ • f){) 
24 ... (it; 

• 

196,9 

I? ,"'. "':-.::> .. 1) ..... 

;-, -';' 
'-~.,) ~ .. ; 

4 ... :5 ~ '.i''J 
5 -( .. ,~,J 

q 1 l"\ ,'\ 
'l" • .. ~ I '..J 

53.GO 
" , ..... .. " .. '\..' 

" ... 
' • .(t '>1" 

~ ., 
J .. J 

~-. ''/'J 
:5. ,) ") 

1 j ~ 0:) 
,t ,. ~) ~.:' 

• • • , 
! 
(, 

J 
,I 

\1 
i I 
f ~ 

I I 
I j 
I i 

if 

~ 
'I 

11 

! 

I 

.--. 1 
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TABLE 131 

ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $): 1968 

CRIME TYPE 

MURDER 
RAPE 
ROBBERY 
AG ASSAULT 
AUTO TrlEfT 
BURGL/~RY 
LARCENY 
NARCOT LAW 
LI QUOR LAvJ 
PROSTiTUTION 
GAMBL IN G 
SEX 0 FFENSES 
F~H&CHILDRtN 

DRUN~'ENE.s S 
DISORD&VAG 
D t,-J I 
OTHeR NTRt\F 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
ALL 

HENRY 

LA~~ 
ENFORCE. 

58.CO 
111.00 

68.CD 
.ll-7·.00 
I.t5.CO 

100 .. 00 
92000 

O .. D 
100.00 

0.0 
4.00 

35 .. 00 
11 "\ t",,. 
, \.,t",,\.;.t,) 

25.00 
43.00 
27.,00 
35.-GO 

77.0D 
37 .. 0:) 
'9 .,' 0 'J • 'v 

COMM. 
ATTCRNEY 

.l.t5.00 
3090D 
90 ... 00 
61",00 
12eOO 
30.00 
3'2,,00 
C~O 
f,·.OO 
c.o 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
2.00 
2.00 
5 .. 00 
2.00 

36000 
2.00 
7 .. 00 

, . 

COURT OF 
RECORD 

60 .. 00 
90 .• 00 

0 .. 0 
59.00 
0.0 

60.00 
61,.00 
0.0 

60.00 
0.0 

c8.0a 
0 .. 0 

54.CO 
60.00 
60.00 
61.00 
59.00 

60.00 
60.00 
60.00 

COURT NOT 
OF RECORD 

27.00 
90.00 
0.0 

28.00 
0.0 

52.00 
12 .. .00 

0,.0 
19.00 
0.0 
0.0 
6.00 

lC7.00 
2.00 
6.00 
3.00 

18.00 

23 • .00 
16.00 
16.00 

i{ \) 
~,j; 

N 
co 
o 

- , 

J 
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A0JUSTED AVERAGE COST {.: t.':· ',:::. f",~ S jt:. (T ;\1 1 4' ~ .. '\10 .... l. ". .1......,...1 JrI '. 1 c; t. (:, . . ~ ..... ~ 

,~", I .. ~ . ~ '" >.1 r) r 1...,,"., P,t.: ~ Ii i: 

l~ Cl ~:; f:~~ 1-: F~ '{ 
.j.\ G ,t~. S :., /1.. L~ L '1" 
,. J'r {'l 1 ;.1 r· '': T A .. ,J Il •• 1 

" • ' .' (' I 1\ ~ ) v .) ;) $, .~ L- ,.,.\ r\. t 

L j':"j~ C 1: i\Y 
,'~/\;::.r.!JT l!-\;,.i 
L I \,! UD t'i. L ,~\ '< 
i.)'" (1 (.oT 'r T i ,'~ :£ r'If ~ 1.\ ,.il, , ~ J ' ... ' \j 

( ~ l\ I,'~' ~ I 'f l' j',<o, 
~. t-~ j It ~ L .... ~\l ' .. 1 

~; L~ >: ( t f* F f:: ~\:S ;:: S 
I::' t\ ff; J~ CHI L U ;.; :: N 
Di·:UfjKEN(S S 
q or r (' ") t'\ C'V ,J', ,'" ._ 1 ,,) I ('" t" U' \ V 

D :r! I 
D rH E: ,{ ~\! T;;'. ,4 f 

I \\jD eX 
N IJi\! I t~ U Lj\ 
;~lL 

")' , , ,..-
II,,,,' <I' >,)',) 

1 'It. ,', ,,~, -. ~ i. ~ 
( .- ' .... ~.' ~ 

; j '" i,i 

?!> \,J\.j 

;2 g .. ;:~·t 
'l/l'<> -3 Cj ~~ 

~'~ . 
:> ') ..~: ,.I 

C1~ '·1i"l .. 
PT 1 Si<NcY 

~J;~ .. OC; 
S3~:'i0 

.!l~ ~) • ~~" rJ 
12« .)i) 

:~ 6 ~ (:;C' 
.0\ -'"'It 
~(,. \.: 

.~.~ (;0' 
:'J. {) 

i)$ C 
:3 ~ :),) 
,.', ~...,..., 

:;J 0 ,.;:\..: 

3.,CO 

~ 'i ."" 
.~" I' J 
...I • "oJ \0." 

co u::~, T t IF 

115.(;0 

1 2 i' ~. n 
1. .,.''''.' '.,I 

o I I"' .-\ 
:J '-j- .. " ,Il.l 

Si~" '. C;~) 

29. I:;,) 
.;~ 7 ." ":.~; 

1 j'9" DC 
.3 3 .. ;;() 
5G .. ::~) 

• 

, . ., .... ,"" 
:".L till .... I"J 

~31 .. ~, •. 'J 
2:'~~ :>~ 

':'; ,~ .., ');.; 

.31,. .J,: 
l.i6 \I .J) 

19 t: ,') J 
" "\ 

\.~~ 0' ~' 

l, ." ! (~ 
'l.4f.o _" ..... ~ 

.... 
, 1 .. .; ... ' 
Ii.J 

1 (' " ,,! ••. ~.,J<4 

;:i .l} wt {) •. ,~; 

'3,.$ ':') {j 
1 ' . ..'1. 'JG 

") ," ,., 
Ll.JtJ ~~_ 

2. 6. (: ,) 
1 (~} .. G .~ 

• 

N 
co 
1 . ......1 

._..JI ____ _ 

• 

t 
I· 

I " 

, c 
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TABLE 133 

ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $): 1968 

I· 

CR INE TYP E 

NURDER 
RkPE 
ROBBERY 
I~G ASSAULT 
AUTO THEfT 
BURGLARY 
LARCENY 
NARCOT lAW 
lIQUOR lAH 
PRCS1'ITUTION 
GAiltiBL ING 
SEX OFFENSES 
FAfo1SCHIL0REN 
DRUNKENESS 
OISORD&VAG 
o \V I 
OTHEH NTRAf 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
ALL 

I.. __ .. _ ... _____ . ____ ,,~_____ ~_.~ .. __ .. __ ... _." ... _.~_ .... _ ......... _. ____ ................. _ ... .. 

NELSON 

LA~~ 
ENfORCE. 

0,.0 
48·.0,0 

2-48.00 
,22 ft.00 

O~O 

0.0 
D.~O 

0 .• 0 
0 .. 0 

Lr9 .. CC 
-42,.OD 
70.CO 
3:3.CO 

1.04.00 
4~ r~'O ....... . \.... 
61 .. 00 

Co.Mi{. 
ArrORNEY 

ID6,.,OO 
lC6.0C 
106.00 
22~OO 
35.00 

122.00 
74.00 
0.0 

.3.5.00 
~l 0 .t; • 

0,0 
(L .. O 

lC",{)O 
1.0.0 
2.00 

40.00 
55.00 

53.0C 
1·4.,)0 
27.00 

COURT OF 
RECORD 

0.0 
0,.0 

212.00 
79.00 
70 .. 0() 
65.00 
70.00 

106 .. 00 
Lt-2.00 

O.D 
0.0 
() ,.0 

106.00 
106.00 

35 .. 00 
53 .• 00 
48.00 

82.00 
. 53,,,00 
67 .. 00 

COURT NOT 
OF HECORD 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
8 .. 00 
0.0 

16.00 
26.00 

0 .. 0 
10 .. 00 
0.0 
0.0 
0..0 
5.00 
6.00 
6.00 

10.00 

12' Ot' .. frI U 

6.00 
8.00 

N 
co 
N 



~j 
I, 
'I 

" ij 
I, J 

i 
" 'I 

I 
1 
t 

I 

,. 
i 

• 

r ;) I j..;', >'::' T yo,:: 
'" - '. , .• 1...... '4~' 

NURDf.R 
R·\P E 
r' Q :;~ b ': F Y 
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~\ , I .... j. l""l l' 1-1 ': ,.: r 
;'..l.V,. • it. 1 'lo 

;.'i U r.', /~;! _ ;~ ~, y 
L!J.,i'<Cc.NY 

. \ 1 ( 
.:" lo 1.. 

1>''-LS'''lN' ~\~ 'C • tJ ~ , 

(' ,~\" Tf. 
t., \-i l i j 1 ., 

'::·~.2 >It (',) 

,,' '\. . \ v. \." 
4.!·r • ,~,) \} 

115 ~ :.:0 
(; "C 
;""', .. " 

,I ,. 

) .. 0 

4S 0 (;~.~ 

~)g " ';:.: 

; l ,.~. 

:~ \J' • '\, ~..J 

- '"' ',,1· .. V 

0" .) 

22q"O~) 
'7" f\." 
, :) " 'v;.) 

77,.C 1.J 
C~D 
-, .'\ 
~. «! •• / 

'i} JI D 
i..; ",iJO 
1 .• i~/~) 
Ll ~ ·~C 

'9 ~) .. (~(~. 
,,-1' ....... , .. 
.L 4 1'1 .): • 

{ T'N" (1;)-
.L I ." ~ 

{"PU",) ~I' fir: \., .. ' 1\. L 

0.D 
0.0 

8;'::" (iO 

f\ :) '. (1 (; 

61 .. 0G 
O ... lJ 
1-' n 
.,.,,)'"It'v 

{) ,J) 
'i ..... 
\.0. ',; 

1.- to .-' \ '; :)::> ... u . 

97 .01') 

1969 

.:", ( , .;. ~ .. ' 

257. f)J 
J'~ '" ~tf ,0 '.) 

-, 1 .-, ,';. e . . ... '.' \.> 

]~(~~~'$ ::') 

51 =') 4- t. 0 

11 .... '. -'." .... \.. . 
{) .. ~) 
,1"1, .'" .J .. '.1 

131,,::,) 
69 .. (; ~" 
lL~.;·:J 
?, '" r. f\ 
.... ,{ "lit . .p' '.} 

N 
co 
w 
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TABLE .135 

.. -'~ • • • i '"~ 
f~\ I! i 
I .,t \ } '1 
\~I Ii 

IJ 

Ii { 

!l 
1/ 

II /' 

~ 
~ 
I , 

A,DJUSTED AV ERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $ ): 1968 1 

SURREY 

lAH C0HM .• COURT OF COURT NOT ·CRINE TYPE ENFORCE. ATTDRNEY RECORD OF EECORD 
~ t·1UROER ", 0 0.0 O.G 0 .. 0 i: \j ... 
!: RAPE 0 .. 0 0.0 0.0 0 .. 0 I ROBBERY 0.0 0 .. 0 0·.0 0.0 I 
I' A.G J\SSAULT 101.00 239.00 303.00 12.00 U AUTO THEFT 25.0D 2.27., 00 0.0 0·.0 
Ii 

H BURGLARY 10 .. 00 0 .. 0 0.,0 0.0 q 
l' LARCENY 46,.00 227.00 0.0 0.0 Lj 
j. 

NARCOT LA \01 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0. 
q 
h LIQUOR LlH~ 25.00 126. DO 189.00 37.00 P ·1 

PROSTITUTION O:~O aJ40 0 .• 0 0.0 U 
~ GA f;i;S.l IN G 1..') .. D 0.0 0.0 0.0 f! 

SEX OFfENSES '15 PO 0 .. 0 0.0 0 .. 0 
!I 

, ..... .., .) r FANS,CHI l.OR EN 0.-0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
I 
II 

DRUNKENESS 21· • .00 0.0 0.0 10.00 
'I 
1] 

I DlS0RD&VAG 9,.00 0.0 0.0 9.00 
0 l.-'l~ I 13 .. 00 94.CO 00.0 18.00 ~d 

u 
OTHEr{ NTRAF ~2 0'" 22.00 151.00 17.00 I -" ,., t) 

INDEX ':l.4 no 231't.00 303.00 12.00 _'" • \.1 
NON INDEX 47.00 24ll>CO 170·. CO 16.00 
i1. L L Ji.it. '00 a 4·0.00 196.00 16.00 
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ADJUSTED AV2RAG~ COST PEl CASE (IN $): 

r~,l}.,p r:: 
RUbLE::?\{ 
,:\ S ,b ::; S ~ U L 1 
,~U TOT ~.; 'c.: F f 
~}U RGl t\'RY 
L " n ,.. ·r" ,- 1\ ,-

h, r, I. ... I: i'l f 
\1 fI l"',., ,.,-- L ,'\' .. 1 I. f-\ ,"', 'J tJ I ,f'< 1-'11 

L I CiUOF~ L ,f:. :.1 
p r~ l j ~3 T I r urI 0 fl 
43 .\\ ': ;'! t 1 :\J L; 
,.... t .. \"" - f! L)I"' }"".: . ~ ... , • t· .. 
~)(.;.l\ ~Jr-:-I"~·1 .. )t:~ 

f : .. ~, ~}i~£~ (: r, l L. J;~ E ;\~ 
tJ R U ~\j;< f: N t: .s s 
"yr S(')Q 11f V i\ r 
t';"''"t,,;'~'~ .. *~. ~'"'lv 

;) hi t 

I NUt:X 
NON INljr-::X 
)llL 

SU?'l~bY 

f::NFORCE .. 

"""3 (. ','~ r, I - ...... lJ \j 
..... , . ~. 
~\ .. -' .G • J 

) • r..; 

1+,:.1 .. 1, ;') 

2. H .. :' if :". C 
h.()J 

56~ 1>1') 

, 
" M .... 

26,.,',» 
3?GO 

", .... 
J' t.\ .: ." ...... 

.,. .. , . ~ 

.\.::. ~~\ '.. L,i~ ... 

C .. O 

11.:.~ ... :,)'::1 
1. 1. c: " \) ,~, 

;:::2 'h C:J 

,~' .. 0 
~\~~ ,. >J(J 

... ., 
-~ '. \) 

0 .. 0 
;~ ::: .. uO 
li.UG 

'". .,; ....... A t I ~ • 
~ ' ... ' ''' I ... ,. 

168",';0 
l/~d ,,-)0 

,. ... r. 
\.) ." 'J 

~:.) 11 i) 

'C ~ :~'; 

0.0 

1 "'1 ,\" . ,j !) .,; \,: 

• 

1 u/:" (i • ;7 ... 1 ... 

c fjU:'~.T NOT 
;}f :~FC.O :~\O 

.... '"' .j.o V 

.", """'; 
: ..... ., .... ! 

;.: J(> '.~J 

COlD 
Id.;~;O 

11 .. J'} 

) .. ~) 
4·.., ,;1) 

J] .-):; 
• • 0 ",,' ,: 

1 \,J • ..1; 

J 

• • 
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TABLE 137 

ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $): 1968 

CRINE TYPE 

NURDER 
RAPE 
i:(,OBBERY 
AG ASSAULT 
AUTO THEfT 
EURGL,t\RY 
LARCENY 
NARCOT LA~"i 
II QUOH L~W 

PROSTITUTION 
Gi~~lBlING 

SEX OFFENSES 
ft\N&CHI LOREN 
DRUNKENESS 
DISORD&VAG 
o ~-l I 
OTHER NTHAF 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
ALL 

CHARLOTTESVILLE 

lAvJ 
ENFORCE .. 

2151.00 
1720·.00 
2165.00 

187 .• 00 
lO1.l- 0 00 
357.00 
2L~9",GO 

0.0 
723,. GO 

·4.302.00 
'J.o 

661.00 
:3 74"" 00 

23.00 
50.00 
55.00 
1 5 f~O _ ..• v . 

29'+" 00 
42".00 

134.00 

COrH1,. 
ATTORNEY 

23.-00 
2 g'ff 00 
38~CO 

18.00 
23.00 
300 Of) 
'J -1 (H) • .1.. .(> ~,~. 

38 .. 00 
14 .. 00 

0 .• 0 
<' (10 \:) .• "u' 

7.00 
8..00 
9.00 
B.OO 
8.00 
9 .. (;0 

19.0-0 
9.CO 

1.5 • .00 

COURT OF 
RECORD 

465.00 
LJ-65.CO 

§ 1 r '('0 ""1- ... ::> .. ): ' 
174.00 
155.00 
268,,.00 
171.00 

0.0 
0 ... 0 
0·.0 
0.0 

116.00 
116.00 

77 .. GO 
.3e6.~CO 

81.00 
17Lt-.OO 

231.00 
177.00 
213.00 

COURT NOT 
OF RECORD 

0.0 
0.0 

14.00 
9 .• 00 

14.00 
21.00 
10.,.00 
0.0 

1/-t. 00 
0.0 
8.00 

1· 
,- ~)o· :? 'I 

15 .. 00 
4.00 
8.00 

18.00 
6.00 

10 .• 00 
7.00 
8.00 

q 
I' 
I 
I 

I 

----, 
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J I 
I 
I 

• 

F, ,I) PI: 
gGb ~)I~r\Y 
A:.; ,'\ S S, \ U L T 
'-\ U T [: T H r:~:: r 
i.~ U f( (;L ~\.z Y 
L td~,CENY 

INDEX 
i'H.iN I N~) l:X 
ALL 

" 

;~ \". A ; , l J""1 ,. r::. ,;" V '1' l L J:.. 
\ • ,,~l, 'i, t", I '_.,) '- I.. 

S 'J ;) J • ~ .. : () 
9''';9 .. CC 

12J # (; (; 

7 7(~ ... t:.~: 
1-7 r "\ ! .. <...' '~, 

J.\ rr c. ,NEY 

~, • 11 10-.'" 

~...:..1 .!to \:' :, .. } 

~22 -It ;]() 

2 g" ri~} 

19·,. i,iO 
32. .9 \)G 
'L h ,'{ ,'. . ::.,;.(l ",.J 

lS if ty) 

e .. ,:0 
9 ... 1.:0 

17 ... CC 

1 ., " ~ .... 
.l. .";. } \"., 

.. 

CCJURT OF 
R·c('(l t:.· .. 
• ,. v " 1\ 1.1 

297,.C~' 

386.00 
264 .. f'l<) 

1£i2~~;O 

']'2,1 (.,~ 
..... to J J 

(~ .0 
'119 ~ ~.~ () 

G .. j~1 

C ... 0 
.l Y3 .. ;,J{)-

0.0 
79.0"1 

183.0:'J 
'71 .. O' .. ~ 

17.5. i; () 
13~ .. 0-::' 
J. 64 ~ ",11,,; 

1969 

). 9. ,::,;) 
1 -~') • ,I .. '.1 \.,' 

~ .,', 
i,) l' '.i, I 

9 .. '):: 
9 OJ J() 

" , '7 ~ '. 
•• , ,J 

'L'" ~.) . r.\,j, 

," ", ,.I • \.. 

7 • :).;; 
(- "' .. , 
~').\;,,} 

,.. ~ .. 
:) • ,/ J 

7.JJ 
10 .. r~l 'J 

'7 'Jt' 
'. .J C' .. ,",0., 

,...; .. \.:' ... : 

• 

N 
co 
......,J 

• 
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TABLE 139 

ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $): 1968 

CR I t4.E TYP E 

NUROER 
RAPE 
QOBB£'::OV ,,' ~--('" 

AG J~SSAUl T 
AUTD THEFT 
BURGLARY 
LARCENY 
NARCOT L,~W 
llGUOR LAH 
PROSTITUTION 
GAr.tJi3l I NG 
.s EX 0 FF ENS ES 
FAM&CHllDREN 
DRlJNKENESS 
DISDRD&VAG 
D v~ I 
OTHER NTRAF 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
ALL 

DANVILLE 

lAH 
ENFORCE. 

7.(1-4.00 
992.00 
952 .. 0C 
183 .. 00 
179~OC 
162.CO 

86",.00 
0 .• 0 

166 .. 00 
B809",00 

220000 
415.00 
2/+0 .• 00 
53.00 
37.00 
91",00 
39.00 

15LI- .. oo 
65.00 
7L1'o CO 

CCMM. 
ATTORNEY 

49.CO 
39.00 
66cl»OO 
29;11'00 
21 .• 00 
25.00 
22 .. 00 
39.00 
10.00 
0.0 
4 .. 00 

12,.00 
7.00 
1,,00 
6.00 

21,.00 
12.00 

26 .. 00 
7.00 
9.00 

COURT OF 
RECORD 

238.00 
238.00 
238.00 
234 .. 00 
238.00 
232.00 
233.00 

0.0 
119.00 

0.0 
0.0 

238.00 
59.00 
15.00 

234 .• CO 
23"t.00 
234.00 

234.00 
143.00 
170.00 

COURT NOT 
OF RECORD 

47.00 
85.00 
59.00 
47.00 
9.5.00 

102.00 
34.00 

238·.00 
12.00 
0.0 
it.OO 

23.00 
4-4.00 

3.00 
20.00 
16.00 
35.00 

'rB.OO 
18.00 
21.00 

N 
co 
co 

J 
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I, 

..... :( 

i~DJ USTED 

HUHDER 
r{ !h) I: 
;.~ f.J G t: L::f-< Y 

!~:.J ru THtfT 
;5 U ~ G L t\ f·~ Y 
1 j't, ';- (~ r.: '\, y 1... ,,{ ~ ,~._ I I 

f~AHCDT L/j~~ 

L i ' jll'''';:: 'l ,.l ;.i ,~: i .,J , ~ , .,. II 

'.' t' fJ- l.'.- r 'f 1 ; r I t ~ '\1 1 !\' . ..;. J.. .... 1 , !".Ji. 

G iJ. n ~; LIN G 

')" 'U"V y' f" ".I (', i'l,'. C \j~.:.) ,.J 

;)1(' """'f"!:'\llIG t ,)\'","\.)0. v ...... 

r l 1 I " 
" "-\ ,J. 

I ;\;rl C:X 
~.! U i\J r hi !::: ,::.:; 
:~L L 

' . 4 

P EY CJ\S E (IN ::,): 

"'"\ ". V l' II ,.. J,l·'\.l\) ,.. . _ e 

l,:\i.rJ 
d~! f:' H((~, t:., 

.~ .. 2. 53 ·9 (; 8 
7 ('·13;n \) ,:;-

1111.i9')~) 

:; 79 ~ {iC 
(, <.;:7 .. ~.\;" 

." 1 r .. ::'b. !:) ....... IU 

~i 1. .. ~:, (. 
1. ~(.~ ,'j " :~_, .,: 

11 !:l ~ ',.:' ('} 

J .. } "j' 'olt ;' 1 '4 

~C~JC 
lr(.OO 
5<1 .. OC 

f" ,'."-. :)J 

1 t)" :).) 

21.,00 
., .' ~ ·t~ *"\ 
.!. (,,' .. ':~,' 'j 

'1 a ~;(1 

E: t8 ~() 

;~3oGO 

11, :.') 

"l f)', 
.( .... \.,',,) 

COURT OF 
R.l-: CU RD 

~~4·~) e C':) 
2 .!i'~: .. C; 0 
,a::Jl.00 

2'+9 .. GO 
2~;1({::) 

...... I:' 1 '"\'", .t:. _) ...1. .... 
';." , .... 2 , .... ~. ~ 
.. ) , .. ' .. • ';" ... i 

? 4l) 'et ~~~ {) 

2 !:) f, .H! ~... ,,\. . 
87 .. 1JC 
1 7 • /}O 

2 r 1 ,",," 
..... .:;. • ''r'.'.-t 

C!JURT NOT 
C f ;~ [ C (, r~ D 

6(: It ':'0 
6.,) .. I,;J 

L.? (,,' 
-" ~ .... '3 ,' .• '\..It 

;:.":r. '. C () 
~ '''l .', I '. 
<,~.\.1 * i,lJ 

:.2 ,~. fI 'J~) 
:? '\ .. ;\.) 

15~, (:) 
~15. (~,C~ 

#". l"\ ~ .... , 
(:.. ',., -I; 1\,.1 ~.¢ ... 

N 
CO 
\0 
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TABLE 1·41 

ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $): 

CRIME TYPE 

NUROER 
RAPE 
ROBBERY 
AG ASSAULT 
AUTO THEfT 
BURGlt\RY 
LARCENY 
Nt\RCOT LA\-; 
LI {~UOH L AilJ 
PROSTITUTION 
GAr-lBL IN G 
SEX OFFENSES 
f" 0 ;u ~: CHI l [) R i::: N' (-\ '·It ... .. , ~ ." l)_ 

DRUNKENESS 
01 SOR OS-V l\G 
OWl 
OTHEF~ NTRAF 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
ALL 

fREDERICKSBURG 

LAvJ 
ENFORCE. 

29400 
29 .. 00 
29.00 
271)00 
2.5 ... CO 
25 .• 00 
27.00 
0.0 

29.00 
0.0 
0.00 

2 0 ne _ ;J '0 V· 

29.00 
26.00 
1.5.00 
25.00 
?'l .I"U'~ 
4.- ••• V 

26.0'0 
,22 .• 00 
23 .. 00 

CCfvH~ .. 
A'lTCRNEY 

58.00 
0.0 
0.0 
6 .. 0D 
8.00 
B~OO 

7.00 
0.0 
D.O 
0.0 
0.0 

12.00 

1.00 
7.00 
7 .• 00 
7 1'\(" .uJ 

7.GO 
7.00 
1.00 

COURT Of 
RECORD 

77.00 
0.0 

116.00 
116.00 

0.0 
116.e00 
130.00 

0.0 
0.0 
OnoO 
'0.0 
0.0 

116".CO 
77.00 

116.-00 
99.00 

10B.00 

116.'00 
98 .• 00 

l06.DO 

• 

1968 

CDURT NOT 
OF RECORD 

0.0 
38.00 
0.0 
9.00 

18.00 
14.00 
9.00 
0·.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
D.O 

29.00 
4.00 
4.00 
3.00 

13.00 

10.00 
11.00 
11.00 

• • 

N 
\0 
o 

• 

'i 
i 
[ 
I 

-----~ 
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j 

•... { 

'I 
I 

I 

nAPE 

L 'r ,- L"""\ r !.'. ' 
.. ~l ""; ,':. L'~ 'Ii 

p~:t.c.:.srITur IUN 
GA :Ii·l~.\l IN,; 
S i j;: :J F f- ):.: 1"; ~~ I.:: S 
F f" i"; {\ S f-'; I L tJ ;-,t i: N 
Oi=-<UNKr:NESS 
•. H Sll,l, D& V .. H; 
D ~.f I 

I ND 1:-;':. 

/\LL 

)"'( 
.) .. (1 

,j;) ~ ~; :) 

31 >b .:' ') 

.~ 1 i' " .. J lit M~' \0 ... 

:'~ () -0 C· c' 
:~ ~~: . ~} .~-; 

,,,,- ..... 
'..,.v 

.'") ("\ ~ .. \ "": 
~ ") '" \.'~ 
::.91> UC 
2 Y <> C~) 
.. ) (\ !'.~.~ 
_i J'to \." \.. 

...... f< 't" 

,j '0' ,. i,., .i' 

"';'; ---l . . .. , 
....... 11 .... ' . 

T i\ i1L E 14.2. 

!\TT OF'.NEY 

r. ~,.<'l 

';.) .. \,:. 

'; .. JG 
"7 ", " 
J ~ \./ '....:1 

j' • CO 
11 .. JC 

J -0 i; 
(' .... 
,_: 0 \./ 

l,4 •. Y) 

llt .. J) 

1/ ',,,. 

I,' ,. '." 

1.~,~ 00 

. " " .... 
':.1 :to \... •• ; 

cuu;~: T OF 

']. C 
141,. .)0 
117~. l~':; 

.117 II'> n'~j 

J 1 "7 f'. :~ • 1 .. \.' ,.; 

176 .. \:;:~; 

117 $ ::"";) 

" .. 
'.J .. ~.~ 

117 .. G ') 

ll7 .:;;:; 
11 7 .\ c' 
- i,. A. ... \.,.~ 

'. .. II ' .. 

l"';i <> \.\) 

. { 
';.,i #" .... 

'. ... 
~,.~v\,: 

l..S.~ ;; ) 
j- ~, 
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• ~\ 
\~J) 
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TABLE 143 

AnJUSTED AVERAGE COS1 PER CASE (IN $): 

LYNCHBURG 

CC·I'II.d'- TvoE \', nt:: . " 

LA',J 
ENfORCE. 

MURDER 
r~AP E 
RDBBERY 
J~G ASSAULT 
,l\UTO THEfT 
BURGLARY 
Li.\RCENY 
NAi{COT LAW 
LIQUOR LAH 
PROSTITUTION 
GA r~ii3L IN G 
SEX OffENSES 
rAf'<.H~CHI LOREN' 
DRUNKENESS 
DIS01{O£VAG . 
o H I 
OTHER NTRAF 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
ALL 

533.00 
533.00 
3 Sit.., 00 
350~OC 
11'7.(}O 
158.00 
104.00 

64.CO 
209 .. 00 

0,.0 
135.00 
139 ... 00 

69.00 
'70.00 
24,.00 

350.00 
10.CC 

135.00 
75,,,{"O 
90.00 

CC.~1jf~. 

.ATTDRNEY 

194.00 
0 .• 0 

1 1 " 0(' ,"- 0", .J 

c, . ,"'" -. () 
~ ..... " ... ~U 
97.00 

202",00 
9.00 

145.00 
97,Q 00 

0.0 
0,,,0 

91eOO 
121 .. 00 
.21~ 00 
48 .. CO 
48 .. 00 
33 .• 00 

'1.2,.00 
L~·6 .• 00 
61.00 

COUR1 Of. 
-RECORD 

194 .• 00 
0.0 

-:>'55 fl") .::; ...... \; 
102.00 
97.00 

210.00 
l06.CO 
48.00 
64.00 
0.0 
0.0 

97.00 
97.00 
53.00 
48 .• CO 
53.00 
62.00 

135,.00 
58.00 

1·G3.00 

1968 

COURT NOT 
OF RECORD 

13.00 
0.0 

69 .. 00 
68<'1>00 

339.00 
82.00 
10.00 

1·1r5 .. 00 
0 .. 0 
0.0 
0.0 

48.00 
·44'000 

3.00 
10.CO 
11 .. 00 
25.00 

36.00 
14000 
16.00 I 

\ 
I 
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L1 \,)UC);~ LA:;; 
p i";,~ J S T I rUT I L ;.~ 
G l.l. ~"I (") L 1 j\j G 
:s c: X :: H:: F l,-I,J S E S 
F ,~\ \.! ~ CHi L ~};,~ !:: I ~ 
~) .. , ')1\1" F:' \'j {' \., S ~ .\ ~ l'j,\,!\; L,.) "" 

DIS Ul< iJ ~:v p. G 
\\ i,;! 
GT He I~: tJT /{ J~F 

lNDbX 
NJN I N!J r.: ,,\ 

::w:s ; - So. 

• ~ ~"" • '., 
i' 1 tJr 

,~ :\.- " I I!\' ,L} l. f\.) t: 't I"; 04' : 

LYNCH;:i!,.iFG 

LAW 
£.:NH]RCtll 

392. U:,1 

:I. 9"{ • :; C 

~. • 1.,.:1" 

75,~ co 

') 'j ;" 
:,1( ••• '.0''-) 

1 (.~ 11 ~ () 

'L -:1'.1 {",..' • f;.:,.,. • \,.. 

L;,9. ;~ ':' 

: '1'1' "'\ } , . ' , '\/ /.1. t ,J 1"'\ J'~ t~ ) 

l~;u, .. C] 
196" \J:~: 

1 () <) c 0J';::-
9 ~.!, .. ~) Ct, 

160",')0 

. "A ~""'t 
..... '.J 

() . () 
~~7'1 D .. el

• i) 
'JI ,J ;"'~y') 
_) ~~ 'iIJ I..,>. 

1;'9 " 00 
~.'~ .. CI 

/. '7. ~):; 

1··:: t;,. (fC 

51.00 

CUUgT OF 
fl.ECDi:;,C 

2 f t 5 '" I~ 0 
~l ;: f' ~ (;~} 
2 ~12~ ~ {~~~; 
21?"C", 

). Lf• " :~.t/ 
(i0o~):J 

6;,) .. :)0 

,) 9 '~1 

o (; ,'~ l)' 
~ <.:' " \.1" 

13G., ('{) 
61 , (;!) 

'1 ,", 
" '" \.: 

62 .. ':~j 
() '7 .~' ;) 

9Q.C('} 

f\(" .. r)<:. 

• • 

c nu ::~ T l\FlT 
C F I?, r C Q t'\ D 

l ? ".'\ 
\".- . \.., \./ 

] 1 
,. ~ 

.. ~). j.; .) 

? •. J.) 

.? ,. ,,, 
.1 ,,\ '_ 

1 () <II \::.~ 

9 .•.. ~ 0 

32. ,,;0 
1 L "," '':'' .. ,.; .... , 
l } , 1 " 
• ',.. ~< ,.f 

• • ~\, 
" i ') 
'~ 
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ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $): 1968 

CRlf"lf. TYPE 

HURDER 
R~\P F 
ROBBERY 
AG ASSAULT 
AUTO 'THEfT 
BURGLARY 
LARCENY 
i\'Anr.'<T . ,1'1)' l'l "'.' t~ L /~ .1 

LIQUOR tAtil 
PROSTITUTION 
GAM13L ING 
SEX OFFENSES 
f j\ f'il & CHI LOR E N 
DRUNKENESS 
DISORO£VAG 
D ~J I 
OTHER NTRAf 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
ALL 

PETERSBURG 

LAW 
ENFORCE. 

2654·.00 
853.00 
B16 .. CO 
167.00 

80.00 
145~OO 

21.00 
1.2"'\2 t'()· t _.:') ~ ,.; 

itO '. Of) 
6'; flOO 

1 71. 00 
34.00 
0.0 

57.00 
82,.00 

177.00 
1 ,' l' 0 :> ,.~I. 

106.00 
4·8. CO 
()9,11 OD 

CONN .. 
ATTDRNEY 

187.00 
157.00 

HS.DD 
33.00 
56 .. 00 
59.0() 
6 L ... OO 
56.00 
56 .. 00 
4 ft. 00 
49.00 
·49.00 
0.0 

56.00 
44;&00 
56.00 
-61-.00 

65 .• 00 
53.00 
59.0C 

COURT OF 
RECORD 

7A.OO 
28.00 
14 .. 00 
67.00 
56.00 
56.00 

112.00 
112.00 

96.00 
67.00 
0.0 

84.00 
71.'1· ... 00 
a .• u 

70.00 
112 .. 00 

63.·00 

67.00 
69.00 
68.00 

COURT NOT 
OF RECORD 

64.00 
4B .. OO 
23.00 
22.0D 
23.00 
34 .. 00 
20000 
28.00 

1 .. (jQ 

6 .. 00 
6~OO 

12.00 
51.00 

7.00 
22.00 

6 .. 00 
15.00 

23.00 
14.00 
16.00 

': 

, i 
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TA8LE 147 

ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $): 1968 

CRIME TYPE 

rJ1UR DER 
RAPE 
RO;J8ERY 
t\G ASSAUl T 
AUTO THEFT 
BUHGLARY 
Lt\RCENY 
NARCOT LAW 
LIQUOH LAW 
PROSTITUTiON 
GAMBLING 
SEX OFfENSES 
FANSCHIlDREN 
DRUNKENESS 
DISORD&VAG 
D 'tri I 
OTHER NTRj)f 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
ALL 

RADFORD 

LAW 
ENFORCE. 

89 L}2.:JO 
0.0 

192 '" 00 
182.00 

85.00 
1 79 .00 
1 79. CO 

0.0 
96.00 

0 .. 0 
0.0 

P6 ""0 '\~) • 1_" 

.1 02.00 
81.00 
D2 .n,,, 
~...; .}~ t, 

1820(>0 
58.00 

217.00 
85.00 

1· -;> 2 ,"., (-) _J ,. \.) 

96.00 
0.0 

82.00 
0.0 

6.!j·. {)O 

'?6.00 
r .C} ·V" 

6 i:j- .. DO 
0.0 
(;.0 

96.00 
0 .. 0 

24 .• 00 
2 ·' C·t' _o"'v 
4,8.00 
25.00 

76.00 
33.00 
56.00 

COURT OF 
RECORD 

28B.00 
0 .• 0 
o .• Ct 
0.(\ 

0.0 
288.00 
144.00 

0 .. 0 
0.0 
0 .• 0 
0.0 

96.00 
0.0 

96.00 
72.00 

144.00 
72~OO 

216.00 
V:J4.00 
13.2.00 

COURT NOT 
OF RECORD 

96.00 
0 .• 0 
0.0 

26.00 
0.0 

64.00 
24.00 
0.0 

32.00 
0.0 
0.0 

42.00 
144.00 

5.00 
20.00 
22.00 
22.00 

27.00 
24.00 
24.00 
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~:. t~ F' i-: 
F 0 ; " ::, ~~ ;,~ y 
.00G AS SAULT 
'I' I "f"'" 1'" '-1' /.\ t; • I': rl r~ i" 

BUG:, GLA{~Y 
L.t\}{ C '.:t,:y 

Dr SOi<U&.Vp.G 

INDEX 
f,jUl\~ .r Nu t.: x 
ALL 

J'~1 ,'" 
-,j ~ ~. ~ 

1 ~') 2. ,tt ~ .. ~{': 

;~ "7'+ ~ (~. :':. 

.l36.~';G 

;~ 7 't • ,';(1 

1 . ~ () ,It • ~. ~': 

1 ',' r'i' 
• ,_""~.J '.,0 

7 ') ~l!; , ,_. i) v 

0.,(; 
SD.CO 
7.5 ~l C)() 

";, ;"j. t.' ... i., 

""( .... '. r, :~t 

.t: ... L a \\ .. ' V 

34.I}O 
"I "L' \.~':_, .. Ii. " .. ..... 

Cel/HT UF 
RECD?u 

•• , 1ft, 

\) .. ~-; 

t·... ,. 
~ It ... ., 

• ...;< .... * 

(, ~C' 
'"\ .. 
\, " :I) \..i 

3C9 .. cn 
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.;', :'\ 
,,.I • \ .. 

206. {jO 
31:~9 .. C' ~,:; 

15,-t ... ::·~1 

Lj.z S '. ,:. ('; 
;~~ ~) 7 • P .:; 
-, r' ... (~",' 
~:)..:\.;.. ...... ;. 

1969 

C OUf,zT NUT 
(J F r'~ E Can!.) 

1;)5,,'';0 
19", ',;.] 

'J Q ,.; .... 
L~.,J·,.J 

" " \./ ... ' 
C:. 'J 
;"' I) 
.... '. ' .. 

51"U,) 
7~) .. c: 'J 

? 1'".,.., 
o ., 1. ,"' 

23.0:) 
~l.J·J 

27,,, JO 

~ 
tl' f 
I , l 
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TABLE: 151 

ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $): 1968 

CR HJiE TYP E 

MURDER 
RAPE 
ROB8ERY 
AG ASSAULT 
AUTO THEFT 
BURGLARY 
LAHCEhlY 
N/~HCOT LAW 
LIQUOR lA~lI 

PROSTITUTION 
GAi"1BLIN{; 
SEX OfFENSES 
FAj\H~CHI LDREN 
DRUNKENESS 
DISORD&VAG 
o kJ .I 
OTHER NTRAF 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
ALL 

STAUNTON 

LAW 
ENFORCE. 

0.0 
454.00 
482.00 

27 <.00 
968 .. 00 

1737.00 
1725.00 

fJ .. O 
965.DG 

0.0 
0.0 

2D4~OC 
69.00 
69.00 
6').00 

207,,(':0 
69.-00 

7,51.00 
82.00 

17.2·.00 

COMM. 
ATTORNEY 

2 ..,. '7 0·'-" . L •• v 

113.00 
~ tl 00 bt,.),. . 

34.,00 
3'[hOO 
72.00 
31eOO 

113.00 
28.00 
O~O 

0.0 
0.0 

2 <3.,. 00 
O~Q 

e.c 

33.0D 

"+4·.00 
31,.00 
3'7.00 

COURT OF 
RECORD 

4.54 .. 00 
227.00 
227.00 
37.3.00 

90.0'0 
2,(t7 .. 00 
23~L~OO 

340 .. 00 
0.0 
0.0 
O .. G 

227 .. 00 
110.00 

0 .. 0 
0.0 

243.00 
75.00 

252.00 
156.00 
214.00 

CDURT NOT 
OF RECORD 

0.0 
0.0 

37.00 
21.. 00 
27.00 
82.00 
37.00 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

37.00 
48.00 

9.00 
19.00 
7.00 

27.00 

35 .. 00 
20.00 
23.00 

V."' ~ 

w 
o 
o 

• 

. \ 
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ADJUSTED 

AG ASSf.\ULT 
:),UTO THi::FT 
l:~ U '~. "; L j~ n y 
L ,i\ \: (" I: l'~Y 
i"~ :\ 1': C J T L ,f:., itJ 
L I ;'l t..i .] 1{ L:\ bl 
D,:. f' 1:' T '[ . I T I [Ji'j r ' \ ~J ;) " I .. J I " 1\' 

GAi·l!iL IN G 
.. 4 (' X' '" ~ I' ,', ".1 \' " ,'" .. ) I': U a-l- t: ~.~...) C.:'; 

F:.~ t,;.c:c HI L'} HE j\J 

!;t~U:·;i( i:N t.: '; S 

, ."~ I'd! .. ' v. •• \ INDeX 
J\LL 

!.; 2 ,3 :5 .• \; ,) 
71·4 ... (.( 
132 .. (, i..~ 
- ...... " '\ 1\ 1.-; ,.l "; .... '" .. 

", ! ;','" .J '.." ... ~ 0", • 
,~ • (i 

", f' 
, e i,; 
~ ... : 
~. . \., 

:3 2 ;~: ~ ~)" 
1. t}li- \If .'~t( .. 

1:,"4,. f·e 
.~~ 1 .) ... : ' . 

," ~ .. 1 " 
-,) . ." , 

fI7 .. · .. t:C 

cr' ~~/' . f ~"i' 10 .. 

1. ~~~.0n 
~) f:t (;(J 

23 G':!) 

1.).2 .• (11) 

'1 I" 'i .' ~<:.1t.J'..) 
.,\ .~ 

~J • \.:-

2.~j. (::(~ 

:~ I ~-, ~ ~'J $~) 

"', ., " 

.(- :) .. ~. \ ... 
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• .,l ~;. i, ),," 
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, • ti -r" .. ' \ ... 
163 .. '),) 
~~2+.i)O 

61",C) 
'1 -7;' l ," , ... 
J. \, ' ... ~.r \.; 
1 5"~ {~. ~ 
~. _'.0 ... .-~ ~. 

C ,,:j 
." '.f ." \; 

1. '5 ~3 '" v ,1 
::,.'; .• 0·) 

1965 

,~ "1\ l't,' ,\!qT l. t .," ",' I 
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TABLE 153 

ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE (IN $): 

CR I r'1E TYPE 

~';I'U R n ,'~ l) l' ,uti, 

EAP[ 
R08BERY 
AG ASSAULT 
AUTO THEfT 
BURGLARY 
LARCENY 
NARCOT LA~~ 
LIQUOR LAW 
PROSTITUTION 
GANBLING 
SEX OFf- EN S E.5 
FAjvl&CHI LOREN 
DRUNKENESS 
DISORD&VAG 
o jN I 
OTHER NTRAF 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
ALL 

SUFFOLK 

LAW 
ENFORCE. 

8 "',') "0 .L::' ... \.,l. 

679.00 
394 .. 00 
285 .... 0.0 
269 ... OD 
160.00 

98.00 
.0.0 

97 .. 00 
0.0 
O.D 

648.00 
192.00 

32.00 
230.00 
255.00 
'1-1 I) ("I I "'. v 

153.00 
145.00 
149.00 

COl\-1M. 
ATTORNEY 

67eOO 
67 .. 00 
61 .. 00 
65.00 

o. ~J 
64 .. 00 

0 .. 0 
0.0 

,20.00 
C.O 

1,4.00 
17 .. 00 
2D.GO 
18.00 
37.00 
16.00 

65.00 
20 .. 00 
39 J,) 

• !"I .... 

COURT OF 
RECORD 

534·.00 
432.00 
164.00 

52.00 
61.00 

158.00 
56.DO 

0 .. 0 
61.00 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

92.()O 
49,.00 
51.CO 
L,,9.00 
51.00 

145.00 
52.00 
71.00 

4 

• 

1968 

COURI NOT 
OF HECORD 

61.00 
24-6.00 

20.00 
12.00 

0 .. 0 
61.00 
28.00 
0.0 

123.00 
ql.OO 

0.0 
61.00 
O~O 

4.00 
8.00 
4.00 

14.00 

17.00 
10.00 
12.00 

• l'i'(j 
, ! ; 
~I 

UJ 
o 
N 

• 
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ADJUST~O AVE~AG~ COST ?~k CAS~ (IN $): 

C K, I :1 E T Y P E 

;,1 U ;;~;:; E !<
i·~.":\ P.~ 

R tJ ~:~ ~~. I:: ~~ "'{ 
At; i\SS<~ULr 
AUTO THi:I..:r 
:j tl r ~; ~_ .1:\ f~ 'Y 

;\j t\ j': C i...; T L /J. ti 
L I (j UU 1'~ L l\ ~~ 
F-RCS11 T UT I (;[\! 
S 1.\ H ~~ t 11\ \; 
SEX iJ F F ~:r\; Sf S 

u tt: I 
Ljl~ f'f J- t~ i\J r i~ ;.\ !.-

Ii\jDEX 
NUN INDL:X 

SUFFULi\ 

L:\U 

2 :~~ .~.;" ~I .... ~-J 

1. .3 1 {~ '. ::' .:) 
.:; 3:j -0 :') t .. ~ 

. ' ' 

, \., \l ~" " 

1 ';' 1 t,:" _. ~. ,. '." .1 

1 ~ :~,~ ~. '\ 
1 1.'1 It <, ) 
1 '-1 ",") .. ), ">, • 

fl, rr Cr..NEY 

'1 .-/~, 'lC' 
1,,> -' • I., ,.; 

;3:~ .. r)::J 

131 .. (lO 
'1"'" " 'J' .:> ... ""': :It t;l 

l,·l ,. 0{) 

,':~ i'i f> ('.'t; 

/"'75 ,:'"\1"\ "T . .c...,t 1.4' 

.5(} • C~ ~: 

171 ... CO 
?B., 'JO 

I' ('. 

\.,' '" '-

r: r~ 
"io .• )'1'.J 

J~ 0 .,) ... ) 

u.c 
4·1 .. f);) 

,? ...... " 

\:.1 ~J • t...,s t ~J 

1 0 ' , .... 
t" <,J ,. '-' ./ 

CCJU;:(T NOT 
[j r- R E C 0 F.: t) 

31 .. C'.1 

L25>l1 :,)j 

17", (1.) 
"\ . 
\.,"" .j 

n .'\ 
l.1 ~ ,_ 

") '" ,'\ 
O,t"VI 

"1 {~, 

'''' ' 

') .. . )f) 

9. ",) 
:3. 'J!) 

1 'l t> Ju 

26 .. /){J 

f!8rt~) 

1,J. ··)0 

LA.> 
o 
LA.> 
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TABLE 155 

ADJUSTED AVERAGE COST PER CASE lIN $): 1968 

fitURDER 
Rf..\.PE 
R083ERY 
AG ASSAULT 
AUTO THEFT 
BURGLARY 
LARCENY 
NAHCOT LA~~ 

lIQUOR lAltJ 
PROSTITUTION 
GAMBLING 
SEX OFfENSES 
FAM<~CHIlDREN 
DRUNKENESS 
DI.sORD&Vt\G 
D \-J I 
OTHER NTRAF 

INDEX 
NON INDEX 
ALL 

VIRGINI A BEACH 

It\W 
ENFORCE. 

683 .. 00 
9C6!.00 
399 .• 0.0 
116.00 
235 .• '00 
383.00 
1 14 r, 0 .... .• v 
769.DO 

20'00 
3't9.00 

21.00 
374 .. 00 
15 LI- ... CO 
35.00 
31 .• (H) 

I.l-2. eo 
29 .. 00 

180.CC 
53.00 

12 '- .0.::' _,::> ' .. v-0 

(CI9f"\. 
ATTORNEY 

1 r I .... 0 0°"'.\) 
157.00 
128.00 
86.00 

109.00 
104.00 
118.00 
11'7.CO 
) 21 l,/) 

.. , ...... il 

128.00 
0 .. 0 

11.3 .• 00 
115",00 
128.00 
109 ..• 00 
106.00 
J L -: Oq . + 1. .... 

113.00 
131.00 
121.00 

COURT Of 
RECORD 

427 .. 00 
1602.00 
284.00 
1060.00 
183.00 
-i·83.00 
132.00 
3 Lt9.00 
128.00 
320.'00 
256.00 
160.00 
349.00 
64.00 
32.00 
62.00 

111.00 

:;:'t 1.00 
118.CO 
181.00 

COURT NOT 
Of RECORD 

58.00 
239.00 

81.00 
56~OO 

117.00 
62.00 
71.00 
Lt 3.00 
18.00 
12.00 

9. O~ 
53.00 

134.00 
11.00 
38.00 
8.00 

63.00 

68.00 
35(>00 
41.00 

't'''' .. - " ... ~ .. ---_ ..... - ,. ,-, 

• '2" \ 

~) • • • 
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APPENDIX 9 

TRANSITIONAJ~ PROBABILITIES BY REGION: 

1968 AND 1969 
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TABLE 157 

TRANSITIONAL PROBABILITIES: 

ACCOt'1ACK 

C ' .... I ~".. f', j'l C TY.'E P t\ PS pp PBA PBS P2 

f.'IURDER 1.00 O.S4 0.86 {)" Lr2 0 .. .58 (J. :54 
gAPE 1 • {)t.) 0.60 1 .. 00 C.40 0.60 0.60 

kO!3GERY l<l>OO 0.60 1.00 0,.6C {).4-0 0.60 

AG ASSAULT 1.,00 0.56 0.60 0.29 0.71 0.56 

.t\UTO T l-~ f.:f T 1.0;) 0.·6 "7 O~5D 0.50 G • .50 C.67 

aUKGlJ1.n y 0 .. 51 0.71 O~93 0.30 0.10 G.37 

LARCENY 0.5.3 0.91 .,') 91 0 .• 06 C.94· 0.4·8 (} I) . 

NARCOT L I~\ \Pi {) .'J 1 0 f'~ {J .. [} 0.0 0.0 o n 
• , ... ,1 

.v 

LIQUOP, L A::J 1 .. ()\) 1.00 1.00 0.0 1 .. 00 1.00 
I: Pf~QST 1 T UT I UN O.C 1,.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.","0 
I! 
• GA I'H~L IN G 0.0 1 ",(iC C 0 0.0 O.C 0.0 
II 

J.1· 

\i ~ (" I UfFENSES 1.00 1.00 1.0,0 0.0 1 ':':0 1.00 
Ii 

:") I:: /\ .... ,,\..1 

\i fAM&CHIlDHEN 1.00 1 <. 00 1.00 0.0 1.00 1.00 
II 
I' DRUNKENESS 1 ... 00 0.0 0,,0 0.0 1.CO (: ,,\) 
}j 

II DISORD&VAG 1.00 o oi) 0.0 0.0 I.CO 0.0 
!I 

!1 D ~~ I l.GO "1 • ~.) 0 1,,00 0.03 0097 1 [\0 
" 

..• v 

!l OTHER jIo.J TRI~f 1 • t)O 0.14 1.00 0.06 C..,94 o I' 
'I 

. .• "t 

II 
:1 Ii INDEX 0",64 0 .. 7.3 0 .. 91 0.25 0.75 0 .• 47 
,I 
l! NON INDEX 1.00 0.22 1 .. 00 " -'"-;t 0.97 0 .. 22 
1I 

~.i • {, .~. 

il All O.8B 0.34 0 .. 95 0.08 0 .. 92 D.30 
II 
d 
Ii 
H 

II 
Ii 
II 
11 

!l 
I' 
f\ 

II 
Ii 

II 
1\ 

• 

1968 

P2B P3T 

0.46 Q.9.2 
0.40 1.CO 
0.40 1.CO 
0.44 0.78 
0.33 C.67 
0.15 C .·49 
0.05 C s::;.':) 

'. • • :;l.c. 

0.0 C.G 
0.0 I.CO 
0·.0 C f" .u 
0.0 0 .. 0 
0.0 1.00 
o fl • ,J 1.00 
1.00 1.0D 
1.00 1. CO 
0.0 1.00 
0.86 1.00 

0.17 O.6C 
0 .• 78 1.00 
0.58 C.8? 

P3A 

0.38 
0.40 
0.60 
0.22 
0.33 
0.15 
(i. 03 
0.0 
0.0 
D.C 
0.0 
0 .• 0 
' .... 0 U ... 

0.0 
0.0 
0.03 
0.06 

0" 15 
0.03 
0.07 

• 

P3B 

0.54 
0.60 
C.40 
0.56 
0.33 
0.34 
0.48 
0.0 
1.CO 
0.0 
0.0 
1.00 
1.,ro 
1 ... 00 
1.00 
0·.<]7 
0.94 

0.45 
0.97 
0.80 

• 

w 
o 
"-J 

• 

· i 
· I 
, I 
· ! 
· f 

I 
! 
I 

· ! 
I 

1 
· I 

{ 
I I 
~ I 

1 
£ 

I . ! 
I 
f , 
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>, ' 

'.; i 

;,1 I 
!I. I 

\'" ' 
" I 
<, . 

• ri,r. 
'\;.;.-

• 

CRINE: TYP E 

iV1URD1: R 
RAP l:: 
He; ::'H'SERY 
t-\G ASSr~UL T 
/:;,UT IJ THEFT 
BUl\GLi\t~Y 

Lt\HCENY 
NA,~COT LAW 
Ll Qt)OR L/~l~ 

Pr-GSTITUTION 
"~ .. '" L p~ G I,J f I"j l.'/ ,. 

SEX (}F- f!\ll; r.:.S . r . ,I ") ,_ 
F.ANftC H1 LOR EN 
DgUNK ENESS 
D I SDI{l)·& VA G 
0 ~1 1 
OTHeR NTRAF 

INDeX 
NON INDEX 
Al.L 

P t\ 

I.CO 
1 0:) . . '. 

1,.uO 
1.00 
1 .• 00 
0.61 
0.64· 
1.00 
1. C~) 
O~O 

0.0 
.i.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1 r Q . 'co.J 
1 n{} ..... ~ I 

1.OIJ 

0·.69 
1.00 
0.91 

-, 1. '. 

TABLE 158 

TRA.NSI liONAl PROBABILITIES: 

,ACCOMACK 

PS pp PBA PBS P2 

0",86 1 r. ~ 
" .V 1.} 0.43 0.51 0.86 

(' 67 J. 0 .. 50 n C;:Q '", ... J 0.50 0.61 
1 .. 00 1.00 I.GO 0 .. 0 1 /"fJ .. ''4J ~ 

0",71 O.9,) o .Lro o It 5 i J. 0.71 
'"\ 7C 
U '. i 1.00 0.50 ., 5 J 

{.; (It. ' G.7D 
0 .. 69 0 .. 94 0.30 0.7J D./tZ 
0.31 0.B7 0 .. 10 0.90 0.56 
0.50 1.00 0,.50 0.50 0.50 
1 .. 00 0.88 0.0 1.00 1.00 
l.GO 0.0 0.0 0.0 O~D 

1.00 0 .. 0 n ('\ . ,,, .. v J ~·0 0.0 
1 i~iO . ,.·v- '') 83 \~,. . 0.0 1 "f) ... \)" . I.DO 
1 "\ 0 . • lJ!'" 1,.00 o t"'. .... 1:.00 1 f'''' •. ru 

0.0 0.0 0.0 I.CO 0.0 
·(J.O 0.0 0.0 1.00 o '~\ .• 0 

G.S4 1.00 O.D6 G • SJ'-t o 9 L .. . 't 

O.C4 1.00 0.0,2 0.98 0.04 

0.78 C.91 0.29 0.71 C.54 
0.16 0,.97 O.D2 0.98 00.16 
0.30 0.93 0 .• 08 0.92 0.2'1 

4 

1969 

P25 P3T 

0.14 1.CO 
0.33 D.67 
0.0 I.CO 
0.29 C.93 
0.30 1.00 
0.19 C.5S 
o.ca (;.57 
o -0 • .? 1.00 
0.0 0.88 
0.0 '" C u • ..i 

0.0 C.C 
0.0 G.83 
0.0 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 I .. GO 
0.06 1.00 
0.96 1. CO 

0.15 C.64 
-O.8 Lt 

1 n .... .. 'I,.;\.I 

0.64 0.89 

P3A 

0."::.3 
0.33 
1.00 
0.1..3 
0.50 
e.18 
0.06 
C.S.o 
0,.0 
0.0 
:1\ 0 'V • 

0.0 
0,.0 
D.O 
0.0 
0.06 
O.C2 

0.19 
0.02 
0.01 

P38 

0.57 
jJ,.33 
D.O 
0,.50 
0.50 
C.4G 
(;.51 
0.50 
0.88 
0.0 
0.0 
0.83 
1 .• 00 
1.00 
1.00 
O.9 l t 

{J.9S 

0.4.5 
0.98 
0.82 
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o 
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! 1 
I f 
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:.', U 1 I, T ~ j ~:_ r: T 
J LJ;< i~~ ,~;~, Y 
Lt\ f,L;: NY 
~\L~~ ~< {~{'j 1- L .L, ~~ 
LI CIU,_;·"~ LA~J 

Pt{iiSfJ T!iT1>.j~~ 

f ''4 jei {. i.: j': I L ,'J :'\ 1:' f\ 
DR U ;'~;< ~: I'; !,~~; S 
DTsnr.CE1\fi~G 
f) . ~:'~ r. 

UTH t i~ i\ ri" t}. f 

N G N [i-·j t) ~: /( 

ALL 

1 .. ',: '.' 
1 ..... ', :. 
1 ,,',) 'J 

" 
j. '" .. 

\ ' ..... ~ 

1 ,,; ,~, 
1"," ;:' 
1 

,~, 

, ....~, .~.' 

, 'L 
,J .. ~,' r 

=-' ; 

"} . \ " 
J.. .<; i..1 ',.' 

1 ",,<1 
.: ,~ ,11.; 
. .. .~ 

J ·11 "li.1. 

::.. .. ; fA ::; {~-

1"\ ~ ,\, ... ;,. L 
;,! a ,1t :~ 

~,: .. "7 1 

,", ("', 1 
',J '" :7 " 

(~ ... ~ (j 1 

1 .".J 
1" :' 

oo • \. " 

., ... " ". ~ 

",!". ',/ \; 

, .~ 

T!~FLE 159 

'J .. 31 
(,,,11 
1.~'· .. {; 2 
i,.,gO 

\.' .. r .. B 

:', ._/. ' .. ' ., \...... .~. 

,; '" ,'J. 
r', '') 

... 00 "jL 

;'~ ;" '} 
~ .... 1,! .... 

',,: ... 1/1' 

(. .. ;~,-3 

.'.;" 14 
(: .., :,~ li' 

:'~ ... 1.~7 

PHI] 

0 .. 69 
~~; ,i:t B i.) 
0 ... 97 

""), .... " .. 
\I'~ L.\,; 

t,- :;> t ...... ,~ 

;~) It 3:'; 
f~ ,"
,.,. ~ ,'OJ 

o.c 
1 ., ;'::) 
,) .. 99 
,] .. S ~3 
()~ 98 
~"J '!.t ;3'~ 
U • <'-)7 

~J ~ :~6 
~) .. S f~} 

.. 

P2 

;; \f ,.....~ • ~ '. 

'" '. L ... v 
.'.\ ... :- ... ~ 
\.;. t .. ' .. 

J. t)G 

1 ;)" 
~ •• ' ',..l 

to. f} 

(' ', .. 
'.;.. ! . .t 
(L,9 Lj. 

1 ,"\ (" . ,\.,.:' 

196fl 

P23 

.- '" .. ..; . ~) 
n 'j ') 
_' " L. t .. 

e"" JLt· 
C,~ 1';) 

n ,.n 
v 10 \.1 ,. 

00 ':J 

C.ev 
i~)" 99 

P3T 

r ·'l,t", 

~J'. L \, .... 

(: '" 37 
r ql '." $ • 

1 ~, .. 
~ .. , .. d 

l)o S-{ 
4: ~ '9(. 
1.0 ~~~) 

D .,'3:>'7 
() ~~ i] 

( .. 28 
l'" In '\.. :,1 

C",t)3 
,., ", 
'..J.ft. V 

() • til.; 
,'\ ,., 
\ ... ' ,. \) 

0 .. 0 

C-,,(,l 
(I .. 02 
':.~ ... 02-
~).lLj· 

P3G 

0,.,61 
( .• 8,) 
(.27 
L ",VLI' 

('~33 

C.27 
c~ • () 

0",0 
'J .. g9 
{) .. S 5 
().B~3 

0 .. 86 
~) • Y 5 

C.36 
:') 0"'" 
'\, .. "'_? 

O~74 

• 
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TABLE 167 

TRANSITIONAL PROBABILITIES: 

.F A,U QU.I ER 

PS pp PB.4 PBe P2 

0.6e 0.89 ,0. L~3 0.5'1 C.60 
l.ce 0.0 0.0 0 .. ,0 e.o 
0.94 1.00 0.06 0.,. Sit 0 .• 85 
(;.83 G.HS 0.62 0.38 O~70 

i" ]'0 ...... .t 0 .• 54 0 .. 43 0.57 C.88 
0.77 0.92 0 .. 33 0,,,67 0.63 
0.83 0 .. 85 e.05 oss ". " ".-

o ~ .. ' ,.01 

1 .. 00 1 rQ ....... : 0.50 Oq,50 1.CO 
1.DC 0 .. '75 0.0 1",00 1 DC' • .J 

l.ce 'J.O D.O o~r c.o 
1.0G 1 C'" , .\) 0.0 1.CO o '\ .l. 

C.HC O.5D {J.e 33 0.67 0 .• 40 
1 {"C' • \~I • .1' G.U C.O (L.O 0.0 
l.oe 0.99 o.Ot"? 1.00 1.00 
1.0C 0 .. 93 0.03 o 01 ' iO 7 1.00 
1 (10 . .. ~w ~~.1 O~98 0 .. 09 0.1:;)1 1.0.0 
1.00 D .• 89 C.,03 U .. 97 1.00 

o S"-' .'~ L O.:.H7 0.28 0.72 0.67 
1.00 o {.').~ ... ,;t_ 0.0.2 0.98 1.01 
0 .. 98 'J 92 i.. .• D.DS 0 .. 95 0.96 

• 

1968 

P2B P3T 

O • .ItO (.93 
(l.O 0.0 
'0 (15 ' • v 0.89 
0 .• 14 c. -/5 
0.0 D.47 
0.19 G.77 
0.12 C.6 l t 

0.0 l .. CO 
0.0 o -r.;: ,. J:.:> 

0.0 o.c 
0.0 ,c.o 
0.10 0.30 
0.0 O.C 
O.D D.<;9 
0.0 C.S3 
0.0 D .. 98 
0.0 0089 

0.15 0,,13 
o "10 ' .u . 0.<]4 
0 ... 02 0.S1 

P3A 

0.40 
0.0 
c.cs 
O .. Lt6 

C • .20 
0.25 
0.03 
C.50 
0·.0 
0.0 
O.G 
0.10 
0 • .0 
0.00 
.o.03 
0409 
0.02 

0.21 
0.02 
0.05 

• 

P3B 

C.53 
0.0 
0.85 
0 •. 29 
0.27 
0.52 
0.61 
C.5D 
0,.15 
0.0 
0 .. 0 
0.20 
0.0 
0.'99 
0,.90 
0.89 
e.81 

0 .. 52 
0.91 
0.86 
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TABLE 168 

TRANSITIONAL PROB,C\B ILITIES: 

f.~UQUI ER 

Ci{lME TYPE P l\ PS pp PBA PBS' P2 

J,/lURCEP. 1. '0} GO () .. 62 0.85 0.4.2 C.58 O·.·C2 
Rt\P [ 1.00 1 ,,0, 

.. 0\./ 1 r,o .v 0.0 I .• DO 1 np .'vV' 

hCd dEH'Y ·\}.u 75 1 .. 0{) D.,. 75 0:.0 1.00 0.15 
j.\G lSC'i\I'LT .. \ .:),.., \.J ;').984 fJ.74 0 .. 81 o .·~~7 r· t:\ ""> 'V ... ,_ .;) C.62 
t.UlG THEFT ,-, 50 ;jilt 75 L .. JO 0.25 C.75 0.38 v·. 
BURGLAR.Y 0.71 0.82 0.9.1t .0 • it· 8 0.52 U.5S 

i ' 

LARCENY 0.90 0 .. 73 0.87 0.16 0.8,4- 0.66 
N~RCUT LAW 1. G(} 0.67 I·.CD 0.33 0.67 0·.67 

1 ' lIQUOH L I\H 1 .. (}i) .1 ,,,00 ," 95 Ij ." .: . 0 • .0 l .. CO ,L.OO 
,~) ~.~ '1 C TIT j ~T IIY'1 ~ .1.,J "I n 

ro. I, .... ; .. v 1.,00 0.0 C.O 0.0 C.o 
(;A;"1[3L ING ·(].O 1,.OC I~ ./ n 

lYe b v 0.0 l.CD 0.0 
SEX UFFfNSES 1 t)('! • v l .. GG 0.71 0.0 1 .. 00 1.00 
FA jvJ (; CHI ll) R E N J 1, 

'. v 
1 on .:.' "" 0 .. 0 0.0 o 1"', .... \.J 0.0 

Dr:.UNKfN ES S 1.00 O.9S 0.96 O.Cl 0.99 0.99 
D1 SOfU)~ VAG 1.!;)O 1 ~ 1'\ 
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A CRITICAL EVALUATION OF RESOURCE ALLOCATION 

EFFICIENCY IN THE CRIHINAL JUSTICE SYSTEH 

OF VIRGINIA 

Arnold B. Baker 

Abstract 

In recent years, crime has become one of the most important 

and challenging problems to be fRced by the United States. Increas-

ing amounts of resources have been allocated to meet this challenge; 

yet, very little is knmvn about resource allocation efficiency and 

efficiency properties within the criminal justice system itself. 

Certainly if this problem is to be overcome successfully and avail-

able resources most fully utilized, a great 1ea1 more must be learned 

about this aspect of the criminal justice system. This dissertation 

is an investigation designed for such purposes. 

Based on the criminal justice system of Virginia, both a systems 

analytic model of the system to the court sentencing stage and a 

separate model for law enforcement is developed, and the necessary 

criteria for establishing relative efficiency set out. Both models 

are tested emp-i.rically for ten counties and ten cities of Virginia for 

1968 and 1969 for seventeen individual and three sunmlary crime cate-

gories, and the relationship of some of the efficiency properties ~vith 

respect to manpower, population, land area, population density, average 
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family buying income, and an organizational dummy variable is 

examined. Further, projections on the systems model are made for the 

period 1969 to 1974, under certain assumptions, to determine the impa.ct 

on the system of increased law enforcement clearance rates and of 

increased case loads throughout the system. 

Rasu1ts of the analysis indicate (1) that county systems and 

county law enforcement agencies tend to be somewhat more efficient 

than city systems and city law enforcement agencies; (2) that popu1a-

tion density, average family buying income, and county versus city 

governmental forms exert a strong influence on relative efficiency in 

a non-linear fashion; and (3) that differences in relative efficiency 

cannot be explained on the basis of the relative volume of cases in-

volved. Further, projections on the systems model 'ilith respect to 

increased clearance rates indicate that this specific form of the model 

is more applicable for short period ffilalysis than for extended pro-

jections, and that the effect of increased clearance rates on the 

system is romewhat less than anticipated. Projections on the systems 

model with respect to increased case loads indicate that this form of 

the. model may be used for either short or long p~riod analysis, and 

that the effects on the system of increased case loads ~. quite sub~ 

stantial. 
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