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PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT IN PRACTICE: A METHODOLOGY GONE AMUCK!

"Evaluation research,” "productivity Measurement,"
"management science," and "program budgeting" are different
names given to <closely related techniques all of which
involve measuring organizational or programperformance in

one way or another. These approaches are generally derived
from systems analysis, the broad intellectual tradition
developed during and after World War ITI. Much is to be
learned from these approaches in any effort to address the
conceptual issues involved in measurisg the performance of
public agencies such as the police. However, while the

early work in these traditions stressed the iterative and
learning nature of the enterprise, more recent applications
have routinized the process into defined steps. Blind
acceptance by evaluation researchers of these reconstituted
approaches to performance measurement can have serious
consequences for the quality and usefulness of the work
produced.

the advice to determine organizational or program goals
as the first step in evaluation research is found in many
current works on the subject. Even though he disagrees with
this approach, Leonard Rutman's recent introduction to
evaluation research methodology states that:

Host definitions of evaluation research mention
that programs are measured against their stated
goals. Inherent in these definitions is the
notion that there is some goal which has a value
attached to it and the task of evaluative research
is, therefore, to first identify and then
determine the program's degree of success in
attaining the goal (Rutman, 1977: 17).

In a guide written for the Midwest Intergovernmental
Training Committee and addressed to local government
officials interested in evaluating research, Lois Ricascino
Wise indicates that the purpose of evaluation research is

"to measure the outcome of a particular program against the
stated ©program goals 1in order to provide administrators with
decision-making information" (wise, 1978: 5). In describing
a 16 step process of evaluative research, Wise indicates
that Ste| 1 is "identifying the program goals" (Ibid., 9).
She also sees this as the "most fundamental element of the
evaluative effort" even though "ambiguous and undefined
goals pervade the most ambitious programs" (Ibid., 9).



The perceived importance of this first step in
performance measurement as it relates to policing can be
seen by the considerable effort that national commissions,
the American Bar Association, the International Association
of Chiefs of Police, and many others have placed in efforts
to define +the police mission or to list police goals and
objectives (Rational Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals, 1973; American Bar Assoclation, 1974)

Several objections to this ritualized first step will
be made. First, this step as defined dominates all else in
the process since presumably one cannot measure outcomes

that are net stated as goals or objectives. Second, the
approach tends to overemphasize effectiveness and
productivity as evaluative criteria. Third, while the
emphasis is on determining goals, no method exists for doing
So. Turning to authoritative goal statements does not
provide a useful starting point 1if one wants the single,
definitive list. Fifth, little attention is paid to the
trade-off as among goals. Finally, the entire effort
represents a basic confusion about individual purposes and
group goals. Each of these problems is separately addressed
below.

The importance of this "first step"™ 1 s that all of the

nest steps are related to 1t. Using this method,
organizational performance is measured entirely as it
relates to the reputed organizational goals listed in step
1. Bason and Swanson define performance as "the overall
value placed on outcomes in terms of the accomplishment of
the organization's purpose" (Bason and Swanson, 1977: 15).

In this view, then, performance measures are ways of
relating measured outcomes to the goals of an organization.
"An effectiveness measure of performance reveals how many

units of the purposes were accomplished. It is a response
to the question, "Are we doing the right things?" (Bason and
Swanson, 1977: 15). Efficiency, using the same approach,
"reveals how many units of the purpose were accomplished per
unit of resources consumed." It is a response to the
question, "Are we doing things the right way?" (Bason and
Swanson, 1977: 15). The terms "efficiency" and
"productivity" are frequently used interchangeably.
However, some analysts distinguish between them. They
consider productivity to Dbe "defined as the cost of

achieving departmental goals and objectives, the cost of
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achieving effectiveness™ {(American Justice Institute, 1976:
hyy. Efficiency is then considered tc ba related to the
costs of undertaking specific gctivities rather than the
cost of achieving particular gytcopas (Ibid., 45).

Once the process of peasuring performance is cast in
this manper, the =tatement of organizational or progras
goals determipes what is to ke measured. Thus, nat only is
it the first stef in the process, it becomes the key step.
Outccmes nct mentioned in initial goal statements are not
considered as relevant for performance measurement. If one
accepts this position, the initial specification of gcals
{by whoever undertakes this task) detersines cn what groupds
perforsance is tc he evaluated. It is for this reason that
Butwman disagrees with the practice. He arquas t hat
evaluation researchers follovwing this rersgective,

often liamit thelr attention to cnly thcse ocutcomes
vhich fall under the stated goals. This places
restrictions on the scope of the research because
such an arrrcach can @miss latent goals (i.se.,
those which are not formally stated), unintendsd
ccnseguences, as vwell as other anticipated effacts
{Rutwan, 1977: 17).

Hany ¢f the distinguished, early practitioners of
operations research and systess analysis rejected the
selection of oljectives as the paramount step in their
analysis. Hitch viewad "the injunction to first choose the
tight <cbjectives" as "one of the more tiresome Lromides to
vhich operations researchers or systees analysts are
subjected® (Hitch, 1960: 1). Wildavsky wrote that it could
not be "gaphasized _too_ _siropngly__tbat__a__Jlif_ _pot__ihe)
gistinguishing__characteristic  gf  systems analysis_is_that
tha_ohisctives aze. _either _nol _kpown _or _are _subiect _to
chapge™ (Wildavsky, 1966: 299, his eamphasis). The attenmpt
tc specify scme ctjectives vas a useful starting point in
their view, but the process of analysis inevitably led to
the uncovering of additional, unstated cbijectives, and the
revision of earlier statsd ones, The first attempt to
specify ctjectives was particularly useful for providing
insight into the different purposes that relevant
participacts thcught any systea was serving. Hitch argued

learping abcut objectives 4is one of the chief
okjects of this kind of analysis. We must learn
tc leck at objectives as critically and as
rrofessiocnally as we look at our wodels and our
other inputs. ¥e wmay, of ccurse, begin with
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tentative cbjectives, but we must expect to modify
of replace them as we learn akcut the systeas wo
are studying -- and related systems. The feedback
on objectives way in some cases be the most
important result of our study. ¥e__have__nevar
updertyken_ . _a__paier_systep_study at RARD _ip_which
¥g_vere_gtle_to_defipe satisfactcry cbjectives _at
the__Lreginning _of _theg study (Hitch, 1960: 11, my
emphasis).

In wany more recent discussicns, what was once
described as a useful step in an iterative, learning process
bas beccume reified as the first step without which all other
stefs are imicssible. If one cannot identify the goals of a
program, orgarization, or vhatever, whose performance is to
be measured, then, according to this view, performance
measuresent cannct be undertaken., This reification of forn
has operated serjously to the detrisent cf the substance of
analytic effcrts tc understand, mwmeasure, and improve the
pecformance of putlic agencies.

Cyerenphasis_on_Effactivensss._apd_Rroductivity

Stating goals and objectives as the first step in
perforeance seasureaent leads to an overefprhasis cn measures
cf effactiveness and fproductivity. How this process
operates can te test illustrated from a clcse exawmination of
a final vclume fproduced by the larye, LEAAR funded, Naticnal
Project to levelop Police Prograe Performance Measures. In
the first vcluse of jHeasurjing _Poljce Effgctivepnsss and
Ercductivity, the staff of the Amserican Justice Institute
define the concept of police fecforsance. Police
perforeance is considered a generic term "which encompasses
an extencsive range and variety of phenomena specific to the
police function" (American Justice Institute: 2). Awmong the
fhencmepa they idantify the followving list:

® Degree to which public expectations . are
determined and satisfied;

e Ccnfcrmance cf operations to dictates cf fpublic
lav, and executive and legislative directive;

e Conformance of aygency objectives and fpriorities
tc thcse established by parent governaments;

® ULegree to which departmental cbjectives are
attained;

e Ccst cf achieving departmental okjectives;



® Efficiency with which police activities and
tasks are conducted;

@ Quality cof departeental management;

o ILegree of professionalise in degarteental
pclicias and rrocedures;

© Integrity of departmental fiscal operations;

® T[egreée to which individuval pclice officers
attain objectives;

e Efficiency with vhich “individual police
cfficers conduct activitiss and tasks; and

® Bebhavioral intejrity of individual police
cfficars (Ibid., 2). :

Having ©provided a general list, the American Justice
Institute groups these performance characteristics into
three columns as shown in Table 1. The first column

includes these components related to "the degree to which
departments observe and are responsive to the requirements
established, formally or informally, by law, or superior
clienteles by statute or through the political process"
(Ibid., 3). The middle column clusters those components
concerning the "attainment of police departmental goals and
objectives, policies and procedures, and departmental
conduct of activities" (Ibid.). The third column groups
those components that focus on the "manner in which
individual police personnel conduct themselves" (Ibid.)

The report indicates that each of the components of
police performance which they have identified "should be

measured, whenever technical capabilities permit" (Ibid.)

However, not all of the components should have equal
importance, they argqgue, 1in a performance measurement system.
"To the contrary, two components of performance are judged
to be supreme. These are, not surprisingly, effectiveness
and productivity" (Ibid.). Since police are organized to
accomplish goals, they argue that measurement of the
accomplishment of these goals becomes the supreme

performance measures.

The analytical justification for this position is
not particularly complex or abstract. It is quite
simple. Municipal and private organizations,
police included, are established and function to
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TABLE

F POLICE PERFORMANGE

COMPORENTS OF POLICE -~ COMMUNITY ARD POLIGE —

GEMERAL COVERNMENT PERFORMANCE

" GCOMPONERTS OF POLICE DEPARTMERT.

OR PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

COMPORENTS OF
POLICE PERSONNEL PERFORMANGE

DEGREE T0 WHICH PUBLIC
EXPECTATIONS ARE DETERMINED

AND SATISFIED

CONFORMANCE OF OPERATIONS TO
DICTATES OF PUBLIC LAW, AND

EXECUTIVE AND LEGISLATIVE
DIRECTIVE

CONFORMANGE OF AGENCY
OBJECTIVES AND PRIQRITIES TO
THOSE ESTABLISHED BY PARENT
GOVERNMENTS

€ DEGREE TO WHICH DEPARTMENTAL

0BJECTIVES ARE ACHIEVED.

COST OF ACHIEVING

. DEPARTMENTAL OBJECTIVES

EFFICIENCY WITH WHICH POLICE
ACTIVITIES AND TASKS ARE CONDUGTED

QUALITY OF DEPARTMENTAL
MANAGEMENT

DEGREE OF PROFESSIONALISM IN
DEPARTMENTAL POLICIES AND
PROCEDYRES

INTEGRITY OF DEPARTMENTAL
FISCAL OPERATIONS

@ DEGREE TO WHICH INDIVIDUAL
POLICE QFFICERS ATTAIN

.(OR ACHIEVE) OBJECTIVES

e EFFICIENCY WITH WHICH

INDIVIDUAL POLICE OFFICERS
CONDUCT ACTIVITIES AND
TALKS :

e BEHAVIORAL INTEGRITY OF

INDIVIDUAL POLICE QFFICERS
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achieve specific purposes or ends, objectives.
All else which occurs, organizing, managing,
staffing, conduct of activities and operations,
occurs in order to achieve objectives of the
organization. It follows logically, and
obviously, that the first initial and most
essential form of performance measurement must be
measurement of the degree to which those
Objectives are achieved, which was Jjust defined as
effectiveness. The primary correlate of
effectiveness, productivity, or the cost of
achieving objectives, must, by association, be

considered of greater priority and significance
than other components (Ibid., 5-7).

To support their arqgument, they ask the reader to review the
individual components listed in Table 1 and assert that no
"single component thus far identified can be considered
superior to effectiveness and productivity" (Ibid., 7).
Examining the third <column they indicate that the ™"substance
ofall police personnel components are all directed toward
achievement of departmental objectives" (Ibid.). They do
concede that the items in the first column are directed
toward objective setting and that a case —could be made that
these components (degree to which public expectations are
determined and satisfied, conformance of operations to
dictates of public law, executive and legislative directive,
and conformance of agency objectives priorities to those

established by parent governments) might Dbe considered
equally significant. However, they arqgue that "such a case
could net refute the contention that no component is of
greater significance. It follows that effectiveness and
productivity measurement must be more significant than
measurement of other components" (Ibid., 7).

Ignoring the logical error of the argument, the
substantive implications are grave for a theory of
performance measurement in a democratic society.
Substantively, the argument places the degree to which
departmental objectives are achieved and the cost of
achieving departmental objectives at a higher level of
importance in a performance measurement system than
conformance of police operations to law, to the policies of
parent governments, or to the expectations of the public
being served. I do not share this normative position and do

not wish to adhere to a reconstructed methodology that leads
to such conclusions.

Following this approach, a performance measurement
system for policing would be devoted entirely to developing



8

measures of effectiveness and productivity tied back
entirely to some statement of organizational goals. The
equity of the distribution of police services would rarely
be examined wunless an initial goal to distribute benefits in

an equitable fashion has been posited. Responsiveness,
compliance with basic civil rights and civility toward
citizens, or other equally plausible measures of
organizational performance are not used when organizational
performance is interpreted strictly as meeting

organizational goals and these goals are not initially
stated. The process of performance measurement is primarily
viewed as an aid to management. The role of performance
measurement as an aid to citizens affected by organizations
is mostly ignored.

Ho_Nethod fok _DateL2ipind.Goals _Eaists

#hile the ™"hou to" manusls tell us to begin with the
definition c¢f the organization's or program'’s goals, @no
accepted nethod exists for doing this, Thus, there are no
standards for knowing when you have Leen successiul. Cne
afpproach uses eristing statements of diverse kinds such as
an organization’s charter, its legislative aandate, or its
financial prospective. Connolly and Deutsch (1978a) point
cut that reliance on such formal goal statements have three
major drawbacks. The very broadness of the terss in vwhich

goal statements are couched is the first rgrcbles. Police
departwents are frequently charyed with the - general
responsiktility of prevention of <criminal activity. "Such

statements leave a very large gap Letween the stated gcal
and apy ccnceivable operational measure of how well it is
being achieved" (Connolly &and Deutsch, 197&a: 3). In the
second place, cnly a very loose relationship wmay exist
between the foramal goals stateepent and what aeabars of the
c¢rganizaticn are actually trying to achieve. This is most
obvious for any legitimate enterprise used as a front for
the Kafia or the CIA., A third protlem is that such formal
goal statements wmay simply not exist. As Hitch indicated
years ago, for "all sorts of good reasons that are not atout
to change, official statements of naticnal objectives (or
ccepany ckjectives) tend to be non-existent or so vague and
literary as to Le non-operational® (Hitch, 1960:—4)-- - -

.When one turns from forzal goal statesents to asking
individuals in the organization about organizational gJoals,
vho do you ask? In any ccrplex corganizaticn -- aven one
frcducing a physical product in tha private sector -- one
¥ill fregquently find considerable disagreement ascng members
¢f tof sanageaent about appropriate - gjoals for the
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organization. The goals stated by the head of a recognized
labor union would probably differ from those of most
managers. Stockholders might have still different views.

To obtain the goals of a police department do you ask
the police chief, the mayor or city manager, the head of the
FCP, leaders of civic organizations such as the Chamber of
Commerce or the Rotary Club, or leaders of civil right
groups? Some would ask the chief. ethers would ask local
political leaders. Others would say you ask them al1l. If
you ask them all, how do you get a single set of goals?
while the statement about goals from each group might
contain some overlap, do you only use those items on

everyone's list? Doesn't that give one group the absolute
power to define what are not the proper goals of the police
by omitting that goal from their list? Further, Dbow do you
weigh the importance of different goals on a compound list.
The prosecutor will think some goals are more important than

civil rights groups; the police chief will rank others
higher than the head of the PCP. No generalized agreement
to a single weighting scheme 1is possible. Again, Hitch long

ago made these same points.

Actually, ours is a democratic and plural society,
with a government distinguished by division rather
than concentration of power. There 1is no single
authority, neither the Joint Chiefs nor the N.S.C.
nor the President, that can say "These are our
national objectives." There are many important
influences on national decision - high officials,
asserted low officials. Congress as a Dbody and
many individual Congressmen, the judiciary, public
opinion and the opinions of many influential
private persons.

And the views of these bodies and these persons

differ. Some are risk takers, others risk
avcided. Some are conservative, others liberal.
Some emphasize and others de-emphasize military
solutions. When objectives conflict, they will
assign different weights to the alternatives, and
sometimes different signs to their wvalues (Hitch,
1960: 6).

If one persists in searching for the goals, there is no way
out of the quandary without an arbitrary acceptance of some
group's opinion about goals and their importance as being
more important than others.
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A vwagy cut of this tind for sope analyets has been to
turn tc the authoritative statements made Ly groups
organized to study and forsulate statesents concaraing
crganizaticonal gcals for policing. Three of the most quoted
statements vere developed ty the Internaticnal City Managers
Associaticno (ICPA) in its volume on Bupicipal__FPglice
Adginistraticn (1969}, the American Ear Association (ABA) in
its vcluse on 3tapdards Belatipg_to_the Administration of
Cripipal_ __Justice (1974), and the National Advisory
Ccuwpissgicn ¢n Criminal Justice Standards and Goals (NACCJISG)
in its volume Regport. ._gopn _Police (1973}). The olkjectives
prepared ty each of these groups are cempared in Table 2,
frepared ty the American Justics Institute (1976: 24).

As can be seen, while there is some level of agreement
asong the set, there are also areas c¢f disagreement. While
both the AFA and the NACCISG pose the Gprotection of
ccnstituticnal guarantees as @& basic objective, the ICHA
doaes not. VWhile the ICAA poses the recovery of property as
an objective, the other two do not, The AEA formulates a
more extensive service role than either cf the other two.

The differences in the otjective dces nct make a
crucial difference for an analyst c¢f police gerformance
ubless the perforeance system itself can measure only those
things that are agreed to as okjectives. Without that
"assuefticr, cne can learn considerably about the different
consequences that dJdifferent gqrcoups wculd like to sce the
police accoeplish. However, if the set of objectives
defiges what and only what will ba measured, then deciding
vhether to adopt one or another cf the statements is a real
problea. 1f you adopt the ABA statement, it implies
develofping measures related to the creation and maintenance
of a feeling of security in the comsunity and the protection
cf constitutional guarantee, wvhile if you adopt the ICHMA
set, you would not include any suck measures. '

#hen the American Justice Institute rerort examined
these gcal statements they subjected them to a scathing
critique on methodological grcunds. They arqued that to
"gserve folice effectiveness and productivity measuresment
needs adequately, the first measurasent tccl reguired is a
set or ccllection of technically suitable police okjectives"
{American Justice Institute, 1976: 7)., They pose five
attributes that a set of objeactives used for @measurement
should have. These are: measurakility, actuality {or
validity), achievability, comprehensiveness, and quality.
One learrs a great deal about the futility of the obsession
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TABLE 2

POLICE OBJECTIVES ALTERNATIVE MODELS

|CMA: "THE POLICE

MUNICIPAL POLICE
ADNINISTRATION

(1369)

MISSION"

= — 1

PREVEKTION OF
CRINNALITY

REPRESSION OF
CRIME

APPREHENSION
OF OFFENDERS

RECOVERY OF

REGULATION OF
HOM -CRININAL
CONDUCT

PROPERTY

PERFORMING
KISCELLAREQUS
SERVICES

(1972)

PROCEEDINGS I B

2 IDENTIFY CRIKINAL o © ASSIST THOSE WHO
ABA: ROTIUTES 8| PR Ty | STORCES 1D o or | STt T e o
RESPONS!BiLITIESﬂ gmmggm 4 ggglg‘}l}g"m” AND WRERE sff‘:flcf E*s"ﬂ © AID INDIVIBUALS ffﬂg‘“ OF GUARANTEES
' OF POLICE™ | Yooy ENFORCEMENT 0R | APPROPRIATE, 10 o AHO ARE M §§i‘LuL'n'§ e '
STANDARDS RELATING TO | prevenTivE COVERNMENTAL Sgﬁé‘ggggg KD o RESOLVE CONFLICT ESESE;IECELUP{ARH @ PROMDIE AKD
THE URBAN POLICE FUNCTIOR| PATROL AND PROBLEMS PARTICIPATE I © PROVIDE OTHER PRESERVE CIVIL
QTHER MEASURES SUBSEOUENT COLRT SERVICES ON AK 0°DER

EMERCENCY BASIS .

NACCJSG:
THE POLICE

FUNCTION

A NATIONAL STRATEGY
T0 REQUCE CRIME

PREVENTION OF
CRIMINAL
ACTIVITY

© DETECTION OF
CRIMIKAL ACTIVITY

@ APPREKENSION OF
CRIMINAL
OFFENDERS

(1973) . : - | CYIL ORDER ]

© CONTROL TRAFFIC

@ RESOLUTION OF
DAY-T0- DAY CON-
FLIGT AMONG
FAMILY, FRIENDS,
NEICHBORS

o PROMOTION AND
PRESCRVATION OF

o PARTICIPATION IN
COURT PROCE EOIKGS

@ ASSIST THOSE
WHO CAKNOT CARE
FOR THEMSELYES
OR ARE IN DANGER
(F PHYSICAL HARM

CREATE AND
KAINTAIN A
FEELING OF -
SECURITY IN THE
COMRUNITY

PROTECTION OF
CONSTITUTIONAL
GUARANTEE -

11
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with goals and objectives by a ~careful review of this
critique of the then existing authoritative goal statements
and their own resulting set of objectives. Consequently, I
will discuss the American Justice Institute critique of the
then existing authoritative goals 1in some detail.

Beasuratility

A measuralle ol jective is defined as "cone which is
frecise in its definition and is elemental or singular as
opposed to collective® (Itid., 17). The rxefort contrasts
several ncnmas&surable objectives and reconstructed
"geasuraltle® objectives. For exarple, the ABA'S
"nonma@asurakle oljective® of ¥Yto fprotect constitutional
guarantees,” is contrasted with the following statements
that the report asserts to be in a measurable fors:

- P¢ ginimize the number of verified violations of
Constitutional safeguards such as, but not limited
to:

e urlavwful arrest
e illegal stop, search, and seizure

® violation of right against self-incrimination
{Ibid., 19).

While they assert that this objective meets the criterion of
measuratility, thke <clais is sopavhat dubicus. bHhat is a
"yvorified viclaticn of constitutional safegqguards"? Lces
verification wean a charyae brought by a responsitle civil
rights group? ©Loes it mean a deécision by apn internal police
investigaticns unit that an officer acted improperly in
Fretecting censtitutional rights? 0r, 1is a final court
decision the only way a charge c¢f ubpnconstitutional
activities is verified. Given the high cost of 1litigation
any measure Lased on court decisions vill be biased in favor
¢t police fperfcrmance. So will any measure Ltkased on
-strictly internal investigations. Heasures based simply on
initial charges will be biased in the other direction.

Actuality

The second criteria, actuality, 1s not wused to criticize any
of the authoritative goal statements. Actuality 1is defined
as the "objectives to be measured [which] are those police
are currently actually pursuing, not those they would like



13

to pursue, or ignore, or ones external institutions or
individuals would like then to pursue or ignoro" (Ibid.,
200, How can one ever know whether police are actually

pursuing particular goals? Individual police officers may
pursue opportunities for promotion or attempt to minimize
the amount of work they do or their exposure to internal or
external review. Specific police chiefs may try to hold

onto their Jjobs or seek better opportunities elsewhere. The
impossibility of ever knowing the actual goals of particular
individuals -- and the lack of necessity to do so - will be

discussed later in this chapter.

Achievability

The third criteria stated by the American Justice Institute

is achievability of objectives. This can be "accomplished
by defining or framing them in language that is '"relative'
not absolute" (Ibid., 201. Operationally, this means to the
authors of the report, changing the wording of objectives
from "reducing" to "minimizing." There are no particular
advantages in this change in wording and considerable
disadvantages. Why "reducing" crime 1is considered absolute
and "minimizing" it is relative is mysterious. By
rephrasing as they do, totally incompatible objectives
results. As discussed Dbelow, it is impossible to

simultaneously minimize the occurrence of crime and maximize
police knowledge of crime, or to maximize adherence to
constitutional safequards and to minimize disorder resulting

from interpersonal and intergroup conflict. Yet, these
conflicting objectives appear simultaneously in their own
final list of basic objectives. Given the complexities of

what police do, almost any outcome that they attempt to
maximize or minimize will have adverse effects on other
outcomes.

Further, the criterion of achievability as used here
has nothing to do with whether police could actually achieve

an objective. As stated in the report:
To preclude possible misinterpretation, it is
noted that structural or definitional

achievability is not synonymous with or indicative
of actual achievement by the "police," viewed as a

function, or by individual departments.
Contemporary society has assigned certain
objectives to police - to all police - which
simply may be beyond achievement. Prevention of
many types of violent crimes is an off-cited
example. To declare that the (sic) "minimize

occurrence of crime objective" in the structure 1is
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definitionally achievable, 1s not to declare that
police can actually "minimize it" (let alone
"prevent 1t " - absolutely) (Ibid., 39).

Does it not seem a strange enterprise to focus on the
phrasing of objectives that are not achievable and call the
criteria "achievability"? However, even 1f police —cannot

affect these outcomes, measures of them will be used to
evaluate police performance because they are listed in what
is considered proper definitional form in a list of
objectives. It is somehow okay to use measures of things
largely unaffected by police activities so long as we state
the objectives as to "minimize" rather than to "reduce."
Unreal.
Comprehensiveness

Comprehensiveness, the fourth criterion, occurs when a

set of objectives contain "most major objectives of every
police agency, and every major objective of many police
agencies" (Ibid., 21) . In their own attempt to be
comprehensive they present one police mission statement, 5
basic police objectives, 19 transitional objectives, 59

measurable objectives, 369 effectiveness measures, and 60
productivity measures. Even given the wvast number of
objectives resulting from their process, no real claim can
be made for 1ts comprehensiveness. Given theunique
circumstances of some police agencies, the outcomes they are
expected to ©produce <cannot be included in one master list,
for park police agencies, for example, a major preferred
consequence of their activities is the prevention of
littering, keeping those who have not paid admission fees
cut of parks, and the allocation of camping spaces. Even

though major preferred outcomes, these objectives are not
listed.

Quality

In defining objectives, the fifth criterion of quality
is included, the report argues, so that the concept of "how
well" can be examined as well as the concept of "how much."
However, the concept of quality is not well defined. The
"project's understanding of the concept is currently
primitive" (Ibid., 41). In a postaudit of the measures they
had designed, they found only 14 measures (cut of 429) that
included quality (Ibid., 42). This last criterion seems to

be difficult to define or meet even by those who state 1t as
a criterion.
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The end product of this examination of the goal
statements of national study groups, ICMA, and individual
police departments by the American Justice Institute was the
development of a set of objectives to Beet their own five
criteria. As mentioned they develop a massive list of
specific objectives and measures, but all are related back
to the following five basic objectives:

1. To minimize the occurrence of crime.

2. To maximize police knowledge of crime;
successfully close reported crimes; maximize
adherence to constitutional safeqguards;

present all relevant facts to and participate
as required in, the judicial process; and to

recover and return crime-related and stolen
property.

3. To minimize disorder resulting from
interpersonal and intergroup conflict and from
personal stress and disorganization,

subsequent to police intervention.

4, To maximize the level and quality of those
police services authorized 9or required by
federal, state, and/or local governments
provided to the community and/or local
governments.

5. To maximize the achievement of those

objectives which facilitate and fulfillment of
the primary responsibilities of the police and
their parent local government (Ibid., 27).

The futility of using authoritative goal statements as the
first step i1in performance measurement has Dbeen illustrated
by this examination of a large-scale effort to do just that.
After all this effort, is the 1ist of five basic objectives
any real improvement over those shown in Table 2.

The final list of five basic objectives for police
developed by the American Justice Institute also illustrates
the lack of attention to multiple and <conflicting
objectives. Many of the objectives lists cannot
simultaneously be achieved, but no over-recognition of this

fact i s made. Maximizing ©police knowledge of crime or
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minimizing disorder roth directly conflict with maximizing
adherence to constitutional safeguards. Lists of this sort
provide a sense that agreement has been reached on outcomes
when substantial disagreement exists about the relative
importance of different outcomes. Hitch argued that "lists
of this kind are almost useless for the analyst. In
addition to being imprecise, they ignore the all-important
guestions of choice among nice things when having more of
one means having less of another" (Hitch, 1960: 7).

Most of the effort to determine organizational goals 1is

misdirected and at times pernicious. It results from a
fundamental confusion concerning ©purposive behavior in
organizational life. I assume that individuals are
purposive in the way they organize much of their lives. At
least it is useful for analysts to assume that individuals
are purposive or goal seeking. It is also useful to assume
that individuals frequently share similar goals. Thus, when

a group forms to raise a barn, 1t is fairly safe to assume
that all of the individuals share a goal of building the

barn. However, in addition to this shared goal, individuals
within the group may have other goals for which the joint
activity 1s relevant. They may enjoy working outside and
pursue almost any activities that will keep them
out-of-doors. They may enjoy the conviviality of wvoluntary
group action and participate primarily for the fun of being
with others. Consequently, even when groups form for
apparently simple and well-defined purposes, it is usually

inappropriate to describe the group as having a single goal.

It is somewhat more appropriate to think of small,

owner-run single-product, private firms having clearly
established organizational goals than either more complex
private firms or public agencies. The goal of a small,
owner-run firm is usually assumed to be that of profit
maximization. Given that a private firm cannot survive 1in a
competitive market without at least breaking even
financially, profit maximization may be a useful assumption
tomake for some purposes. However, it is more appropriate

toconsider profit-making as one goal that an owner- manager
may want to pursue without assuming that the only objective
is maximizing profit. Any owner concerned with employee
morale, establishing goodwill in the community, and
establishing good working relationships with both suppliers
and customers is not a simple profit maximizer.
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Some analysts have tried to deal with this by arguing
that is 1is possible to assume maximization of profits
subject to other constraints. However, any evaluative
criterion considered as a constraint by one analyst could
just as validly be considered as a goal by another.
Ccnnolly and Deutsch illustrate this point rather well by
using (as an example) the furnace-thermostat system used in
domestic heating.

At first glance, it appears obvious that this

system has an unambiguous purpose -- the
maintenance of internal temperature within certain
present limits. However, this purpose 1is not
derivable from merely observing how the system
works. Such observational data are equally
interpretable in terms of a systems purpose like
"maximize fuel consumption, subject to not
exceeding an upper temperature limit", or
"minimize fuel consumption, subject to not falling
belowa lower temperature limit™". Indeed, 1if the

system were operated by a human thermostat and a
human furnace operator, these two statements might
well describe what they saw as the system ©purpose
(Connollyand Deutsch, 1978a: 19).

In addition to the variety of goals sought by an
owner-manager of a smaller firm, many other individuals wuse

performance measures to evaluate the same firm. A financial
analyst would be interested in a firm's rate of
diversification, new production development, and growth
potential. In addition to financial analysts, many other
individuals are interested in the performance of a firm.
Government officials are interested in the firm's
performance in regard to: (1) health and safety laws; (2)
pollution practices; (3) reliability of financial records;
(4) payment of relevant local, state, and national taxes;
(5) compliance with building codes; and (6) affirmative
action employment procedures and many other criteria.

Employees may evaluate organizational effectiveness in terms
of how their pay compares to other firms, employee morale,
the type of fringe benefits, and their own growth potential.
Citizen groups may rate the firm's performance in terms of
what the group defines to be i t s social responsibilities.

The selection of any one person's or group's set of

performance criteria (even the owner) as the set i s
essentially arbitrary and capricious. Further, important
aspects of the on-going work of the organization are lost
if one puts on such limited blinders in evaluating

performance from one perspective above. We are left, as
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Connolly and Deutsch point out, with both multiplicity (in
the sense of multiple groupings with legitimate interest in
the assessment of a system's performance) and
multidimensionality(in the sense of each requiring measures
of several or many aspects of performance) (Connolly and
Deutsch, 1978a: 15). Instead of deploring this situation,
they argue that efforts to do performancemeasurement
self-consciously develop a recognition of this multiplicity
and multidimensionality.

To do this, Connolly and Deutsch define two key terms.
a relevant constituency is "an individual or group which
wishes to make an assessment of how the focal system, or
some part thereof, is performing, generally with a view to

taking some action which will impact the system” (Connolly
and Deutsch, 1978a: 16). A performance measure 1s any type
of information about the system that affects the performance
evaluation of a constituency. They specifically reject any
notion of the existence of a single master list of
performance measures that can be used by all constituencies
to measure organizational performance. Their definition of

performance measures 1s the information used by a relevant
constituency to evaluate performance.

If one accepts this definition of performance
measurement, it 1is not necessary to assume that individuals
within an organization are pursuing a particular goal to
measure performance of that organization in producing that
goal or outcome. We can evaluate the perforaance of a
particular private industry in terms of keeping prices down
for the consumer and profit ratios low even though we might
assume that individual entrepreneurs are trying to do the
opposite. The institutional setting should lead profit
maximizers in a competitive market to produce low prices and
low profit ratios. The performance of the system is being
evaluated for achieving the opposite of the goals that we
assume individuals pursue within that system.

In terms of policing, this means that we <can evaluate
the performance of policing in producing outcomes preferred
by some constituency without having to posit first that the
police axe pursuing that goal. Thus, we feel it is
appropriate to examine the performance of police in
protecting constitutional rights regardless of whether the
police being evaluated do or don't see themselves as
pursuing that goal.
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After defining organizational goals and objectives, the
next step in performance measurement is frequently posed as
the identification of tasks appropriate to achieve the
preferred goals. This step assumes that a technology has
been well-established and that we know how to produce
preferred consequences. Unfortunately, this is frequently
not the case in policing.

Until some elemental cause and effect knowledge 1 s
generated about policing, it is hopeless and potentially

counter-productive to try to generate operational
performance measures. It police can have little or no
affect on <crime, then, crime rates should not be used as a
means of evaluating police effectiveness. No engineer would
use data about events not affected by a machine to evaluate
the performance of that machine. He simply must know
something about hew a system works before we can address the
questionof how well that system works. Attempts to reverse
the order of this wunderstanding (by addressing the question
of how well first) are bound to fail. The futility of

developing performance measures first has been dramatically
demonstrated in policing as the few measures 1in use  have
been shown either to be little affected by police or to be
unrelated to events police were trying to affect. Over and
over, during the last decade, the lack of knowledge of cause
and effect relationships in policing has been clearly
demonstrated as presumed relationships have been explored
empirically.

While many would disagree with the interpretations
given to the results of the experiment, the Kansas City
Patrol Experiment did raise substantial questions about how
much is known about the effect of patrol patterns (Kelling,
et al., 1974). The recent study of response time, also
conducted in Kansas City, has demonstrated that the
predicted benefits of reducing police response time cannot
be accomplished without a major effort to reduce the time it
takes a citizen to call the police in  the first place
(Kansas City Police Department, 1977). The BAUD studies of
criminal investigation have shown that normal investigatory
procedures utilized in most departments do not produce
expected benefits (Greenwood and Petersilia, 1975). If
crime rates are not valid measures of performance, 1if the
number of officers assigned to a district for general area
patrol does not make much difference in reported crime or
citizen evaluations, if police response time is not
associated with increased likelihood of apprehending
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criminalsin most 1instances, and if normal criminal
investigation procedures don't solve crime, what 1is left for
a police department to use as performance measures? Very

few of the currently used indicators have been shown to be
valid or reliable indicators of police performance.

Berformance Hejsuremspt._as_a_Learpipg _sStrateqy

Given this state of affairs, the process of performance
measurement can Dbe seen as the development of a long term

learning strategy. Several key elements are necessary
aspects of this 1learning process. These include:
1. The recognition of diverse sets of legitimate

constituencies for policing:

2, The recognition that each constituency is
usually interested in multiple preferred
consequences of policing, that potential
conflict exists among preferred consequences,
that there is danger in maximizing the
production of any particular preferred
consequences, and that there are potential

trade offs among preferred consequences;

3. The recognition of the need to learn more
about the effects of different police
activities by examining specific subsystems 1in
considerable detail; and

4. The recognition that performance measures will

teed to be changed over time in light of
monitoring the incentive systems they produce,
in light of new information about the nature
of police work, and in light of changing
constituencies and preferred consequences.

Bach of these elements will be briefly discussed.

Multicrle Ccpstitveuncies

I share the views of Connolly and Deutsch that for any

organization or system there are relevant constituencies of
interest that should be taken into account in the design of
performance measurement systems. For police there are a

large number of constituencies. The police chief and top
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management of a police agency is one constituency. Any
performance measurement system must have measures that
provide information to those with management responsibility
S0 that they are provided with accurate and valid
information about those matters that affect their agency's
performance. Unfortunately, most police administrators in
large departments receive little really useful information
about the operation of +their departments. While they
frequently obtain information about the level and type of
reported crime in their community — which tells then a lot
about a small proportion of the demand being made on their
department -- they receive little information about the rest

of the demands they face nor anything about the types of
activities being wundertaken in their department to respond
to various demands. A large percentage of the calls made to
police are calls for information or help not related to
criminal victimizations.

A second major constituency for police are locally
elected and appointed public officials of the general
purpose government of which they are a part. Local mayors,
members of legislative bodies, appointed executives, members
of public safety commissions all have a legitimate interest
in the performance of the police. Particularly at the time
of budgetary review, local officials need to knew more about
the return they are receiving on investments made in
policing versus other potential investments of public funds
they l1ight wuse to solve related problems. Between budgetary
periods, it is local government officials to whom <citizens
frequently turn to complain about police service levels.
Without adequate measures of police performance, public
officials have little grounds on which to judge the
appropriateness of citizen concerns or to suggest
improvements.

A third major constituency 1is the citizens being served

by a police agency. Individual citizens act as public
decision makers every time they call their local police
department. They are asking to have public resources
devoted to helping solve particular problems: a need for
information, concern over suspicious circumstances 1in their
neighborhood, a traffic accident that they witnessed or a
victimization that they discovered, or coping with juvenile
vandalise in the neighborhood, citizens are interested in

having 24-hour emergency response services upon which they
can call for rapid help and that are generally available to
all in the community. They are also concerned with the way
police respond to their requests. Citizens who themselves
have been treated in what they consider to be an unsatis-
factory manner need to know i f this is an isolated incident
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or reflects the type of police response generally made in
similar situations. Black citizens, for example, are
interested in knowing if they are given as rapid and
thorough a response and as courteous a response as are white
citizens in similarcircumstances.

Police personnel themselves are also an important
constituency. Given the relationship between how their
agency 1is judged and bow their own personal performance is
judged, ©police ©personnel have a strong interest in a variety

of performance measures for policing. In addition to police
administrators, local officials, citizens, and police
personnel, there are many other relevant constituencies.
Prosecutors and defense attorneys; judges; other local,
state, and national ©police agencies; national police
professional associations; faculty teaching in c¢criminal
justice ©programs; police employee associations and unions;

federal agencies who enforce such regulations as those
related to affirmative action employment plans; members of
the research community; and many others are relevant
constituencies of the police.

In addition to there being nultiple constituencies,
each constituency is interested in multiple preferred
consequences or outcomes of policing. In addition to their
preference for outcomes, most constituencies also have
preference for the means by which these outcomes are

produced. While preference for means as well as results 1 s
somewhat typical for service producing agencies, i £t 1 s not
SO characteristic for agencies producing physical products.
Citizens are usually interested in multiple outcome
states: lower <crime rates, safer traffic flow, and a higher
proportion of individuals who have emergency accidents given
rapid first aid and emergency transportation t o medical
facilities. They are also interested in the means by which
these are accomplished. Police are expected to try to
reduce crime using legal means respecting the constitutional
rights of these suspected of a crime. Police who spend a
little tine reassuring a victim will probably not affect the
crime rate, but will increase the evaluation given to
police.

Given the difficulty of knowing which activities lead
to which consequences, a common response 1s to focus
expectations for performance on the manner of acting rather
than cm the consequences. One manifestation of this is an
emphasis on "due process." Some argue that holding police
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accountable to standards of due process prevents them from
tailing necessary actions for the achievement of important

purposes such as the apprehension of offenders. Others
reply that limiting the use of police powers in this may 1is
necessary to prevent their misuse. Here we agree with the
latter view and see an important place for asking how well
police actions reflect certain guidelines. But we also

believe that standards of due process alone are insufficient
guides to the quality of police performance.

& focus on the form rather than the result of police
actions can also lead to goal displacement. The
requiremerts that officers wear their hats at all times, or
that they ticket a certain number of traffic offenders per
week, directs attention away from considerations of the
desired consequences of wearing hats or stopping traffic
offenders. Actions that are valued because they are thought
to be instrumental to desired consequences should not
uncritically be adopted as performance standards.

Belated to this problem is that any effort tomaximize
the production of one preferred consequence of policing may
adversely affect another preferred consequence.[l]Police
rely heavily on 1informants for key information in solving
some types of major crimes and in breaking up various types
of organized crimes. In many cases, key informants are
themselves engaged in petty forms of criminal activities
usually related to victimless crises. If police too
vigorously pursue a policy of "cleaning up Main Street,"
they may reduce the visible signs of prostitution and
gambling, but may lose access to key information needed to
reduce drug traffic in a community.

The production of police services can be viewed as a
very complex set of subsystems that interact in many ways
within and between formally organized police agencies and
the public. The current lack of understanding of the ways
these subsystems operate and interact places us at a
distinct disadvantage when we attempt to measure police

performance. A  necessary precondition to measuring the
current of performance in any agency or group of
agencies 1s a measurement system that enables us to explore
the nature of relationships among a wide variety of
indicators that might be collected. The essential

underpinning for such an exploration 1is a theoretical
understanding of the processes through which police services
are produced. This will require the development of



