Performance Measures
for the
Criminal Justice System

Discussion Papers from the
BJS-Princeton Project by
John J. Dilulio, Jr.
Geoffrey P. Alpert

Mark H. Moore

George F. Cole

Joan Petersilia

Charles H. Logan

James Q. Wilson

October 1993, NCJ 143505



U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Justice Programs
Bureau of Justice Statistics

Lawrence A. Greenfeld
Acting Director

Bureau of Justice Statistics - Princeton University
Study Group on Criminal Justice
Performance Measures

The goal of the BJS-Princeton Project is to engage the
criminal justice community in a rigorous debate regarding
appropriate measures and ways in which they can be
effectively utilized by policymakers and practitioners.

Papers were prepared for Study Group review

and dissemination by John J. Dilulio, Jr. (project director),
James Q. Wilson (project advisor), Mark H. Moore, Joan
Petersilia, Geoffrey P. Alpert, George F. Cole, and Charles
H. Logan. The authors focus on selected components of
the criminal justice system and the utility of performance
measures for each. Other members of the study group

are Norman A. Carlson, University of Minnesota; Wayne
Estelle, former warden, California Men’s Colony; James
Short, Washington State University; and Steven K. Smith
(project monitor), BJS.

This project is supported by BJS grant number 92-BJ-
CX-0002 to Princeton University. The contents of this
document do not necessarily reflect the views or policies
of the Bureau of Justice Statistics or the U.S. Department
of Justice.

ii  Performance Measures for the Criminal Justice System



Contents

Lawrence A. Greenfeld Foreword

John J. Dilulio, Jr. Rethinking the Criminal Justice
System: Toward a New Paradigm

Charles H. Logan Criminal Justice Performance
Measures for Prisons

Joan Petersilia Measuring the Performance
of Community Corrections

George F. Cole  Performance Measures for the Trial
Courts, Prosecution, and

Public Defense
Geoffrey Alpert Measuring Police Performance in
Mark H. Moore the New Paradigm of Policing
John J. Dilulio, Jr. Measuring Performance

When There Is No Bottom Line

James Q. Wilson The Problem of Defining
Agency Success

v

19

61

87

109

143

157

Performance Measures for the Criminal Justice System  iii



Acknowledgments

A number of individuals actively contributed to the
working group meetings, reviewed papers, and provided
comments, including Pamela Casey and Sally Hillsman
of the National Center for State Courts; James P. Lynch,
American University; Elizabeth McCaughey, Manhattan
Institute; Anne Piehl, Harvard University; Allen J. Beck,
Tom Hester, and John M. Dawson of BJS; and Steven
D. Dillingham, former director of BJS and study group
member. Production was administered by Marilyn
Marbrook and Yvonne Boston of BJS.

iv  Performance Measures for the Criminal Justice System



Foreword

Efficiency, effectiveness, and fairness are central goals for
the administration of criminal justice in the United States.
Efficiency means economically applying available resources
to accomplish statutory goals as well as to improve public
safety. Effectiveness refers to carrying out justice system
activities with proper regard for equity, proportionality,
constitutional protections afforded defendants and convicted
offenders, and public safety. Assuring equal treatment and
handling of like offenders and giving equal weight to legally
relevant factors in sentencing represent the types of concerns
generally expressed about the fairness of the criminal justice
system.

Unanimous agreement exists that the justice system ought to
be efficient, effective, and fair. Less accord, however, exists
about how best to secure these essential qualities or how to
measure whether they have been achieved. Apart from the
obvious problem of determining the measurement criteria for
a particular performance expectation, there is a more difficult
subsequent problem of determining what weight to give to the
findings and what changes need to be made to resolve the gap
between expectation and performance. Unlike marks on a
ruler, criminal justice measures are not neutral standards but
are factors that enter into the processes being analyzed
—identifying relative degrees of improvement in fairness in
sentencing, for example, would still indicate that the
sentencing process was giving weight to information not
legally relevant.
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The essays in this volume take a new tack as their authors
address all three concerns. The participants in the Bureau of
Justice Statistics-Princeton Study Group focus attention on
the problem of measurement with respect to these
fundamental expectations for the administration of justice.
After years of observing the justice system that they are now
writing about, the authors provide some new ideas to consider
for improving the justice system.

In the first essay, the director of the study group, John
Dilulio, Jr., proposes a fresh way to understand or interpret
the familiar elements in American criminal justice: prisons,
community supervision, trial courts, and police. He
establishes the theme that there must be a full and realistic
accounting of the activities of criminal justice agencies.

In calling for measures grounded in civic ideals, Dilulio also
initiates the refrain that underlines the involvement of
citizens in the work of those agencies.

Before the discussion curves back to Dilulio’s and James
Wilson’s thoughts about the challenge of measuring
performance in public organizations, the individual essays
both widen the argument, taking in broader intellectual
concepts, and narrow it, listing specific performance
measures. In some cases, as in George Cole’s presentation of
measures for trial courts, the basic outlines of the activities
remain untouched, while in other cases, as in Mark Moore’s
and Geoffrey Alpert’s consideration of measures for police,
the authors urge a departure from the familiar. In probation
and parole, the rapid growth in the community supervision
population, according to Joan Petersilia, has forced control
out of the hands of corrections professionals. She believes
that one way administrators can regain the operational levers
is to define a mission and to measure clearly how well the
agencies are achieving their goals.
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BJS data: Delineating and testing performance
measures

The participants in the BJS-Princeton Study Group reached
their conclusions with few direct references to the basic
numbers and statistics that BJS has reported over the past 20
years. Their task was to start hammering out an institutional
template of concepts. As more persons enter the discussions
about evaluating the administration of justice, however,
increased attention will have to be paid to existing data and
the need for new data.

A commonly held view, for example, is that the criminal
justice system is chaotic and rather poorly administers the
statutory expectations placed upon it. BJS data reveal that
there may be more coherence between law and practice than
is generally assumed:

Example:  Over the last decade, States have reformed many
of their criminal sentencing laws, largely aiming to increase
the likelihood of a prison sentence. BJS data reveal that what
the State and Federal lawmakers sought in these reforms has
been achieved — the odds of imprisonment given conviction
for most crimes has increased. The reforms effectively
brought about three record high rates in the prison population:
per capita, per reported crime, and per arrest.

Example: Over the last decade, as well, a “War on Drugs”
was waged, and BJS data show that drug offenses now
account for a larger share of convictions and imprisonment
than ever before. BJS data tell us, in other words, that the
public’s legislative agenda produced the results that were
being sought.
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The criminal justice system is busy, with many millions of
transactions taking place annually. Spending for criminal
justice activities accounts for just over 3 cents of every dollar
in public spending (about $74 billion) — less than 1% of
Federal spending, more than 6% of spending by the States,
and nearly 7% of local spending. Overall spending at all
levels of government for justice activities is about equal to
spending on transportation and just below that spent by
government on hospitals and health.

The annual total for State and local justice translates into
about $300 per capita of the nearly $9,000 annual per capita
spent by government. While municipal and county
governments accounted for 53% of all justice spending, the
States accounted for 34%, and the Federal government just
under 13%.

From 1985 to 1990, corrections spending has grown faster
and spending on police has grown slower than any other
components of the justice system. The following compare the
increases in per capita spending (in constant dollars)
occurring between 1985 and 1990 to the increases in
workload:

* Spending on police protection grew 8%, the number of
Index crimes reported by law enforcement agencies increased
16%, and the number of arrests grew 19%

* Spending on corrections grew 48%, the overall corrections
population increased 45%.

Example: Besides delivering what the public and their
legislators demanded, criminal justice agencies have
maintained the quality of services provided. Between 1984
and 1990, BJS data on State prisons show —
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* about a 2% reduction in the average amount of housing
space per inmate (from 57 square feet to 56 square feet)

* about a 4% improvement in staffing per inmate (from 2.8
inmates per staff member to 2.7 inmates per staff member)

U the same percentage of prisons under court order to improve
conditions of confinement or practices within the facility
(24% of all prisons in both years)

* about twice the percentage of inmates involved in drug,
alcohol, and personal counseling programs (14% versus 30%)
and nearly 4 times the number of inmates in such programs on
a single day (53,000 versus 193,000).

Example: BJS data can be used to evaluate the fairness with
which the system is operating. Surveys conducted among
representative samples of State prisoners in 1979, 1986, and
1991 reveal that while the offense composition has changed,
with drug offenses accounting for more than twice the
percentage of inmates in 1991 compared to earlier surveys,
little has changed in the criminal histories of those confined.
In all three surveys well over 9 out of 10 prisoners were either
violent offenders or recidivists with prior sentences to
confinement facilities or probation.

Research using a variety of sources including the National
Crime Victimization Survey, the FBI data on arrests, and
national prisoner surveys, has revealed that for personal
contact crimes, the racial composition of offenders as
identified by victims closely parallels the racial distribution
of those arrested and sentenced to prison for the same crimes.

Data from recent national polls indicate that our citizens hold

the criminal justice system in much lower esteem than they do
most other public institutions. To operate a justice system
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that is effective, efficient, and fair challenges us to think
anew, examine, debate, and continuously measure and
evaluate its practices. In the final analysis, how these
measures are used to reduce the disparity between
expectation and practice is fundamental to the credibility
given to our collective ideal of justice.

Lawrence A. Greenfeld
Acting Director
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Rethinking the Criminal Justice System:
Toward a New Paradigm

By John J. Dilulio, Jr.

Overview: Beyond crime rates and recidivism
rates

Rates of crime and recidivism have long served as critical
measures for the performance of the Nation’s criminal
justice system. These measures represent the basic goals
of public safety to which all components of the criminal
justice system contribute. At the same time, however, rates
of crime and recidivism are not the only, or necessarily the
best, measures of what criminal justice institutions do.

Few police officers believe that their work solely deter-
mines crime rates in their jurisdiction. Few corrections
officials believe that what they do chiefly determines
recidivism rates. Likewise, most criminal court judges,
prosecutors, public defenders, and other justice practi-
tioners know from experience that the prevalence and
severity of crime depend mainly on factors affecting
individuals long before most are taken into custody. Most
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justice practitioners understand that they can rarely do for
their clients what parents, teachers, friends, neighbors, clergy,
bio-genetic inheritances, or economic opportunities may have
failed to do.!

Still, crime rates and recidivism rates are meaningful
overall measures of the system's performance in protecting
public safety, and what justice practitioners do undoubt-
edly affects crime and recidivism rates. For example, a
National Academy of Sciences panel concluded that rising
imprisonment rates may have reduced crime rates in the
Nation by 10% to 20%.? Furthermore, numerous studies
refute the once-fashionable idea that “nothing works” in
the rehabilitation of criminals, showing that, other things
being equal, offenders who participate in certain types of
institutional or community-based treatment programs are
less likely to be repeat offenders than the nonparticipants.®
While no evidence indicates that mere increases in police
on auto patrol cut crime rates, a growing body of evidence
establishes that crime and disorder are less common in

'As James Q. Wilson and Richard J. Herrnstein have
observed, a keen knowledge of the constitutional and social
factors that have been found to be associated with criminal
behavior “rivet(s) our attention on the earliest stages of the life
cycle, and reveals that “after all is said and done, the most
serious offenders are boys who begin their delinquent careers at a
very early age”; see Wilson and Herrnstein, Crime and Human
Nature (New York: Simon and Shuster, 1985), pp. 508-509.

2Alfred Blumstein, et al., eds., Criminal Careers and “Career
Criminals” (Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press, 1986),
p. 6.

3For an overview, see John J. Dilulio, Jr., No Escape: The
Future of American Corrections (New York: Basic Books, 1991),
chapter 3.
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neighborhoods where police get out of their cars and into
regular contact with citizens.*

Unquestionably, the justice system affects crime and
recidivism rates. As James Q. Wilson has commented,
given “the elasticity of crime or recidivism rates to feasible
changes in police or correctional practices, how much of a
change in these rates can be obtained at a given cost in
money, liberty, etc.? Surely the answer is some number
greater than zero. If it were zero, then we could abolish
arrests and prisons with no adverse effects on society.
Clearly, that is not something we would be inclined to

try. It is true that the prevalence and severity of crime in
society do not depend mainly on what justice practitioners
do. But the real question is: What feasible changes in
what institutions and practices will make the largest mar-
ginal changes in crime rates? Judged that way, it may turn
out that arrest or imprisonment rates have bigger effects on
marginal rates than any feasible change in family or school
practices, because what one can feasibly change in family
or school practices turns out to be pretty trivial.””

*For an overview, see Robert C. Trajanowicz and Bonnie
Bucqueroux, Community Policing: A Contemporary Perspective
(Cincinnati, Ohio: Anderson Publishing Company, 1990), and
the monographs produced by Mark H. Moore of Harvard
University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government, Program
in Criminal Justice, Perspectives on Policing (Washington,

D.C.: National Institute of Justice, June and November 1988),
especially nos. 2, 3,4, 5, and 9.

*James Q. Wilson, commentary on the draft of the first

BJS-Princeton Discussion paper.
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Toward a new paradigm

To evaluate the performance of police departments,
correctional agencies, and other key components of the justice
system exclusively in terms of crime rates and recidivism
rates may cause observers to overlook other

important contributions of the system’s day-to-day
performance and can obscure the role that average citizens
play in promoting secure communities. A wide gap often
exists between the general public’s expectations for the
justice system and what most justice practitioners recognize
as the system’s actual capacity to protect public well-being.
This paper sketches an outline of a new paradigm
encompassing the criminal justice system’s history, vision,
purposes, and measures. Four points of qualification,
however, are in order.

First, this call for a new paradigm is not motivated by a
desire to design performance measures that guarantee
justice agency success. Rather, it represents an attempt

®The preliminary ideas for these sections were presented by
several members of the Study Group at the BJS/Justice Research
Statistics Association (JRSA) 1992 National Conference held
in New Orleans, Louisiana, September 23-25, 1992. The Study
Group wishes to thank those BJS/JSRA conference participants
who identified the need for the points of clarification and
qualification that follow, especially Dr. Timothy Car of the
Georgia Department of Corrections, Professor George Cole
of the University of Connecticut; Professor Robert Friedmann
of Georgia State University; Professor Graeme Newman of the
State University of New York at Albany; Dr. Sally Hillsman
of the National Center for State Courts; and Professor Charles
W. Thomas of the University of Florida. The Study Group’s
formal advisor, Professor James Q. Wilson of the University of
California at Los Angeles, provided invaluable criticism of an
earlier draft of this paper.
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to develop realistic intermediate and long-range measures.
Realistic measures account for the daily activities of justice
agencies and for the constraints under which they normally
operate. Realistic, however, does not mean easy to achieve.
Indeed, the alternate measures presented in

subsequent papers in this volume are measures according to
which many justice institutions, programs, and practices now
fail.

Second, better performance measures do not act like magnets
for better ways of meeting goals. All performance measures
have their limitations and may invite perverse and unintended
administrative consequences. Still, justice practitioners
probably can learn something about how to fashion and
implement effective performance measures from the
experiences of other organizations, public and private.

Third, a paradigm is broader than a theory. A theory is a
statement about the relationship between two or more
variables that is supposed to hold under specified conditions.’
A new paradigm orients general understanding to historical,
empirical, or normative realities that a prevailing paradigm
has arguably deemphasized, devalued, or simply ignored. In
essence, to call for a new paradigm is to appeal for new
concepts and categories of thinking about a given subject.

Fourth, crime rates and recidivism rates are indeed important
measures of the system’s performance, which ought to be
continually used and refined. Even so, all citizens in a
democracy are responsible to some degree for the way in
which society addresses the problem of crime. In addition,

"For a brief discussion of theory, see Dilulio, No Escape, pp.
213-225.
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justice agencies serve the public in myriad ways that are
indirectly related to crime control goals, and society should
devise and implement performance measures that respect
this reality.

History: Multiple, vague, and contradictory
purposes

The history of the American criminal justice system is a
history of swings in public mood. Americans have long
been ambivalent about the purposes of criminal justice.®
Among other things, they have wanted a criminal justice
system that apprehends and visits harm upon the guilty
(punishment); makes offenders more virtuous, or at least
more law abiding (rehabilitation); dissuades would-be
offenders from criminal pursuits (deterrence); protects
innocent citizens from being victimized by convicted
criminals (incapacitation); and enables most criminals to
return as productive citizens to the bosom of the free
community (reintegration). They have wanted the system
to achieve these contradictory public goals without violating
the public conscience (humane treatment), jeopardizing the
public law (constitutional rights), emptying the public
purse (cost containment), or weakening the tradition of
State and local public administration (federalism).

Because the competing public expectations cannot be
casily met all at once, first one and then another dominate
public attention. Justice policymakers and practitioners have

$ Portions of this section are drawn from John J. Dilulio, Jr.,
“Crime,” in Henry J. Aaron and Charles Schultze, eds., Setting
Domestic Priorities: What Can Government Do? (Washington,
D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1992), chapter 4.
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generally allowed the institutional and programmatic
pendulum to swing with the public mood between different
approaches to crime prevention and control.’

For example, between 1967 and 1992, the Federal Govern-
ment fought two very different wars on crime. The first
war (1967-80) was against poverty; the second (1980-92)
was against criminals. In the first war the social and
economic “root causes” of crime were attacked; in the
second war the likelihood that criminals would be detected,
arrested, prosecuted, convicted, and incarcerated was
increased. The chief strategists in the first war were
persons who believed that the Federal Government should
play a central role in crime control. They emphasized the
goals of offender rehabilitation, reintegration, humane
treatment, and constitutional rights. The chief strategists
in the second war were persons who believed that law
enforcement was primarily a State and local responsibility.
They emphasized the goals of punishment, deterrence, cost
containment, and federalism.

Some justice practitioners have coped fairly successfully
with such shifts in public sentiment, but many have not.

? As William G. Mayer has shown, between 1960 and 1965,
public opinion on crime and punishment became more liberal,
and between 1965 and 1988 it became increasingly conservative;
see Mayer, “Shifting Sands of Public Opinion: Is Liberalism
Back?,” The Public Interest, no. 107 (Spring 1992), pp. 3-17.
Mayer’s analysis concurs well with trends in criminal justice
program administration such as the rise, decline, and , in many
jurisdictions, official or de facto abolition of paroling
authorities. On parole, see Edward E. Rhine, William R. Smith,
and Ronald W. Jackson, Paroling Authorities: Recent History
and Current Practice (Laurel, MD: American Correctional
Association, 1991).
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Despite the conflicting and changeful public demands on
them, some police commissioners have been able to “make
themselves accountable to the public by defining their
purposes in broad terms and then by trying to keep their
own actions, and the actions of their organizations,
consistent with these broad purposes.”® Similarly, some
corrections commissioners have coped well by means of “a
creative capacity to translate broad societal expectations and
policy decrees into administrative action.”"! Yet, the fact
remains that these swings in public mood and policy have
fostered administrative instability, frustrated long-term
planning, and bred bureaucratic norms that insulate
practitioners from what they sometimes view as a fickle,
generally unappreciative, and often hostile public.

Democratic vision: Citizens
as co-producers of justice

In the light of this history, a moderating, democratic vision
of the justice system’s public purposes and limitations is
both necessary and desirable. Such a vision emerges from
the realization that all citizens have the right and the
responsibility to participate in the system. Citizens are
co-producers of justice.'” The ability of justice practitioners

"Mark H. Moore, “Police Leadership: The Impossible
Dream,” in Erwin C. Hargrove and John C. Glidewell, eds.,
Impossible Jobs in Public Management (Lawrence, KS:
University Press of Kansas, 1990) p. 98.

"John J. Dilulio, Jr., “Managing a Barbed-Wire Bureaucracy:
The Impossible Job of the Corrections Commissioner,” in
Hargrove and Glidewell, Impossible Jobs, p. 67.

"The phrase was suggested by the Study Group’s Professor
Mark H. Moore of the Kennedy School of Government, Harvard
University.
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to do their daily work depends on the cooperation and

support of citizens who are formally “outside” the system

— a citizen willing to testify against a violent drug dealer;

a community group that trusts and assists the police;

relatives, friends, and employers who help to keep a
community-based offender on the straight-and-narrow.
Citizens, not judges, prosecutors, law enforcement officers, or
corrections officials, are primarily responsible for the quality
of life in their communities, including the prevalence and
severity of crime within them.

As many honest friends of democracy have argued down
through the ages, democratic citizens are wont to hold
everyone but themselves accountable for public problems and
to become impatient when facile solutions do not produce
immediate results.” Citizens in a democracy

must begin by holding themselves and their neighbors
accountable for public affairs. A democratic vision of the
justice system, therefore, is anything but a sop to public
frustrations with crime and disorder. Citizens who expect
judges, police, and other justice officials to solve society’s
crime problems are unrealistic; citizens should not expect the
officials to succeed without the active cooperation and
support of the community.

B For example, see Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in
America, ed. Phillips Bradley, vol. 2 (New York: Vintage Books,
1945), and Walter Lippmann, Essays on The Public Philosophy
(Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1955).
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Criminal-justice purposes: Four civic ideals

This democratic vision supplies a rationale for identifying
the major purposes of the system in terms of four civic
ideals:

(1) Doing justice,

(2) Promoting secure communities,
(3) Restoring crime victims, and
(4) Promoting noncriminal options.

Justice can be defined as the quality of treating individuals
according to their civic rights and in ways that they deserve
to be treated by virtue of relevant conduct. Criminal
justice is rights-respecting treatment that is deserved by
virtue of criminal conduct as judged by the rule of law.'*
Thus, doing justice implies at least four things: hold
offenders fully accountable for their offenses, protect
offenders’ constitutional and legal rights, treat like offenses
alike, and take into account relevant differences among
offenders and offenses.

Promoting secure communities means more than to achieve
low crime rates. Rather, it means providing the security to
life, liberty, and property that is necessary for communities
to flourish. It means enabling citizens to pursue their
collective life as they see fit without undue fear of having
that life disrupted or destroyed. It means securing
communities against criminals who assault, rape, rob,
defraud, deal drugs, burglarize, extort, and murder, but it also
means securing them against the community-sapping
disorders that are commonly associated with crime and the

14 This definition of criminal justice was suggested by the
Study Group’s Professor Charles H. Logan of the University of
Connecticut.
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fear of crime — disorders such as petty crime, public
drunkenness, aggressive panhandling, loitering, graffiti,
abandoned cars, broken windows, and abandoned
buildings."

Restoring victims means to honor the community’s
obligation to make victims of crime and disorder whole
again. The victims’ rights organizations, manifestos, and
laws that have proliferated over the last decade or so
generally reflect and embody this long-overlooked goal.'®
Victims of crime have a special claim upon the criminal-
justice system’s human and financial resources. Whatever
else it may achieve, no system that dishonors that claim
can be considered legitimate.

Finally, promoting noncriminal options means that
punishment for criminal behavior should interfere as little
as possible with the pursuit of noncriminal behavior. Even

'S A fine treatment of the relationship between disorder, crime,
and the fear of crime can be found in Wesley G. Skogan,
Disorder and Decline: Crime and the Spiral of Decay
in American Neighborhoods (Berkeley and Los Angles: Univer-
sity of California Press, 1990). Also see the following: George
L. Kelling, “Measuring What Matters,” The City Journal, Spring
1992:21-33; James Q. Wilson and George L. Kelling, “Police
and Neighborhood Safety: Broken Windows,” Atlantic Monthly,
March 1982, pp. 29-38; and James Q. Wilson and John J.
Dilulio, Jr., “Crackdown: Saving the Next Generation From
the Drug-and-Crime Epidemic,” New Republic, July 10, 1989,
pp- 21-25.

'6Knowledge about the physical pains, psychological traumas,
and economic losses suffered by victims of crime, their families
and friends, and the public remains shallow but is increasing.
For a serviceable overview, see Albert R. Roberts, ed., Helping
Crime Victims: Research, Policy, and Practice (Newbury Park,
Calif.: Sage Publications, 1990.)
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in prison, offenders should have at least some opportunity
to engage in meaningful, constructive, and legitimate activi-
ties. Nor should government impose arbitrary restrictions
on employment or other legitimate activities by convicted
offenders except where justified as a form of punishment
or where public safety is at risk. This is not to say that
society has any greater obligation toward the betterment
of offenders than it owes to nonoffenders. It is not even to
say that government has an obligation toward the better-
ment of offenders and nonoffenders alike. But one
function of government is to promote (not necessarily

to provide) legitimate opportunities and to facilitate (not
necessarily to require or directly to reward) their pursuit.

Realistic performance measures

These four civic purposes point beyond crime rates and
recidivism rates and toward more realistic ways of measur-
ing the performance of justice institutions, programs, and
practices. By no means is this the first call for such
measures. During both of the Federal wars on crime

from the 1960’s through the 1980’s, a number of well-
intentioned efforts were made to rethink the measures
commonly used to evaluate the system’s performance.

(See Selected sources of measurement topics, p. 17.) Few
of these efforts moved much beyond a rehashing of such
concepts as crime rates and recidivism rates, and none had a
wide or lasting impact on the field. In conjunction with his
work on the Study Group, Logan has developed a set of
performance measures for secure correctional institutions.
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The measures Logan proposes for prisons and jails have
the virtue of not asking criminal justice institutions to do
what other social institutions are more responsible for
doing and in many cases what other social institutions have
failed to do. They do not, for example, ask our corrections
officials to somehow “correct the incorrigible, rehabilitate
the wretched, deter the determined, restrain the dangerous,
and punish the wicked.”'” But they do demand that, with
the human and financial resources that society has
provided, and with the requisite support of other social
institutions, the officials must “keep prisoners — keep
them in, keep them safe, keep them in line, keep them
healthy, and keep them busy — and do it with fairness,
without undue suffering, and as efficiently as possible.”'®
That alone is asking a great deal, but it is not asking too
much.

By the same token, it makes little sense to measure police
performance in terms of crime or arrest rates. Geoffrey P.
Alpert and Mark H. Moore have developed an expanded
range of policing measures. In anticipation of their
contribution, it is worth highlighting George L. Kelling’s
recent article, “Measuring What Matters: A New Way

of Thinking About Crime and Public Order.” After
documenting that the New York City Police Department has
been doing quite well in relation to such conventional
measures as crime rates, arrest rates, emergency response
times, and incidence of corruption, Kelling keenly observes:

'7Charles H. Logan, “Criminal Justice Performance Measures
For Prisons,” Performance Measures for the Criminal Justice
System, BJS-Princeton Discussion Papers, p. 23.

¥ Logan, “Criminal Justice Performance Measures,” p. 25.
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But New Yorkers are not the least bit reassured by
these statistical and relative achievements.... These
formal measures of police work have little to do with
community needs.... [A] significant reason disorder
has been ignored is that professional criminal justice
ideology narrowly defines the appropriate business

of police and criminal justice agencies as dealing with
serious crime — that is, index crimes. Crime response,
and arrest statistics, form a pillar of that ideology.
Disorder does not appear in any FBI index; therefore, it
has not been a priority."

Conclusion: Toward a new paradigm?

Is it possible for justice officials to develop, implement,
and organize themselves around performance measures that
go beyond conventional measures such as rates of crime
and recidivism? And can this be done for all components
of the system — courts, prosecutors’ offices, police
departments, institutional corrections, community-based
corrections?

The papers that follow in this compendium will tackle
these questions and offer specific, detailed proposals for
new measures consistent with the historical understanding,
democratic vision, and civic purposes outlined above.

In addition, they spell out the practical and policy implica-
tions of adopting the new paradigm and spotlight its
implications for how agencies allocate resources, conduct
program evaluations, and so on.

It is worth noting that many of the most successful major
corporations use multiple performance measures that give

Kelling, “Measuring What Matters, pp. 21-22.
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tremendous weight to “soft” indicators along with sales
reports, inventory records, and other “hard” financial data.
For example, McDonald’s Corporation has measured
performance not simply by the conventional bottom line
of profits, but by a dozen or so measures that roving teams
of inspectors apply — Are the floors clean? Are the salt
shakers full? Are the cashiers greeting customers and
wearing their uniforms correctly? and so on. McDonald’s
recognized that the profits made by their stores were
conditioned by economic and other factors over which
their franchisees had little or no direct control. But the
store owners, managers, and staff could be and are held
strictly accountable for other factors that might affect
business.”

Likewise, over the last decade, the United States military
has made great strides in developing reasonable and
realistic measures of combat readiness and combat
effectiveness. Prodded by government and private studies
that found a need for improvements in military planning,
and in the areas of weapons acquisition, combat training, and
force deployment, each branch of the military

responded by revamping certain of its strategic doctrines
and practices, and by getting away from simple “bean-
counting” measures. While many improvements have yet
to be made, the military has begun to think about new

and better ways of linking its national security mission to
meaningful performance standards and objectives.”!

®David C. Rickert, McDonald’s Corporation (condensed),
Harvard Business School, revised February 1982.

2'For interesting examples that related to defense acquisition
programs, see Glenn A. Kent, 4 Framework for Defense Plan-
ning (Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND, August 1989), and Glenn
A. Kent and William E. Simons, 4 Framework for Enhancing
Operational Capabilities (Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND, 1991).

Performance Measures for the Criminal Justice System 15



The performance measurement lesson that much of
corporate America and the American military have learned
is one that the American justice system can also apply.
Crime rates, recidivism rates, and other conventional
bottom-line measures must have better grounding in
community needs and must be joined to a realistic set of
performance standards. The Study Group hopes to provide
a gentle, democratic shove in that direction, and to get
policymakers, practitioners, analysts, activists, and
interested citizens thinking and debating toward a new
paradigm of the American justice system.
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Criminal Justice Performance
Measures for Prisons

by Charles H. Logan

This is the second in a series of papers on how to measure
and evaluate the performance of various agencies within
the American criminal justice system. The first paper
argued the need for new criminal justice performance
measures in addition to such conventional ones as crime
rates, arrest rates, and recidivism rates. This paper extends
that argument and applies it to prisons. It starts with a very
brief and general definition of criminal justice from a
retributive (or “just deserts”) perspective. Such a
perspective is rights-based rather than utilitarian, which
implies that evaluative indicators and measures of criminal
justice should focus more on the satisfaction of certain
standards, values, and constraints than on the production of
particular consequences. In Herbert Packer’s terms, they

'John J. Dilulio, Jr., Rethinking the Criminal Justice System.:
Toward a New Paradigm, BJS Discussion Paper, NCJ-139670
(Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1993).
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should focus more on the “Due-Process Model” than on
the “Crime Control Model” of criminal justice.> The paper
will then outline the “confinement model” of imprison-
ment, which rests on a normative statement of mission

for a prison or prison system. Finally, the paper will offer
a set of empirical indicators that can be used as perform-
ance measures for prisons and that concentrate on the
competent, fair, and efficient administration of confine-
ment as a form of deserved punishment. While based

on the deserts theory of criminal justice, these measures
will be seen to be at least somewhat sensitive also to such
goal-based concerns as rehabilitation of inmates and
protection of society, albeit for reasons independent of those
utilitarian justifications of imprisonment.

What is criminal justice?

Justice is the quality of treating individuals according to
their rights and in ways that they deserve to be treated by
virtue of relevant conduct. Criminal justice is rights-
respecting treatment that is deserved by virtue of criminal
conduct.

This definition of justice is rights-based, rather than
utilitarian or consequentialist. A rights-based theory

of justice gives a central role to punishment as a morally
necessary response to the violation of rights. To believe
in rights is to believe in duties; those are alternative
statements of the same concept. To believe in duties is to
accept, implicitly but of logical necessity, the corollary
of punishment. When we say that people have a duty

*Herbert L. Packer, The Limits of the Criminal Sanction
(Stanford University Press, 1968).
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to refrain from violating the rights of others, we are saying
that there must be some sanction if they fail to meet that
duty. Duties are given meaning by the consequences that
attach to their nonfulfillment. Thus, the meaning of a duty,
like that of any other norm, must be socially constructed
through the attachment of sanctions to behavior. A norm
(arule, a law, a duty, a right) that had no sanction attached
to its violation would be empty and without meaning.

Justice by this definition is backward-looking. It requires that
we treat people according to what they have done, not what
they (or others!) might do in the future as a result of how we
treat them now. Justice requires that all persons, including
offenders, be treated as autonomous and responsible actors
and as ends in themselves, not as means to social ends.

Finally, a rights-based theory sees justice as a process, an
ongoing property of criminal sanctioning as it occurs, not as
an expected outcome. Criminal justice is thus a value in itself
and not merely useful as a means to some other end.
Sanctioning that is evaluated as to its justice or injustice
may, in addition, be evaluated in terms of its consequences
for other values, such as freedom, order, happiness, wealth,
or welfare, but those are separate concerns. This means
that questions about the effectiveness or efficiency of the
criminal justice system in achieving various “goals” or
“purposes” should be kept separate from, and secondary to,
an evaluation of the performance of the justice system in

its most basic mission: doing justice.?

3 Again, however, the measures of justice to be derived here from
a normative and nonutilitarian model will be seen to
overlap considerably with measures that might be derived
independently from a utilitarian model.
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The nonutilitarian concept
of prison performance

To date, most evaluation research on prisons has focused on
utilitarian questions. What are the goals of imprisonment?
To what extent and at what cost are

they achieved? How does imprisonment compare to
alternatives in these respects? If we want evaluations

of prison performance that are based on a normative

rather than a utilitarian view of criminal justice, we need

to reframe our question. We might ask, for example, “To
what values do prisons commit themselves in their mission
statements, and how well do they live up to those values?”

Social scientists are not comfortable with the idea of applying
the tools of measurement directly to questions

of value. That’s why criminologists are attracted to
utilitarianism, because it allows them to treat evaluative
research on prisons as if it were a purely objective, scientific
enterprise. In contrast, a court-appointed special master, who
is usually a lawyer rather than a social scientist, evaluates a
prison mostly from a formalistic rather than a utilitarian
perspective. That is, the prison and its activities are examined
not as means to an end (rehabilitation or crime control) but in
terms of standards and criteria of “proper” performance, or
conduct in fulfillment of duty. Consider this statement by a
prominent prison master:*

In summary, the ideal prison provides basic human
services in a decent and healthful physical environment.
Such a prison abjures idleness and its consequent human

*Vincent M. Nathan, “Correctional Health Care: The
Perspective of a Special Master,” The Prison Journal, vol. 65,
No. 1 (Spring-Summer, 1985), pp. 73-82, at p. 76.
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deterioration by offering constructive employment,
programming, and recreational activities to the greatest
extent possible; it addresses the human needs of
prisoners for self-expression, faith, and maintenance of
ties of importance to all human beings; it ensures safety
from random violence, rape, and exploitation of the
weak by the strong; it insulates decisions affecting the
lives of prisoners from arbitrary chaos by adhering to
due process of law; and it infuses the institutional
environment with constructive expectations through use
of positive incentives for hard work and good behavior.

That is not a bad statement of the mission of a prison, and
it is probably one with which most correctional officials
could agree. The most important point to note here is that
it does not focus on ultimate goals, such as treatment or
punishment, but on a set of abstract values and normative
criteria against which to evaluate the day-to-day operation
of a prison.

A prison mission statement
under the confinement model

We ask an awful lot of our prisons. We ask them to correct
the incorrigible, rehabilitate the wretched, deter the
determined, restrain the dangerous, and punish the wicked.
We ask them to take over where other institutions of
society have failed and to reinforce norms that have been
violated and rejected. We ask them to pursue so many
different and often incompatible goals that they seem
virtually doomed to fail. Moreover, when we lay upon
prisons the utilitarian goals of rehabilitation, deterrence,
and incapacitation, we ask them to achieve results
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primarily outside of prison, rather than inside.” By
focusing on external measures, we set prisons up to be
judged on matters well beyond their direct sphere of
influence.

If we do not want to set them up for failure, we must assign
to prisons a function and a mission that we might
reasonably expect them to fulfill. This mission ought to
be fairly narrow and consistent in scope, and it ought to be
special to prisons, rather than conflated with the functions
of other social institutions such as schools or welfare
agencies. It also ought to be achievable and measurable
mostly within the prison itself.® Finally, a prison’s mission
ought to have intrinsic, and not just instrumental, value.
That is, it should identify activities that have value in
themselves, when they meet certain standards and criteria
of performance, not activities that have value only if,
when, and because they are effective in achieving some
further goal.

The prison mission statement proposed here is based on

a “just deserts” theory of criminal justice, one that calls for
a punitive and purely retributive (that is, a non-utilitarian)
response to criminal conduct. Punishment under such a

SFor each of these three goals, the principal measure of its
achievement is the number of crimes avoided in the general
community. This is true even of incapacitation, because that refers
not to maintaining order within prisons but to avoiding the crimes
that current prisoners might have continued to commit if they were
not in custody. Incapacitation thus reflects much more the
performance of the police, prosecutors, and judges who catch,
select, and send offenders to prison than it does the performance of
those who simply hold them there.

®This last requirement pretty much rules out crime control and
rehabilitation, at least a criteria for evaluating the performance of
particular prisons, if not as goals of imprisonment generally.
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theory does not need to take the form of incarceration,

but since this paper is about prison performance measures,
I will narrow the theory down to what I call the “confine-
ment model” of imprisonment.

Under the confinement model, the essential purpose of
imprisonment is to punish offenders — fairly and justly —
through lengths of confinement proportionate to the gravity
of their crimes. Thus the term, “confinement model,” may
be thought of as a shortened version of a clumsier but more
explicit label: the “doing justice through confinement as a
form of punishment model.”

The mission of a prison under the confinement model can be
summarized quite succinctly:

The mission of a prison is to keep prisoners — to keep
them in, keep them safe, keep them in line, keep them
healthy, and keep them busy — and to do it with
fairness, without undue suffering, and as efficiently

as possible.

The confinement mission of prisons is not as narrow as it
may seem at first, nor is it necessarily harsh or insensitive
to the welfare of prisoners. It should be noted that under
the confinement model offenders are sent to prison as
punishment, not for punishment. It is not within the
legitimate mission of a prison to attempt to add fo (any
more than to avoid or to compensate for) the pain and
suffering inherent in being forcibly separated from civil
society. Stated more positively, coercive confinement
carries with it an obligation to meet the basic needs of
prisoners at a reasonable standard of decency. Thus,
measures of health care, safety, sanitation, nutrition, and
other aspects of basic living conditions are relevant.
Furthermore, confinement must meet constitutional
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standards of fairness and due process, so it is not just the
effectiveness and efficiency, but also the procedural justice
with which confinement is imposed that is important.

In addition, programmatic activities like education,
recreation, and work can be seen as part of the conditions
of confinement, regardless of their alleged effects on
rehabilitation. In short, confinement is much more than
just warehousing.

Under the confinement model, a prison does not have to
justify itself as a tool of rehabilitation or crime control or
any other instrumental purpose at which an army of critics
will forever claim it to be a failure. It proclaims itself

to be, first and foremost, an agent of justice, and not
necessarily an agent of either individual or social change.
It asks to be judged only on its performance in carrying
out the sanction of confinement-as-punishment; the
effectiveness of that sanction may be a valid and important
question, but it is not relevant to the measurement of prison
performance under the confinement model.

What, then, are the relevant criteria?

Prison performance criteria
under the confinement model

It might seem that measuring prison performance within

a confinement model would be fairly simple — and indeed
it is more straightforward than attempting to measure the
success of rehabilitation, deterrence, or incapacitation (let
alone the net effects of imprisonment on all three of these
in combination) — but it is by no means easy. Still, the
confinement model does facilitate performance meas-
urement, because it focuses less on the achievement of
ultimate and abstract goals and more on the fulfillment
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of delimited and immediate tasks. It shifts our attention away
from hard-to-determine outcomes and toward more directly
observable processes and adherence to measurable standards.

The confinement mission of a prison, as stated above,
identifies eight distinct dimensions for prison performance
measures: Security, Safety, Order, Care, Activity, Justice,
Conditions, and Management. Each of these dimensions will
be discussed briefly.

1. Security (“keep them in”). A secure facility is one that
is impervious in either direction, outward or inward.
Escapes are an obvious indicator of a lack of security, but
inward penetration, of drugs or other contraband, also
represents a breakdown of external security. Internal
security would include control over movement of prisoners
within the prison and control over internal movement of
contraband, such as food or silverware from the dining
hall, drugs from the infirmary, or tools from workshops.

2. Safety (“keep them safe”). Inmates and staff need to be
kept safe, not only from each other but from various
environmental hazards as well. Thus, measures of safety
would include assault statistics, safety inspection results, and
accidental injury reports.

3. Order (“keep them in line”). Prisons run on rules, and
the ability of prison administrators to enforce compliance
is central to prison performance. Allowing for variation in
the nature of their populations, it seems proper to evaluate
prisons according to their ability to prevent disturbances,
minimize inmate misconduct, and otherwise preserve order
inside their walls.
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4. Care (“keep them healthy”). I use the term “care”
rather than “service” to cover the ministrations of such
personnel as doctors, dentists, psychiatrists, psychologists,
and dieticians. The distinction is primarily one of degree
and entitlement. Convicts are entitled only to a very basic,
minimal level of personal care consistent with the principle
that it is not the purpose of imprisonment to inflict physical
suffering. At a minimum, prisons have an obligation to try
to prevent suicide, malnutrition, exposure to the elements,
and the spread of contagious diseases. Beyond the level

of very basic care, however, the simple fact of confinement
does not entitle convicts to levels of service or to degrees
of personal welfare that exceed what they are able to obtain
with their own resources. Therefore, when rating prisons
on this dimension an evaluator might choose not to make
distinctions beyond a certain level.

5. Activity (“keep them busy”). When evaluating prisons
under a rehabilitation model, heavy emphasis is usually
given to inmate programs; under a confinement model,
programs are still relevant, but on a different basis.
Programs can be classified into five different types: work,
training, education, recreation, and therapy. All five types
are relevant under a confinement model but in each case
any rehabilitative effect a program might have is not
directly relevant to its evaluation. Therapeutic programs
are so closely associated with the rehabilitative ideal that
they are difficult to recast in terms of the confinement
model. They can, however, be offered as a form of “care,”
and evaluated according to the principles discussed under
that dimension. Programs of the other three types should
be judged according to how much opportunity they provide
inmates to engage in constructive activity or enterprise.

“Constructive” activity is not defined here as “contributing
to the betterment of inmates” but as activity that is, on its
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face, consistent with the orderly, safe, secure, and humane
operation of a prison. Idleness and boredom can be seen as
wrong in themselves, from a work ethic standpoint, or as so
fundamentally related to mischief as to be undesirable for
that reason. Either way, prison programs of work, training,
and education should be evaluated under the confinement
model as forms of constructive activity and as antidotes to
idleness, not as methods of rehabilitation.’

Under a rehabilitation model, work, education, and training
are seen as benefits that are offered to prisoners, or even
forced upon them, in the hope that this will make them better
and more law-abiding citizens. Under the confinement
model, work, education, and training are not benefits; they are
opportunities, available to prisoners who are willing to make
productive use of them. Ideally, prisons would have, or
would fit into, an economy in which inmates could earn
money by producing goods and performing services having
real value. Inmates might then seek education and training,
not to impress a parole board or a prison counselor, but to be
able to perform a more valuable and higher paying job.

"While a confinement model may sometimes be in conflict
with a rehabilitation model, it is not necessarily so. In the con-
finement model, it is desirable to keep inmates constructively
busy, quite apart from the question of whether that does them
any rehabilitative good. That does not mean, however, that it
does not matter from some other perspective whether the
programs have any rehabilitative effect. It would very nice if
the prison programs had rehabilitative effects. However, when we
say that the primary purpose of prison is to punish through
confinement, we become more interested in the operation of
hese programs inside the prison gates and less concerned about
their effects beyond.
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The availability of opportunities for education and employ-
ment should offset some of the austerity of a prison
organized around a strict confinement model. However,
amenities, privileges, and benefits that might be justified
under a rehabilitation model as a worthwhile investment of
taxpayers’ money should not be provided free to prisoners
under a confinement model. Any social benefits that are
guaranteed to all citizens should be provided to prisoners
as well (within limits imposed by security needs), but
beyond that prisoners would have to earn or purchase them
at their own expense. Examples would include higher
education, entertainment, and medical, dental, or psycho-
logical services beyond the minimal levels entailed in the
confinement model.

Some people believe that constructive activity should be
more than just an opportunity available to inmates; it
should be a prisoner’s obligation as well. Offenders, in
this view, should be held financially as well as morally
responsible for their crimes and their imprisonment. Thus,
prisoners should be required to work, to make restitution
to their victims, to support their families, and to pay
something toward the cost of their incarceration. Financial
responsibility is not inconsistent with the confinement
model, and could therefore be included under the
dimension of activity. However, it is independent of,
rather than integral to, a prison’s primary mission of
confinement-as-punishment.

6. Justice (“do it with fairness”). In measuring the
performance of justice within prisons, the propriety of the
sentence may be taken for granted; what remains to be
judged is the fairness with which the sentence is
administered. Stated more broadly, governing with justice
requires adherence to the rule of law inside prisons just as
it does on the outside. Rules (“laws”) must be clear,
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sanctions for their violation must be specified in advance
and applied consistently, enforcement and adjudication
must follow due process, and there should be provisions
for independent review of decisions. Relevant to this
dimension would be procedures and practices in imposing
discipline and allocating good time, grievance procedures,
availability of and access to legal resources, and inmate
perceptions of the fairness and legitimacy of rules and their
enforcement.

7. Conditions (“without undue suffering”). A
confinement model obviously requires some evaluation
of the conditions of confinement. This broad term would
include such things as population density, food, clothing,
bedding, noise, light, air circulation and quality, tempera-
ture, sanitation, recreation, visitation, and communication
with the outside. As with the dimension of “care,”
evaluation of living conditions and quality of life should
not be completely linear (the more the better, without
limits). In principle, this dimension is curved, so that
differences imply improvements at the lower end but have
declining or even negative merit (“too good for them”)
above some higher point. Most prisons today, however,
probably lie along the middle range of this dimension,
where comparison can be linear.

8. Management (“as efficiently as possible”). Quality

of management is probably the single most important
source of variation in the first 7 dimensions of quality

of confinement. As such, there may be some redundancy
in evaluating management as, itself, a separate component
of prison performance. However, it is better to over-
measure than to under-measure, and many management
variables bear a strong enough presumptive relationship

to overall quality of institutional operation that they can be
used as indicators of otherwise hard to measure concepts.
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For example, such management-related variables as staff
morale, absenteeism, and turnover are visible reflections
of institutional stress and tension. Training levels may
be both a cause of quality (through increased staff
competence) and a result of quality (as a product of
institutional concern with proper procedure in treatment
and discipline of inmates). Thus, various sorts of
management information can be used as a measure

as well as an explanation of confinement quality. Good
management is also a legitimate end in itself. The public
has an interest in seeing that the money it spends on
imprisonment is not wasted, through over-staffing, high
turnover, or other management-related problems.

These eight dimensions — security, safety, order, care,
activity, justice, conditions, and management — are
appropriate concerns of prison professionals under the
confinement model of imprisonment, and therefore
constitute relevant focal points when measuring prison
performance. Moreover, they are relatively precise
concepts susceptible to operationalization and empirical
measurement. First, however, each dimension must be
divided into its component parts, or subdimensions.
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Subdimensions and empirical indicators

The eight dimensions of prison performance described
above are not directly measurable in themselves. As
abstract concepts, they must eventually be linked to more
concrete and observable indicators before they can be
transformed into performance measures. A first step in
that direction is to break each of the eight general concepts
down into an associated set of more specific subdimen-
sions, as shown in Figure 1. These subdimensions can be
defined operationally by linking them to relevant empirical
indicators drawn from two types and sources of data:
institutional records and surveys of staff and inmates.

8Field observations would be a third type and source of data.
They are not discussed here because they are better suited to an
intensive case study than to the systematic, comparative style of
performance evaluation contemplated in this essay.
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IFigure 1. Prison performance measures based on staff
and inmate surveys and institutional records
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nstitutional records data can be drawn from such sources as
the following:

Significant incident logs
Disciplinary logs and files
Grievance logs and files
Inmate employment records
Education records

Health clinic logs
Psychologist logs
Personnel records

Most prisons maintain records like these and should be
able to retrieve and calculate summary information from
them on a periodic basis. The Bureau of Justice Statistics
conducts a complete, nationwide census of all prisons and
jails every 5 years. The form used for this census requests
information on facility characteristics, court orders or
consent decrees, inmate population size and characteristics,
housing confinement space, inmate education and work
assignments, counseling and other programs, furloughs,
staff characteristics by function and payroll category,
inmate medical facilities and HIV testing, inmate deaths,
and major incidents during the last year. For the 1990
prison census there was an additional set of questions

on inmate drug use, interdiction methods such as drug
screening for inmates and staff, and treatment programs.
Ideally, the data collected through these censuses would
allow researchers to construct performance measures for
comparing prisons both cross-sectionally and through time.
Unfortunately, respondent burden makes it difficult to
expand the BJS census forms to address more of these
issues in depth, at least as the forms are administered to all
facilities. It might be feasible, however, to extend the data
collection effort for a limited sample of prisons. Examples
of performance measures based on institutional records are
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offered in an appendix to this paper. Many of them could
be derived directly from questions already included on the
BJS census form while others would require collecting
additional data.

Surveys of staff and inmates can be more costly than a
census of facilities, but they have the advantage of being
able to generate a far greater range of performance
measures. Since the Bureau of Justice Statistics also does
national surveys of prison and jail inmates, in addition

to the facility census, it might be feasible for those surveys
to include questions aimed at constructing performance
measures. The Bureau of Prisons has developed what it
calls the Prison Social Climate Survey (PSCS) to gather
information useful in the management of its facilities.
This survey is administered to staff at half of the Bureau’s
prisons every 6 months and there is a parallel version of
the survey for inmates, though it is rarely used. The PSCS
includes questions in four areas:

1. Personal safety and security, which asks about the
safety of staff and inmates; incidence of assaults, gang
activity, and use of weapons; dangerousness of inmates;
use of force; security procedures; and degrees of control
on different shifts.

2. Quality of life, which asks about sanitation, crowding,
turnover, privacy, noise, and grievance procedures.

3. Personal well-being, which asks about emotional and
physical health and symptoms of stress.

4. Work environment, which includes questions on
management effectiveness, job satisfaction, employee
morale, adequacy of staff training, and relations with
inmates.
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The inmate version of the PSCS also covers the first three
areas, but in place of Work environment it has a Services
and programs section asking about medical care,
counseling, education, recreation, work, and religious
programs. Elsewhere, it has questions on staff competence,
attitudes, and interactions; on the discipline process; and
on aspects of living conditions beyond those asked also

of staff.

Most questions in the PSCS ask the respondent to answer
in terms of conditions prevailing during the last 6 months,
so that repeated surveys can be used to map changes
through time. The numerous questions cover all of the
dimensions of prison performance and quality identified in
this paper, albeit some dimensions more thoroughly than
others. Many of the survey-based indicators listed in the
appendix are taken from the staff and inmate versions of
the PSCS.

Significantly, this paper’s eight conceptual dimensions of
prison performance, and the prison mission statement that
underlies them, were inspired in major part by analyzing
the management concerns of the Bureau of Prisons as
revealed in its Prison Social Climate Survey. That the
dimensions and measures of prison performance
recommended here should come from observing the
self-imposed tasks, standards, and evaluation criteria of a
well-regarded prison system is consistent with the primary
theme of this essay: Prisons should be evaluated according
to that which it is reasonable and realistic to regard as
being within their sphere of influence, competence, and
accountability.
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Introducing an instrument for prison
performance measurement

The final section of this paper is the Appendix, p. 42. It
presents an organized set of empirical indicators that could
be used as performance measures for prisons. These
indicators are grouped into the eight dimensions that have
been identified as relevant to prison performance and quality
under a confinement model of imprisonment. Within each
dimension, the indicators are further organized according to
subdimensions, and the indicators based on official records
are distinguished visually (by the use of italics) from those
that are based on survey instruments. This set of performance
measures has not been tested for validity, reliability, internal
consistency, scalability, predictive weighting, discrimination,
or other statistical properties, and has been used, in its current
form, in only one study.” What the indicators have to
recommend them for further study is not so much their
current methodological quality as the fact that they are based
on a clear conceptual model.

In concluding this paper, a few caveats on the application
of these measures may be in order. First, the indicators are
offered here without any instructions for coding, scoring,
combining into scales, or interpreting results. The intent
of this paper is to offer some grounded and specific criteria
and empirical indicators for evaluating prison performance,
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