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introduction

This is the first segment of a two-part article on measuring the performance of law
enforcement agencies. It is written for a policing audlence and draws in part on my
discussions with members of CALEA's Performance Measurement Subcommittee
and those who have attended my training workshops at the last two CALEA
Conferences. In this first segment, I introduce the general concepts, terminology,
and history of comparative performance measurement in policing. The second
segment will show you how to develop, pilot-test, and implement comparative
performance measurement in your agency. This article is one small part of a larger
effort by CALEA to explore the feasibility and utility of agency-level performaﬂce
measurement in policing. That journey is just beginning, and wili proceed siowly,
but it is expected to be a worthwhile one.

From corporate boardrooms to elementary school classrooms, performance
measurement is everywhere. Our children are reguired to take standardized tests
designed to ensure that school performance is up to snuff.! When a patient dies,
physicians must now wonder whether the event will inflate the hospital’s “risl
adjusted mortality rates”™ beyond established perfermance benchmarks. Even
the Internal Revenue Service has not escaped the movement toward performance
measurement.” With performance measurement appearing in such a diverse array
of organizational settings, it is not surprising that it is now becoming a hot topic
in policing.

Performance measurement is at the heart of nearly every innovative management
fad or arganizational development strategy in the past two decades. It is an essential
component of zero-based budgetmg and management by objectives,’ reinventing
government,’ re-engineering the corporation,® total quality management,’
benchmarking,’ baianced scorecards,g and organizational learning.® Despii:e its
popularity, perfermance measurenient is an inherently ambiguous term. It is used
in various ways to refer {o the performance of individuals, products and services,
subunits, projects, and organizations. Yet the methods and data used o measure
performance at these different levels can vary significantly. This report discusses
some options for measuring the performance of police organizations. Moreover, it
focuses on comparative performance measures: those that can be used to compare
unjts over space or time. Comparative performance measures can be used to
compare the performance of two or more organizations, or they can be used o
compare a single organization’s performance at multiple points in time.

This article provides a brief review of comparative performance measurement
in policing. 1t is written with practical application in mind, alerting readers to



the many issues that arise in performance measurement, and suggesting some
concrete steps that CALEA and its members can follow if they choose to implerment
a performance measurement system. The next section provides a brief history of
palice performance measurement followed by a description of what I have called
a “Golden Thread,” a theme that is woven throughout a story, linking together its
disparate parts, In this case, that theme is very simple, yet very powerful: police
performance is multidimensional. This idea, as simplistic as it might seem, 1s the
foundation of effective performance measurement. The last section reviews some of
the dimensions of police performance that have been examined in the past, offering
some practical suggestions for those who are thinking about generating their own
lists, The next segment of this article will feature a number of additional sections
that explore how to implement performance measurement, both nationally, and
within your agency.

A Brief History of Police Performance Measurement

In this section, 1 provide a brief overview of comparative performance measurement
in policing. The review is brief in spite of a large and growing body of academic and
professional literature on the topic. [ begin by discussing the role of performance
measurement in the early part of the 20th century, with particular focus on the 1930s.
I then skip ahead to the 1960s, 1970s, and beyond, assessing the level of progress that
has beeni made in the development and implementation of comparative performance
measurement. | finish by briefly discussing the influence of the community policing
movement on police performance measurement.

Police organizations have been collecting data about their performance since the birth
of modern policing in the mid-19th century." Most of these efforts were primarily
jocal and intended to demonstrate the inputs, activities, and outputs of individual
police agencies. The idea of comparative performance measurement began to take
root in the early 20th century, shorily after the birth of the International Association
of Chiefs of Police (JACP) in 1894, In 1927, the TACP created a Committee on Uniform
Crime Records to develop a standardized system for collecting crime data from
police agencies throughout the nation. The Committee created the architecture for
the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR}, and in 1930, Congress authorized the Atiorney
General to begin collecting UCR data, a task he assigned to the Federal Bureau
of Investigation. During its first year, the UCR program ccllected data from 400
police agencies in 43 states. By 1998, it was routinely collecting data from more
than 17,000 police departments in all 50 states.”® The UCR has now become the
primary foundation for comparative performance measurement of police agencies
in the United States.

The 1930s saw several significant milestones in the history of pelice performance
measurement. In 1930, Donald Stone, Director of Research for the International
City Managers’ Association, proposed two measures of police effectiveness: “the
number of cases cleared and the value of stolen property recovered.”” Both proposed
measures were later eriticized; though, in practice they continue to be used by
both police and academics. In 1935, Arthur Bellman, a protége of August Volimet,
created an extensive instrument designed to measure the quality of police service.™
Containing 685 specific items, the instrument was designed to be completed by
expert police analysts asked to render a professional judgment on each item. With
its vast array of standards, Bellman’s scale looked curiously like an accreditation
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checklist. Bellman’s approach to police performance measurement was criticized
on three primary grounds. First, it was based on “conformity to current notions of
good administrative practice” and, therefore, was poorly equipped to accommodate
innovations and improvements in policing.” Second, echoing a theme to which
we will refurn at the end of this arficle when we discuss “weighting,” Bellman's
rating system treated each of the indicators equally. According to critics, the
additive nature of Bellman's system “resulted in mixing significant and petty issues
indiscriminately,”* Finally, Bellman’s approach focused exclusively on internal
measures relating to policies, practices, and equipment. [t completely neglected
the processes, outputs, and outcomes of police agencies.”

1n 1938, responding to problems with Bellman’s system, Spencer Parrat proposed an
alternative performance measurement system involving the use of citizen surveys
to measure public confidence in the police. Parrat’s recommendation has been
adopted in many jurisdictions throughout the nation; however, there is little research
to demonstrate how much time elapsed before the idea took root. Citizen surveys
were a crucial component of the research done by the President’s Commission on
Law Enforcement and the Administraion of Justice in the late 1960s in response
to the disorder and civil unrest of that rebellious period.’® The 1970s saw the
blossoming of citizen surveys as a standard research tool for police researchers. By
the late 1990, nearly one-third of police agencies reported having conducted citizen
surveys within the past year.”” Nonetheless, the proliferation of citizen surveys has
done litfle to move the policing field closer to the use of comparative performance
measures since such surveys are usually designed and administered locally. The
Bureau of Justice Statistics and the Community Oriented Policing Services Office
recently completed a study of victimization experiences and satisfaction with the
police among citizens in 12 cities. The results demonstrated important intercity
variation in citizen experiences and perspectives—valuable information for police
managers in these cities.™

Starting in 1939, the Tnternational City Managers’ Association {now called the
International City/County Management Association or ICMA) began collecting
data from police organizations as part of its Municipal Yearbook series.” The
Municipal Yearbooks include data on a variety of city government features, with
police data only one small part of a much larger data collection effort that inquires
about form of government, salaries of local officials, personnel practices, technology,
economic development, and other related topics.” It is unknown to what extent
this data collection series was used as a platform for comparing the performance
of police organizations in the 1930s. Anecdotal evidence suggests that it continues
to be used today in spite of two limitations: (1) it is one of the only databases on
police performance that must be purchased; nearly all others are available for iree
in various archives and (2) a recent review of surveys of police organizations found
that response rates in the ICMA surveys were among the lowest of all the surveys
examined in the review.™ Low response rates led social scienfists to wonder whether
a sample is biased—whether those agencies represented in the ICMA databases
are representative of ali police agencies, especially those that refused or otherwise
failed to complete the ICMA surveys.

In summary, the 1930s saw a mix of ambitious activities and proposals for

measuring the performance of police agencies. A national system, the Uniform
Crime Reports, was developed to collect “official” statistics on crime and arrests.
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This was foliowed almost immediately by proposals about how the data ought to
be used for comparative performance measures. The ICMA instituted its Municipal
Yearbook series containing data that continues to be collected today. Beliman created
an exhaustive list of performance standards containing moestly internal features
and inputs. Parrat erificized Bellman’s approach, recommending instead subjective
indicators of public confidence and satisfaction derived from surveys of citizens. As
1 will show throughout this article, aithough many people now recognize the need
for alternative performance measures, many of the issues that warranted discussion
and debate in the 1930s are still with us today.

Throughout the next three decades, “traditional” measures of police agency
performance became entrenched within the policing profession with little debate or
fanfare. Crime rates, arrests and citations, clearances, and response times all played
a key role in measuring police performance at multiple levels, from the individual
police officer to the organization as a whole. According to Geoff Alpert and Mark
Moore, these “generally accepted accounting practices became enshrined as the key
measures to evaluate police performance.”

During the 1960s, several themes converged to cast light upon these traditional
performance measures. Passionate discontent about the military action in Vietnam,
the civil rights movement, and other social forces led a generation of youth to.rebel
against the conventions of mainstream society.™ Since police are the gatekeepers
of mainstream society, much of the civil unrest of this period brought the police
face-io-face with citizens expressing various forms of protest, from peaceful civil
discbedience to violent rebellion and tioting.* Police tse of force and mistreatment of
minority citizens became a prominent theme during the 1960s. Research conducted
during that period showed that many police officers held racist attitudes toward
minorities.” Several of the riots that engulfed American cities occurred in the
aftermath of police actions such as shootings, traffic stops, or raids occurring in
minority neighborhoods. The National Advisory Comunission or: Civil Disorders
(1968) found that “deep hostility between police and ghetto communities” was a
primary determinant of the urban riots that it studied. The U.S. Supreme Court,
under Chief justice Earl Warren, began to scrufinize closely the activities of the
police. In several “landmark” cases, the Court restricted the powers of the police
to conduct searches, obtain confessions, or p;event detainees from con%ulhng with
an attorney. While civil libertarians praised this “due process revolution,” others
complained loudly that these new rules interfered with the ability of the police
to fight crime.® All of these factors combined to produce an epidemic crisis of
legitimacy for the American police. From 1968 to 1971, three national commissions
recommended sweeping reforms intended to improve the relationships between
police and commrunities, reduce the levels of racism, limit the use of force, and
encourage lawful behavior by the police. Al of these themes pointed rather forcefully
to the need for alternative measures of police performance.

With these themes in mind, many critics pointed out that police departments
that excel at conirolling crime; generating arrests, citations, and clearances; and
responding quickly to calls-for-service might still perform poorly in many other
ways. They might have low morale, poor relationships with communities, problems
with corruption or bratality, or an undeveloped capacity to deal with large-scale
civil disturbances. Furthermore, numerous observers began to note that a substantial
proportion of police work is unrelated to crime:
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No longer can we group police noncriminally related public services into a
“miscellaneous” category which composes 70% of recorded police activities,
but must refine our measurement of this group of activities and develop
performance measurements and criteria relating to the adequacy and quantity
of these services .. .%

Therefore, a comprehensive suite of performance measures needs to account for a
broader spectrum of the work that police do, not just that part of their work related
to issuing citations and arresting offenders. If police are supposed to prevent crime
and motor vehicle accidents, solve community problems, reduce disorder, and build
lasting community relationships, then performance measures should reflect their
success in producing these and other valuable outcomes.”

Research in the 1960s and 1970s revealed not only that police performance measures
needed to be broader and more inclusive; it also pointed out severe flaws in existing
traditional measures. Below [ highlight sore of the criticisms that have been leveled
at four traditional measures of police performance: (1) crime rates, (2) arrests and
citations, (3) clearances, and (4) response time.

Crime Rates

Most policing scholars argue that there is no single “bottom line” in policing.” Like
other public agencies, police departments have multiple, perhaps even competing
goals; therefore, to focus exclusively on one goal at the expense of the others is to
invite poor performance on alternative goals. William Bratton, Chief of the Los
Angeles Police Department and former Comemissioner of the New York City Police
Department, disagrees vehemently with this notion. Under his administration
of the NYPD, “crime statistics [became] the Department’s bottom line, the best
indicator of how police are doing, precinct by precinct and citywide.”* Elsewhere,
he wrote that “crimne reduction is to a police department what profit is to a private
company—the bottom line.”* Critics were quick to illuminate the dangers inherent
in this perspective, For instance, as Mark Moore, Professor at Harvard & Kennedy
School of Government, poinis out, “We have learned through the efforts of
pioneering police chiefs that there are ways of operating police departments that
reduce crime and enhance security without harming civil liberties or commumnity
satisfaction.” Criminologist George Kelling has argued that “measuring police
performance solely by crime statistics simply ignores consequential values. . . {such
as] justice, integrity, fear reduction, citizen satisfaction, protection and help forthose
who cannot protect or help themselves, and many others "

Regardless of one’s perspective on the relative importance of crime rates as measures
of police success, there are two primary problems with using “unadjusted” crime
rates as pezﬁormance measures for police.” First, police are not the only factor that
influences crime rates. Crime is the product of a complex array of social, economic,
and political forces. Research demonstrates clearly that police departments can
have a substantial impact on some types of crime.” Some crimes, like open-air drug
markets, are more visible, preventable, and suppressible than others. Other crimes
may be more difficult for police to reduce. Sometimes crime is reduced through
the efforts of police, while in other instances, it is reduced through factors having
nothing to deo with the police. Similarly, when a variety of social factors coalesce
o increage crime, it is inappropriate to blame the police for factors beyond their
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control. Police can have an effect on ¢rime, but so can many other factors. Before
using crime rates as measures of police perfermance, it is necessary to “adjust” them
statistically to account for these other factors. Later in this report, I will describe
some methods for performing these adjustments,

Second, reported crime rates often have as much to do with how local police
departments process the information they receive as they do with the “true” level of
crime. Crime rates derived from police data have been referred to as “organizational
outcomes.” In other words, they are as much a product of the police department
that produced them as they are of the community or situation in which the alleged
offenses took place.” Police departments can influence crime rates in any number
of ways: departmental policies or structures that inhibit or encourage reporting,
the behavior of a call-taker or police officer toward an alleged victim, or outright
manipulation of crime siatistics.”

Finally, not all crime is reported to the police; therefore, it makes sense to supplement
“official” crime data with vicimization surveys that indicate the extent of unreported
crime. Through such surveys, police agencies might be able to identify high-risk
populations that do not routinely ask for police assistance when needed. For instance,
when immigrants fear deportation, domestfic abuse victims fear retaliation from their
attackers, or teens fear that reporting a crime will hurt their reputation among their
peers, unknown pockets of crime will exist. Knowing they exist will enable police to
design potentially effective responses. Some research has combined “official” crime
data with victimization data to compute composite performance measures.”

Arrests and Citations

Arrest represents one of the most visible measures of police output. Furthermore, it
is one of the few cutput measures collected from most police agencies in the country.
The Federal Bureau of Investigation has been collecting arrest data from American
police departments since 1930 as part of its Uniform Crime Reports program . Data
is available for 29 general offense categories. Although this measure might appear
on its face to be clear, 1esearch has shown that the legal definition of arrest varies
widely across agencies.® One study conchided that “differing arrest definitions
make productivity comparisons between agencies impossible. i Research findings
suggested that state Uniform Crime Rep()rting agencies failed to ensure quality
control of arrest data and that, in some cases, they failed to undersiand the rules
thernselves. The study concluded that “the regulation of arrest statistics is inadequate
and that UCR arrest statistics carmot be used to evaluate police performance.””

In addition to these measurement problems, arrests are also conceptually ambiguous.
As George Kelling has suggested, arrests are not effective measures of police
performance because sometimes they represent a failure by police to adopt other,
more useful solutions.* Herman Goldstein, the architect of problem-oriented
policing, views arrests as just one tool in the police officer’s toolkit” It is often
the right tool to use, but sometimes other solutions may be more effective, Simply
counting arrests, therefore, produces a figure of unknown vaiue.

Uniike arrests, there is no national data on citations issued by police agencies.

Police departments traditionally maintain their own records on citations and have
historically paid close attention t¢ citation productivity. Citations are one of the
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basic outputs of police agencies, used much more frequently than arrests. Of the
estimated 19.3 million drivers who were pulled over by police at least one time in
1999, about 54% received a traffic citation, about 26% received a warning, and only
about 3% were arrested.” Research has shown that there is substantial interagency
variation in traffic citations for moving violations.” Traffic tickets are not the only
kind of citation used by police agencies. Many jurisdictions now rely on citations
in liew of arrest for certain misdemeancrs. For instance, many states authorize the
use of citations for possession of small amounts of marijuana.” The use of field
citations plaved a role in the well-publicized changes instituted in the New York
City Police Department in the 1990s. William Bration, former Commissioner of the
New York City Police Department, derided the use of “Desk Appearance Tickets”
(DATs), a form of field citation used in lieu of arrest, in which people accused of
minor offenses were given a court date and released. Bratton directed his agency to
curtail its use of DATS in favor of making more arrests: “No more DATS. If you peed
in the street, vou were going to jail.”™ Implicit in Bratton’s statement is a judgment
that citations are a less effective pretrial strategy than arrest. Little is known about
whether this assumption is valid. We do know, however, that the number of arrests
under Bratton's tenure rose dramatically, suggesting that he was able to mobilize
his officers to reduce their use of citations in favor of arrests. Citation data may be
useful for individual police organizations to keep track of how officers are spending
their time or, as in the example with regard te former Commissioner Bratton, to
ensure that the organization is producing cutputs in the manner prescribed by the
chief executive. This data is not available nationally; therefore, it cannot be used to
compare police departments nationally.

Furthermore, arrests and citations are “output” measures. They demonstrate the
extent to which organizations engage in certain activities, but they say nothing
about whether these aclivities were effective in producing something of value for
communities. In other words, they are not “outcomes.” When police departments
cite the number of arrests they make or citations they issue, it is the equivalent of
a carpenter boasting about how many board feet of lumber he cut or how many
nails he sank. Certainly these are some of the activities we expect of our police
officers and our carpenters. These measures clearly show that the police officer
and the carpenter were busy, but they do not demenstrate that the comumunity is
safer or happier or that the home has been well built. This is not to say that arrest
and citation data should not play any role in performance measurement. Rather,
it is a challenge to police executives to think creafively about what these measures
represent and how they might contribute to a more comprehensive performance
measurement scheme,

Clearances

Like the arrest rate, the clearance rate, which is the proportion of reported crimes
solved by the police, is another measure of police output that is collected widely
and frequently by police agencies around the nation.™ Despite numerous conceptual
and technical problems with clearance rates, they are “the rmost common measure of
investigative effectiveness” used by police.” Some critics have argued that clearance
rates are beset with measurement problems.™ For example, in his classic 1966
book, Justice Without Trial, Jerome Skolnick demonstrated how clearance rates are
sometimes manipulated by detectives who deem certain offenses as “unfounded”
due to suspicious dreumstances. According to one supervisor Skolnick interviewed,
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“ . we're an honest department, All these other departments that have fancy
clearance rates—we know damned well they're stacking the cards. It's easy to show
a low crime rate when you have a category like suspicious circumstances o use asa
waste bagket . .. .7 Another study described how detectives manipulated clearance
rates to inflate their performance measures. If they arrested a suspect, somefimes they
would use the arrest to clear other similar offenses, even when the evidence that the
cases were related was slim. Furthermore, the detectives demonstrated a profound
disinterest in whether the “cleared” cases resulted in court convictions; they viewed
their job as generating the clearance regardless of the consequences.”

Similarly, Gary Cordner has argued that both the numerator (cases cleared) and
denominator (total reported offenses) used in computing the clearance rate are
“susceptible to manipulation and measurement error.”™ A 1985 report on the
future of the Uniform Crime Reporting program listed a number of problems with
clearance rates that reduce their utility for measuring police performance.” Despite
these problems with the measurement of clearance rates, they are reported routinely
by police departments, and they are used routinely by researchers.” Nationally,
clearance rates for homicide have been falling almost linearly over the past 4
decades, dropping from 92% in 1960 to 66% in 1997 7 Ii clearance rates do represent
investigative effectiveness, then this trend illustrates a substantial decline.

Clearance rates can be useful measures. As with arrest and citalion measures,
important concerns have been raised about the quality of the data, particularly when
used to compare different agencies. In a later section, [ will discuss some methods
for ensuring quality in clearance rate data.

Response Times

The standard response to calls for service in most police departments has historically
been to dispatch a swom police officer, who responds quickly. Yet, research and
experience have shown that not everybody who calls the police requires, or even
necessarily expects, a rapid response. Police agencies facing resource shortages have
often been able to streamline their existing resources and improve both efficiency
and effectiveness by implementing some form of alfernative response stzategy.
Collectively, these alternative responses have come to be known as “differential
police response” (DPR) strategies. The development and diffusion of DPR strategies
in American police agencies was informed by several influential research findings.
Several studies showed that rapid response to reports of serious crimes led to an
arrest less than 5% of the time.® For offenses in which there are no witnesses and no
evidence, citizens are often willing to file a police report over the telephone.” A series
of studies also showed that the single most important factor in citizen satisfaction
with paolice response was whether the response time matched citizen expectations,
even if the response time was lengthy. In other words, providing citizens with an
accurate estimate of the response time is often more important than providing a
rapid response.”

What chalienges do response rates raise as comparative performance measures?
First, community standards vary widely. Some communities demand a different
police response than others. Second, communities differ in geography, topography,
traffic patterns, and other features that make it difficult to compare response rates.
Aswe will show later, it may be possible to adjust for these factors, but the scientific

8 i.aw Enforcement Executive Forum = 2005 = 5{1)

foundation for generating accurate adjustment procedures is still incomplete. Third,
rapid response can sometimes be a less efficient, less effective response strategy
than alternative approaches. Rapid response to nuisance calls is sometimes wasteft:d
and may detract from more important police priorities. It is possible to compute a
comparafive performance measure that is based on response times, but it would
require careful thought. It would mean developing a uniform definition of calls
requiring a rapid response and measuring the response times for only those calls.
Furthermore, even these measures would require statistical adjustments {which
I describe later in this report) to render them meaningful across communities of
different sizes and types. Response time is important, but using it as a comparative
performance measure invites several challenges. One more feasible alternative to
using actual response times is to use customer satisfaction with response times as
a performance measure.”

Toward a New Conception of Police Performance

with the evolution of community policing, potice reformers have recommended an
entirely new way of viewing police performance measurermnent.” The community
policing reform literature suggests important changes in the way we measure
police performance, Police departments and communities are urged to engage in
the philosophical and conceptual work of identifying the goals that they expect
the police to produce. This exercise will help the police in any community clarify
their mission and expand beyond the traditional performance measures reviewed.
Certainly maintaining safe communities with a good quality of life will plav a role
in any thoughtful analysis of the goals of policing. As I demonstrate in the next
section, however, there are many more goals worth pursuing. In addition, these
goals need to provide an accurate reflection of the work that police actually do.
If police spend a large amount of time on traffic safety functions or maintaining
commumnity order, for instance, then those functions should play some role in the
list of the goals of policing. Evaluating police departments only on their prowess
in apprehending offenders ignores the vital importance of all the other work that
they do. Furthermore, it relieves them of accountability for performing equally well
in ali of their other work. In the next section, I explore the multidimensional nature
of police performance in much more detail and provide some ideas about how to
specify the appropriate dimensions.

Finally, the community policing reform literature suggests that police agencies
nee.d to adopt outside-the-box thinking when generating performance measares,
Police are accustomed to thinking about performance measures that exist already
Withiﬂ the many data sets available to them. Yet, many alternatives exist. Once those
interested in developing performance measures have established a list of general
goais:, ‘Fhey must then initiate the work of turning these into performance measures.
Implicitin any goal is & series of more specific outcomes that reflect the general goal
and can be translated into specific performance measures. For instance, supgose
one of the goals is “citizen satisfaction with police.” A number of more specific
perfo;mance measurements might issue from this single goal. For instance, police
agencies might defermine the proportions of victims, witnesses, and drivers who
are satisfied with the police. Perhaps citizen complaints could be used as a proxy for
citizen satisfaction (though this measure is often problematic).” Perhaps different
kinds of satisfaction might be parsed out {e.g., satisfaction with the call-taker, the
response time, and the effort provided by the patrol officer or detective on the scene).
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These specific measures should extend beyond the traditional measures outlined
earlier. Furthermore, the methods used to collect them should vary widely; general
surveys of residents, “contact” surveys with those who have had recent contact
with the police, employee surveys, direct observation of community conditions or
police-citizen encounters, agministrative data collected by the police department,
or data collected by other agencies are all permissible and can be mixed in a variety
of ways. The goal is to assemble information from a wide variety of data sources
that can be used to generate knowledge useful for organizational learning.

The Multi-Dimensional Nature of Police Performance:
A Golden Thread

Police agencies provide a variety of public services to thelr communities. The nature
of these services varies widely, from educating citizens about crime prevention and
responding to aufomobile accidents, fo investigating crimes and apprehending
offenders. 1t is this variety in the day-to-day tasks that police perform that makes
measuring their performance so difficult. Some agencies might do a terrific job at
maintaining positive and interactive relationships with their communities but fail
to be adequately prepared for critical incidents. Others may take advantage of the
newest investigative and information-processing technologies while still relying
on outmoded or inefficient pairol deployment strategies. In other words, palice
agency performance is multidimensional. Those police agencies that concentrate
only on one or a handful of performance dimensions to the exclusion of others do

s0 at their peril.

The idea that police agencies might be very successful in some ways but less
successful in others is not unique to the police. It is an axiom among public
organizations that performance is multidimensional. Fire departments need to egcel
at responding guickly to emergency situations, yet they must do so without getting
inte an automobile accident en route or running over a pedestrian along the way.
They must rescue citizens in danger, while at the same time not incurring serious
injury or deaths among the firefighters. They must manage the scene, often in concert
with other agencies. They must excel in the various technical aspects of their duties,
from putting out fires to administering emergency medical aid. It is not difficult to
imagine a fire department that excels in one of these dimensions but performs less
adequately in others. A fire department that excels at the technical aspects of putting
out fires, without paying much attention to the safety of pedestrians, drivers, and
its personnel will eventually find itself in crisis.

Think long enough about an organization and what its various constituencies
expect of it, and it becomes rapidly apparent that performance is multidimensional
in virtually every organizational setting. Even among corporations, who have
a readily available measure of performance—the bottom line, or corporate
profits—performance can still be thought of as multidimensional. Corporations
can be rated on a variety of measures outside of the profits they generate. For
instance, they are rated on their “greenness”: the extent to which they engage in
envirenmentally responsible practices.™ Each year, Business Ethics selects the 100
Best Corporate Citizens, a distinction that is measured based on corporate service
t0 seven primary stakeholders: “stockholders, employees, the community, i'h%
environment, overseas stakeholders, minorities and women, and customers.”
They are aiso rated on consumer confidence, responsiveness to customers, and
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customer satisfaction using the American Customer Satisfaction index.™ Consuner
Reports and other outiets routinely rate the quality of products and services offered
by companies. As recent events in corporate America have demonstrated so aptly, a
corporation that puts profits ahead of all other dimensions of performance, such as
maintaining fair and accurate accounting and employment practices, places itself
and its investors at significant risk. These risks range from poor profits to civil and
criminal penalties leveled at both the organization and its leaders. Clearly, there
are crucial differences between corporations and local government agencies like
the police, yet even the famed bottom line is often not the only important measure
of corporate performance.

One way of thinking about the dimensions of performance in organizations of
any type is to consider the three Fs: (1) equity, (2) effectiveness, and (3) efficiency®
Equity, also referred to as rectitude, refers to the fairness, or the ethical standards
by which the organization operates.” It is one generic dimension of performance.
Effectiveness refers to how well the organization meets its goals. This dimension
can sometimes be broken down into multiple sub-dimensions since organizations
often have multiple goals, which may even conflict with one another. Efficiency is
a ratio of outputs or outcomes to inputs. If one firm is able to build the same bridge
as another firm for half the cost, the former is twice as efficient as the latier.

These three generic dimensions aze helpful for beginning to think about some of the
ways that organizations might vary in terms of their performance. It is not difficult
to think of departments that might score highly on some dimensions but not others.
An agency might embrace fair practices throughout and produce an optimal level
of public safety but require a substantial leve] of funding that is out of range when
compared to its peer agencies. In this case, it would score highly on equity and
effectiveness but lower on efficiency. These dimensions are also usetul for thinking
about the normative decisions a cormmunity must make about public safety. As
David Bayley has pointed out in his book Police for the Future, hiring a cop 1o stand
on every corner would probably reduce crime substantially, but at what cost?”

While the three Es have some value as a thought exercise, it is often more useful
in practice to measure performance using dimensions that conform closely to the
specificindustry in question. One reason for this is that effectiveness is itself typically
multidimensional. Effective police agencies might be those that produce low crime
rates, Jow rates of revictimization, high quality of life, feelings of safety, and high
clearance rates. Equity too might refer to various kinds of fairness and rectitude: to
officers and other emplayees within the crganization, to victims, to arrestees, and to
those they encounter on the street. Efficiency, as a ratio in which the denominator is
the measure of resources, can be expressed in different ways: per dollar, per officer,
per employee, or per hour

Rather than relying on a set of generic dimensions for measuring performance
in any kind of organization, it makes a lot of sense {0 focus on the dimensions of
performance within a particular industry. The purpose of this report is not to suggest
the dimensions on which performance might be measured. Instead, the idea is to
clearly demonstrate that whatever performance measurement scheme is selected
must, first and foremost, recognize that performance is multidimensional. That sets
up the rather daunting task of deciding upon the relevant dimensions for policing.
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CALEA, with its ready access to forward-thinking police executives from around
the nation, is situated ideally to engage in this process.

The next section reviews some of the measures contained in previous research on
performance measurement in policing. Some of these dimensions relate to conditions
internal to the police organization, such as struchure, management, and policy. Others
relate to the way the organization interacts with its environment.

The Dimensions of Performance

Dimensions are independent categories or domains of a characteristic or property. I
have found that a useful example or metaphor for thinking about the dimensions of
police performance worth measuring is the idea of intelligence testing. Researchers
who study human intelligence have debated the dimensions of intelligence
for many years. Some theorists argue that infelligence is comprised of a single
dimension known as “g” or general intelligence, a unitary phenomenon. This
reasoning is what led to the development of standardized IQ tests, which result in
a single overall score that measures intefligence. Others believe that intelligence
is a multidimensional phenomenon and that there are really multiple kinds of
intelligence. For instance, psychologist Howard Gardner argues that there ave
seven dimensions: (1) linguistic, (2) logical, (3) spatial, (4) musical, {3) kinesthetic,
(6) interpersonal, and (7) intrapersonal.” Furthermore, these seven dimensions
are independent of one another; therefore, it is possible for a person to exhibit
high intelligence in one area (such as logical) but low or moderate performance
in another {such as musical). Other “multiple-intelligence” theoxists eschew the
idea of an overall general intelligence but disagree with Gardner on the number or
nature of the dimensions.

The debate over the dimensions of human intelligence is a helpful metaphor for
thinking about the performance of police departments. Treating performance as
a unidimensional phenomenon means that “good” departments are good at all
aspects of policing, while poor departments are poos in all aspects. As 1 proposed
in the previous gsection, one of the most useful methods for thinking about
police performance is to avoid the tendency to view it as unidimensional. Police
performance is multidimensional; the number and nature of those dimensions is
a matter for speculation and debate. In this section, | review a handful of methods
outlined in the past for categorizing the dimensions of police performance.

In 1980, Michael O’Neill and his colleagues developed the Police Program
Performance Measuzement system. It was a modular performance measurement
system “into which each locally based organization could plug its own goals and
objectives.” As part of this exercise, the authors prepared a “model structure of
police objectives” containing five dimensions.”

O'Neiil’s Five Dimensions

. Crime prevention

. Crime conirol

. Conflict resolution

. General service

. Police administration

1 s L
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Within these five dimensions were 46 specific outcomes that were operaticnalized
into 65 performance measures. This effort, like ali of the others presented here, has
not been institutionalized widely. Tt is now part of the historical record of police
performance measurement,

Another system, devised by Harry Hatry and his colleagues at the Urban Institute
and ICMA contains five dimensions of police performance.” This proposed
system, like the one before it, has not yet led to a widespread, systematic suite of
performance measures institutionalized across the nation. One important area for
reflection among police executives is why such measures get so much ip service
bui so little action.

Hatry’s Five Dimensions

. Prevention of crime

. Apprehension of offenders

. Responstveness of police

. Feeling of security

. Fairness, courtesy, helpfulness/cooperativeness, honesty

[T ~NEL S I B I

The most recent framework for measuring police performance was developed by
Professor Mark Moore and several colleagues at Harvard’s Kennedy School of
Government. Their work appears in a book, entitled Recognizing Value in Policing:
The Challenge of Measuring Police Performance, published in 2002 by the Police
Executive Research Forum. Moore's framework lays a solid intellectual foundation
for measuring seven dimensions of pelice performance.

Moore’s Seven Dimensions

. Reduce criminal victimization.

. Call offenders to account.

. Reduce fear and enhance persenal security.

. Guarantee safety in public spaces.

. Use financial resources fairly, efficiently, and effectively.

. Use force and authority fairly, efficiently, and effectively.

. Satisfy customer demands/achieve legitimacy with those policed.

s B AT I S WU o

One element of policing that often gets overlooked in performance measurement
is the nature of the policing process. Stephen Mastrofski has cutlined a spectrum
of humanistic concerns that he terms "Policing for People.”™ According to
Mastrofskd, traditional police performance measures ignore a fundamental element
of the relationship between police and communities: the nature of police-citizen
encounters. e highlights six features of these encounters that should be measured.
Like other variables we have discussed, these are characteristics of individual
encounters and officers, but in the aggregate, they can be used to characterize and
compare police agencies over tire and place. One oplion is to think of these as full
dimensions, but a more likely solution is to think of them as subdimensions of a
single broader dimension that focuses on the nature of the policing process (such
as Mark Moore’s seventh dimension).
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Mastrofski’s Six Dimensions: “Policing for Peopie”

. Attentiveness

. Reliability

. Responsiveness
Competence
Manners

. Fairness

O LA e 2

Research has shown that current data on policing is insufficient for either measuring
performance or doing adequate comparative research on police organizations because
it fails to capture the full range of work that police do.” Whatever dimensions one
chooses, they should reflect a full and realistic range of police functions and goals.
1t may be that some of these functions are more important than others; this and
other technical issues are discussed later.

The next segment will show how o use the principles and concepts introduced in
this first segment to create comparative performance measures. it will show how
such measures can be developed nationally in the policing industry, as well as how
you can begin to impiement them in your agency.
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Part 2 of a two-part article appearing in the CALEA Update

Introduction

This is the second segment of a two-part article on mneasuring the performance of law
enforcement agencies. It is written for a policing awudience and draws in part on my
discussions with members of CALEA's Performance Measurement Subcommittee
and those who have attended my training workshops at the last three CALEA
Conferences. In the first segment, I introduced the general concepts, terminology,
and history of comparative performance measurement in policing. In this second
segment, [ show you how to develop, piloi-test, and implement comparative
performance measurement in your agency. This article is one small part of a larger
effort by CALEA to explore the feasibility and utility of agency-level performance
measurement in policing. That journey is fust beginning and wili proceed slowly,
but it will be a worthwhile one.

Developing Police Performance Measures

Once the goals of policing have been identified and a salient list of dimensions {and
perhaps sub-dimensions) has been prepared, it is time o begin formulating specific
performance measures. Many times, people start off in the middle of the process
by generating a list of performance measures without having first completed the
necessary and far more difficult work of thinking about the broad dimensions of
police performance. The process 1 am recommending is a rough analogue to the
deductive model of science in which we start by identifying theories and concepts
and then collect data on specific measures that reflect those broader theories and
concepts. The search for specific performance measures should be a liberating,
unconsirained process in which participanis are encouraged to think well outside
of the traditional boundaries. In this section, I provide a number of suggestions
about potential data sources and research methods for generating performance
| IMeasures.
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Traditional performance measures in policing are often derived from administrative
data maintained by the police department. While this data can often be very useful
and should be included, official police data should not be the only source used
in a comprehensive performance measurement system. Some other options are
presen‘red below.

General Community Surveys

Nationwide, nearly one-third of Jocal police departments conduct community
surveys each year, The Bureau of fustice Statistics now makes available to police
departments a free software package and guide for conducting community surveys.”
These kinds of surveys are useful for several purposes: learning about crime, fear
of crime, victimization experiences, and overall impressions about the police.”
They are sometimes used as a crutch, however. Research on customer and client
satisfaction across indusiry types has shown that safisfaction levels reported in
response fo general survey questions are routinely high and do not tend to differ
greatly across organizations.” Other research, however, shows that the specificity and
wording of the survey question can have a profound impact on satisfaction levels ®
Therefore, police organizations can gef out of a community survey what they put
into it. If they want a public relations gimmick, they can ask one or two very general
questions about citizen satisfaction with police. ¥ they are interested in using the
survey as a platform for organizational learning, they can ask a number of more
specific questions about the quality of policing in the community. Another problem
with general community surveys is that many of the respondents have not had any
contact with the police; therefore, itis difficult to know whether their impressions of
the police were formed through the media, through vicarious contact with friends
or relatives, or through previous experiences with other police organizations.

Contact Surveys

Contact surveys are administered to those who have had recent contact with the
police. These kinds of surveys can be very revealing, particularly when they are
focused on different kinds of contacts. Surveys of victimns, for instance, can be useful
for learning whether the department is responding appropriately to their needs.
When police in Toronto surveyed rape victims, they received numerous complaints
about the uniformed officers who responded to the initial call but nearly universal
praise for the department’s sex crimes unit.” Surveys of drivers stopped and/or
searched by the police can be used to learn abouf citizen perceptions of police
praclices. Even arrestee surveys can be quite useful. Although a common perception
is that such surveys would not be useful because all arrestees will be dissatisfied
with the outcome, research has shown that citizens are willing to accept negative
outcomes if they view the process that led o the outcome as fair® Arrestee surveys
administered in multiple cities could be useful for learning whether a department
is perceived as more or less fair than others™ Contact surveys could also be
administered over time within a single department to learn whether certain training
Programs or supervisory approaches are improving citizen perceptions of police.

Employee Surveys

Employee surveys are vatuable for many reasons. Thev can be used to gauge the
perceptions of employees about certain administrative initiatives. They can be used
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to assess morale issues. Employee surveys have also been used in some unique and
helpful ways in recent vears. For instance, researchers from the Federal Bureau of
Prisons aggregated (combined) data from individual employee surveys to form
composite measures of the organizational social climate in the Bureau's various
prison facilities.” A similar approach was recently applied to the measurement of
police integrity. Researchers aggregated the responses of more than 3,000 individual
police officers to form an aggregate measure of the “environment of integrity” in 30
police agencies.™ The results showed that pelice agencies vary widely with regard
to their overall environments of integrity. This information was presumably quite
useful to police executives in those agencies, particularly those who ranked at the
bottom of the list.

Direct Observation

Direct observation by trained raters or coders can also be a useful method for
collecting valuable performance information. For exampie, the Early Childhood
Environment Rating Scale uses trained observers to rate the quality of childcare
facilities based on direct observation of the space and furnishings, the interaction
between children and teachers, and several other dimensions of performance.”
Observers in New York City use vehicles equipped with specially designed
measuring instruments to rate the “smoothness” of 670 miles of streets in 59
districts.* In policing and criminology, there is some precedent for using direct
observation to generate data useful for performance measurement. For instance,
coders can use “systematic social abservation” techniques ta record the volume
of physical and social disorder in neighborhoods.” This is a useful technique for
generating data, independent of police, on quality-of-life issues in the community.
Using technigues developed by Mastrofski and his colleagues, trained coders can
also conduct standardized observations of police-citizen encounters.” While direct
observation can be a useful technique for gathering data on performance, it is
personnel intensive, and therefore very expensive.

Independent Testing or Simulation Studies

Another alternative source for collecting data on police performance is independent
testing or simulation studies. Rather than observing performance in compietely
“natural” settings, independent tests create artificial opportunities to measure
performance. For instance, the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety uses crash
tests to rank vehicle safety. The Institute’s primary mission is research, and insurance
companies rather than auto mamufacturers fund it. Many firms hire people to pose
as customers {known as “secret shoppers” or “mystery shoppers”) who visit their
facilities to perform checks on quality of service, cashier accuracy, ethical standards,
and many other issues. Internal affairs unis in large police agencies have conducted
various kinds of “integrity tests” for many vears. ABC News conducted independent
integrity tests of police in New York and Los Angeles by turning over 40 wallets
or purses to police officers chosen at random. In every case, the officers turmed in
the wallets and purses with contents intact.” The Police Complaint Center (PCC) s
a Florida based firm that conducts proactive investigations of police misconduct.
The PCC videotapes its investigators in a vartety of settings: being stopped by
officers, frying to secure complaint forms from police agencies, and other situations.
PCC investigators have videotaped numerous instances of police misconduct.
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While certainly controversial, testing and simulation offer promise for collecting
performance data that are truly independent of the police.

Computing Aggregate Measures

Once the performance measures have been selected and the data hasbeen collected,
the next guestion is what kind of analysis to perform. The first step, depending on
the data being collected, is to aggregate the data to compute an overall organizational
score for each individual performance measure. If the measure is a count variable
(such as the number of arrests), it can be summed, or an average or ratio can be
comput ted. If the measure is categorical (e.g., a survev question with five response
categories ranging from strongty disagree to strongly agree), the proportion of people
choosing each response can be computed. Since a comparative performance meastire
is intended to neasure some aspect of the organization, each measure needs to be
aggregated s0 it represents an organization-wide score.

standardized Composites or individual Measures?

When a student takes the SAT, the GRE, or other similar standardized tests, the
overall scores represent “composites” of the individual test questions. These
composite scores are standardized so that they fall within a certain well-known
range, such as 200-800 for the SAT. No one is very interested in performance on
individual test questions, only the overall score within each dimension (e.g., math
and verbal). Anytime we create new performance measures, we have a series of
anaiytica’a choices about how we want to use the data. For instance, suppose we
generate a list of 7 general dimensions of police performance. Within each one, we
collect data on 7 specific performance measures. We will end up with' 49 (7 x 7)
separate pieces of information from each organization. One possibility is to treat each
of the 49 specific items as a performance measure. In some ways, this is analogous
to inspecting a student’s performance on each individual SAT question. There are
commonty used statistical methods, however, that can be used to reduce these
49 separate items into 7 composite scores representing each overall dimension.
Furthermore, these composites can also be standardized (e.g., an agency would
receive a score falling between 0 and 160 on each dimension). This appreach is
common in psychology when making standardized instruments to measure a
variety of individual traits. Our efforts to create performance measures nationally
will focus on creating composite scores, Local police departments implementing
performance measures on their own may not have access to sufficient statistical
expertise to form composite measures.

Weighting

One of the complaints about some performance measurement systems is that they
treat each measure equally. This is acceptable as long as the different domains of
performance are equivalent, but if some are much more important than others, it
is misleading. Sometimes it is useful to assign greater weight to certain measures
when computing composite performance scores. There are a variety of methods for
doing this; they reguire technical expertise, but they can be executed easily. The
more pressing question is how to assign the weights in a manner that is not totally
arbitrary. For instance, former NYPD Commissioner Bratton explained that his
strategies for reducing crime in New York came with some conseguences:
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We defined brutality as unnecessary behavior that caused broken bones,
stitches, and internal injuries. But those were not the figures that had gone up
significantly. What had risen were reports of police inappropriately pushing,
shoving, sometimes only touching citizens. We were taking back the sireets
... we were being more proactive, we were engaging more people, and often
they didn’t like 8.7

Implicit in this explanation is the argument that crime control is a more inportant
function of policing than citizen satisfaction or appropriate use of minor levels of
force, Policing is certainly not the only industry in which these kinds of questions
arise. As Gormley and Weumer note, “A physician with a goed bedside manner is
not enough when a patient’s life is at stake. A teacher with a winning smile is not
enough if challenging subjects are being taught.”™

Some goals may be more important than others. An important decision for those
designing comparative performance measures is how to quantify differences in
importance between multiple goals. If the differences are minor, they may be worth
overlocking. If there are major differences in importance, such as the friendliness
of the hospital staff versus its mortality rate, then it will be useful to either consider
each perfoermance measure individually, or to use a weighting procedure before
forming composite scores.

How can the weights be formed? One method might be to use an expert group and
ask them to compile a ranking system. Mark Moore and his colleagues at FHarvard's
Kennedy School of Government have already used a similar approach for ranking the
most important innovations in policing.™ Focus groups or surveys of citizens could
also be used to determine which goals are the most important to them. Once again, a
national system of performance measurement should take pains to compute weights
for each dimension of performance. Local Jaw enforcement agencies might not have
access to the stafistical expertise necessary to form an elaborate weighting system,
but they should still go through the process of thinking about which dimensions
of performarnce are most important.

After the performance measures have been specified; the data has been collected;
and the analysis has proceeded through the possible stages of aggregation, formation
of composites, and weighting, it is time to use the data fo make comparisons. In
the next section, I examine two methods for ensuring that comparisons are as fair
as possible,

Making Fair Comparisons

In 1923, Clarence Smith raised a number of concerns about using statistics to
~ compare police departments. His argument, quite simply, was that police in
different communities face different circumstances that need to be taken into
account when comparing agencies. These differences range from demographic and
economic features to topography and culture, induding race; population density;
the nature of industrial development; the condition and distribution of the streets
and highways; the volume of tourist traffic; and “the habits, traditions, and natural
law-abiding inclination and disposition of the people of the city.”” Smith’s concern
with comparative statistics is apropos today as we consider how to develop the
systematic capacity for comparative performance measurement in policing,
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This concern with making fair comparisons is not unique to the police. Tt affects
all kinds of organizations. For instance, students graduating from Harvgrd
{niversity are likely to have higher GRE scores than those Qf students attending
state universities. Does that mean Harvard performs at a higher level than state
universities? Not necessarily. The typical student admitied to Harvard pre_sumab]y
entered with much greafer aptitude and higher SAT scores than the f}'rpzc'a} state
university student. The important question is not whether one organization hgs
petter inputs than the other but which one adds more v al.ue_. The key point here is
that organizations often have different inputs, and this variation in nputs should be
reflected in performance measures. This notion of “value-added” a;?plzes to schools,
hospitals, police departments, and many other kinds of organizations.

Like other kinds of organizations, police departments face drastically different
warkioads, challenges, and environments. One department might waork in a poor,
ethnically heterogeneous community with high rates of crime and disorder. Another
might work in 2 wealthy, ethnically homogenous, sleepy suburb in which a patrol
officer’s greatest challenge is to write fraffic citations and make an occasional
arrest. The key to comparing these two organizations, despite their differences, is
known as risk adjustment. Hospitals admitting the most at-risk patients might be
expected to have the highest death rates. Prisons admitting the worst offenders
might be expected to have the highest recidivism rates; however, inputs ’of an
organization can be controlled when measuring performance, There are two primary
methods: (1) stratification (forming peer groups) and {2) caleulating “risk-adjusted”
performance measures.

Stratification, or forming peer groups containing similar agencies, is one useful way
to account for differing inputs. Groups of agencies that are approximately similar
in size, type, furisdiction, and warkioad wilt become peers. Each agency within
the peer group can compare its performance measurements with the other peer
agencies. Forming peer groups is much easier than doing risk adjustment, butit foo
will be tricky. Some cities are simply unique. Others may belong in certain classes
of cities that are difficult to identify in advance. For instance, some “edge cities”
have a small population, but due to their proximity to large urban areas, they may
face issues that make them unique compared to other similar]y sized communities.”
Nonetheless, the difficulties inherent in peer groups are much less formidable than
the difficulties with risk adjustment.

Criminologist Lawrence Sherman acknowledges that cities vary widely with
regard to the social and economic correlates of crime. He proposes using statistical
methods to purge homicide rate measures of the influence of these other factors.
The resulting measure will be a “risk adjusted homicide rate” that is similar to the
risk adjusted mortality rates used by hospitals. For instance, one could use relafively
straightforward statistical techniques (e.g.. regression analysis) to purge homicide
rates of the influence of poverty, unemployment, race, divorce, and population
density. Once such factors are controlled statistically, the resulting measare can
more easily be compared across cities, even those that are very different from one
another. One research team has already created a prototype ranking system based
on risk-adiusted homicide rates for 21 cities.” Sherman suggests that such a measure
can be used to rank the performance of police agencies at dealing with crime.” This
process will require technical expertise and a substantial investment in testing
and calibration to ensure that the risk-adjustment procedures are scientifically

Law Enforcement Executive Forum « 2005 - 5(1} 27



defensible. Furthermore, since risk-adjusted crime rates are based on an implicit
assumption that demographic and structural characteristics {e.g., povesty, race, and
region) influence crime, the risk-adjustment procedures might inspire controversy.
Although the research on risk adjustment in policing extends back to at least 1971,”
much more work remains to be done before police agencies can rely on its scientific
foundation. For now, comparative performance measurement initiatives will need
to rely on stratification or the formation of peer groups.

implementing Comparative Performance Measures in Your Agency

Much of this background information might leave you wondering how fo establish
comparative performance measures in your agency. This section walks vou through
the steps, providing brief pointers to help keep you on track.

1. Make a commitment fo comparative performance measures.
¢ This involves comparing your agency’s performance over muttiple time
periods or comparing your agency to other agencies. Other options include
comparing district or beat-level performance within a large agency.
e Conducting one data collection exercise (e.g., a citizen survey) in ere jurisdiction
does not provide you with a “comparative” performance measure because it
does not offer the opportunity for comparison.

2. Select the units that you intend to compare.
» Will you compare time periods (months, years), beats, districts, or different
agencies?
e Use caution in selecting “peer” agencies. Make sure they are comparable.

3. Select the dimensions of performance that are valuable for your agency.

e This will feel like a philosophical or theoretical exercise.

« The search for specific performance measures should be a liberating,
unconstrained process in which participants are encouraged to think well
outside of the traditional boundaries.

+ Do not focus vet on whether you can measure these items. That comes later.

s What does your community want from its police?

o Determine the relative importance of your dimensions: Are some more
important than others?

4. Figure out how to measure those dimensions of performance.

« Think broadty about potential data sources. Some will be contained in agency
data, and some will need to be collected using surveys or other methods.

e Some aliernative methods include general community surveys, contact
surveys, employee surveys, direct observation, and independent testing or
simulation studies.

« You may not be able to measure all of the important dimensions you've
identified.

« Do not reverse steps 3 and 4. Step 3 comes before step 4 for an important
Teasorn.
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5. Use the measures to improve your organization.

e All organizations are capable of self-learning, adaptation, adjustment,
experimentation, and innovation. To do so, organizations need information
and feedback.

« Comparative performance measures will provide police organizations with
crucial information: how they are doing relative to other police agencies on
a variety of performance dimensions and how they are improving relative to
their owrn previous levels of performance.

e Tse them and act on them. Don't just use them as a public relations gimmick
for a news article or an armual report.

s Treat the process as an integral step in organizational learning. Take your
organization’s temperature. Take its blood pressure. Then, use those
measurements to form a diagnosis and implement organizational change.

6. Repeat the process routinely.

Conclusion

There are many ways to change organizations, from improved recruitment,
hiring and training, to the selection of a new leader. This articie presents just one
potential method for improving police organizations: comparative performance
measurement. All organizations are capable of self-learning, adaptation,
adjustment, experimentation, and innovation. To undergo these processes, however,
organizations need information and feedback. This articie presents a systematic
framework for improving policing by creating comparative performance measures,
Such measures will provide police organizations with crucial information: how they
are doing relative to other police agencies on a variety of performance dimensions
or how they are improving relative to their own previous levels of performance.
Performance measures are an essential component of an ongoing “organizational
learning” strategy.
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