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For years, national and state author- 
ities, commissions and hearings have rec- 
ognized the need for and generally agreed 
upon the goals of criminal justice sta- 
tistics systems. Studies and reports have 
focused both on the uses of such statis- 
tics and on the design features that 
would assure that these systems supply 
necessary criminal justice information. 

The President's Crime Commission Re- 
port of 1967 [ 1, p. 123] summed up a com- 
prehensive statement of user need by sta- 
ting: 

"Adequate statistical programs 
are of enormous importance. If 
a serious effort to control 
crime is to be made, a serious 
effort must be made to obtain 
the facts about crime." 

Likewise, the Science and Technology 
Task Force saw better information about 
crime and the criminal justice system as 
essential for both research and immediate 
operational improvements: 

"Information about the conse- 
quences of actions by the 
criminal justice system is 
essential for improving those 
actions" [2, p. 2 ]. 

Later work, notably the Repent on Na- 
Needs Justice Statis- 

by the Bureau of the Census in 
August 1968, and the be ¡one the 
Subcommittee on and Statistics, 
House of Representatives, March and May 
1969, endorsed the same general goals, 
and agreed that summary statistics from 
separate agencies cannot provide a basis 
for any detailed analysis. 

The major purposes of improved sta- 
tistics systems [3, p. 1-4 can be sum- 
marized as follows: 

Better statistics are needed to de- 
termine the impact of crime; to de- 
termine the effects of criminal jus- 
tice system policies and operations 
upon individual citizens and social 
groups, and to forecast the results 
of changes in penal policy or the re- 
definition of agency roles and respon- 
sibilities. 

Cost and effect data must be gene- 
rated in order to allocate resources 
to the most efficient existing tech- 
niques, procedures and programs; to 
provide comparable agencies or per- 
sonnel with standards of performance; 
to identify areas where increased ex- 
penditures will bring maximum bene- 
fits; and to ascertain that the use 
of the most basic criminal justice 
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resources, both legal and fiscal, is 
generally adjusted to social priori- 
ties. 

The directors of operations must also 
use statistical methods to predict 
agency workloads in relation to both 
crime incidence and internal system 
factors such as changes in arrest 
policies, criminal procedures, or 
sentencing policies. 

Varying portions of this planning, 
evaluation, and daily decision mak- 
ing information are needed by legis- 
lators and administrators at all 
levels of government. 

With so much agreement about goals 
and emphasis on the immediacy of these 
needs, can present criminal justice sta- 
tistics systems provide the necessary in- 
formation? Again, using the President's 
Crime Commission Task Force Report: Chime 
and Its Impact --An Assessment [4, pp. 190- 
199] to describe the state of the art: 

Police Statistics 

"The area of police statistics in this 
country is the area in which there is 
available the most highly developed 
reporting system --the Uniform Crime 
Reports prepared by the FBI with the 
cooperation of the International 
Association of Chiefs of Police. . . 

which is steadily increasing its cov- 
erage of arrest data. 

Prosecution Statistics 

". . statistics pertaining to this 
area of law enforcement activities 
are not available not only on a na- 
tional scale, but by and large, also 
not on a state or local level . . . 

after police report the arrests, a 
total statistical black out sets in 

Jail Statistics 

"In the sense of either their total 
absence or their extremely low level 
of development, jail statistics are 
unquestionably next to the prosecu- 
tion statistics . . . 

Judicial Statistics 

"There are no national judicial crimi- 
nal statistics in the United States . 

. . Their absence is responsible for 
a major portion of a most serious gap 
in the total picture of criminality 
which consists in the absence of any 
data on crime between arrest statis- 
tics and the statistics of offenders 
committed to state and federal penal 
and correctional institutions . . . 



Probation Statistics 

"There are no national probation sta- 
tistics in this country. . . Proba- 
tion. . .offers a special difficulty 
in developing national or even state- 
wide compilations, because the proba- 
tion departments are frequently at- 
tached to the individual courts and 
thus are not subject to statewide 
administration. . . 

Penal and Correctional Institution 
Statistics 

"This country has National Prisoners 
Statistics. . . There is, however, 
one serious weakness. . . That is, 
the existence of local variations in 
the policies governing which institu- 
tions are classified as State insti- 
tutions and which are treated as 
county or city jails or workhouses, 
etc., and also the policies concern- 
ing the kinds of sentences and the 
offenders to be sent to the State and 
local institutions. 

Parole Statistics 

"Presently there are no national pa- 
role statistics in this country. 
There is, however, a very promising 
effort to develop such a program. . ." 

This review of the status of criminal 
justice statistics highlights the incapa- 
cities of present systems; incapacities 
which are a direct result of our tradi- 
tional concepts of the administration of 
justice. 

Traditionally, local agencies have 
been tasked with the responsibility for 
defining crime and developing a response 
to it. Different approaches are exhibi- 
ted in the variety of administrative stru- 
ctures and policies that translate penal 
code and criminal procedures into actions, 
and that allocate funds to what is viewed 
as a serious crime or a serious offender. 

More importantly, the criminal jus- 
tice system is loosely structured and 
poorly defined: it is not a true system, 
but by law a set of systems with differ- 
ent aims and contradictory goals. The 
result is a network of agencies ill- suited 
to develop comparable or consistent sta- 
tistics on crime, processes or persons. 
The structural problems are compounded by 
the fact that agency officials do not in- 
clude statistical training in their back- 
grounds. Even now, when administrators 
are realizing the larger significance of 
their workload statistics, the ability to 
state criminal justice information re- 
quirements, design data systems, collect 
data, and interpret for diverse users is 
rare. 

Faced with the foregoing realities, 
Project SEARCH, a federally funded multi- 
state effort to develop a prototype com- 
puterized criminal justice information 
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system, set about accomplishing its 
second of two major objectives --to design 
and demonstrate a computerized statistics 
system based on an accounting of indivi- 
dual offenders proceeding through the 
criminal justice system. 

Sets of annual, single- agency process 
counts were immediately rejected as an 
adequate description of criminal justice 
activity. 

Under the direction of a Statistical 
Advisory Committee, a new approach was 
developed. This approach focuses on the 
individual person, whether suspect or of- 
fender, and traces his movement through 
the agencies of the criminal justice sys- 
tem. The individual is the thread that 
holds the system together, for he is the 
common element that all agencies process 
and it is his experience that describes 
criminal justice functioning. 

The approach, termed offender -based 
transaction statistics, loses none of the 
advantages of older systems because tra- 
ditional summary data can be produced by 
analyzing cross -sections of the longitu- 
dinal files. In addition, the design 
provides new kinds of information that 
are needed for uses ranging from daily 
decision - making to long -range planning. 

First, the passage of time is account- 
ed for. Speedy prosecution and judicial 
processing are required for justice and 
economy. The evaluation of penalty lev- 
els and correctional programs and the ef- 
fects of more or less punishment neces- 
sitates that time values be known. 

Second, the relationship of agencies 
to one another, particularly the inputs 
of agencies related to the output of 
agencies preceding them in sequence of 
criminal justice processing, is described. 
The consequent data on the "fall -out" of 
offenders as they move through the system 
presents a structure which can be used as 
a model to reveal underlying assumptions 
and to provide a vehicle for simulated 
experimentation and calculation of the 
consequences of proposed changes. 

Finally, multiple actions toward the 
same offender (the offender "recircula- 
tion") can be accounted for. This infor- 
mation has great implications regarding 
true arrest and conviction rates, and the 
extent to which prison input- output in- 
cludes recirculation of the same people. 

The basic concept was demonstrated by 
Project SEARCH in ten states which exper- 
imentally traced offenders step -by -step 
through the entire criminal justice pro- 
cess. Because of time and resource lim- 
its, an arbitrary group of 250 offenders 
arrested in 1968 was tracked in each 
state. Facts that were found scattered 
throughout the files of local police, 
county prosecutors, different levels of 
courts, and various state and local 



correctional agencies, were linked to 
show how each states' administration of 
criminal justice and adult criminal de- 
fendant processing could be analyzed. 

Information about the following four 
stages of offender -system interaction was 
collected: 

Stage 1 - Police Action 
Stage 2 - Lower Court (Pre- Felony 

Trial) Action 
Stage 3 - Felony Trial 
Stage 4 - Corrections Action 

The arresting agency gave Stage 1 
detail. The personal characteristics 
and criminal history of the individual 
were recorded, along with other informa- 
tion about the offense and the police 
disposition of the arrest. Defendants 
who remained in the system entered Stage 
2, where all data relating to lower court 
processing was secured. This included 
information on arraignments, hearings, 
and misdemeanor trials. Stage 3 describ- 
ed the processes and results of felony 
trials. Finally, for those who remained 
in the system, corrections action, Stage 
4 was recorded. 

The differences in the number of pos- 
sible routes within stages were allowed 
for. Police and felony trial actions 
normally occur in only one sequence, al- 
though the offender may exit at any point. 
In the lower court and corrections stages 
an offender can follow several different 
routes without exiting from the system 
stage. That is, one proceeding produces 
another proceeding, which may produce 
still another proceeding before the indi- 
vidual can exit; all of these "cycles" 
were recorded. 

Data elements were developed and data 
collection forms designed. To describe 
the project, explain data collection 
forms and define data elements, a data 
collection manual was compiled. The man- 
ual carefully defined the sample unit, 
the person- arrest, to assure that compar- 
able cases were tracked in each state. 

Upon execution of the experiment, 
technical shortcomings of present data 
collection structures became apparent: 

Data collection was irregular and 
incomplete, even within the limits 
of single agency annual workload 
concept. 

Stable offender identification 
codes were lacking and other 
information which would permit 
continuous tracking was also 
absent. 

The meaning of basic criminal 
justice terms were unstable 
across jurisdictions. 

The data collected by each of the 
participating states was processed 

120 

through a computer system. Tables were 
compiled separately for each state in the 
same analytical format. 

Computer software was developed to 
reduce process and analyze the informa- 
tion from offender -based records to de- 
monstrate the production of summary sta- 
tistics describing each level or stage in 
the criminal justice process. Exhibits 1 
through 3 are examples of the data content 
of this prototype system. 

Experience with this demonstration 
project has made it clear that useful 
criminal justice statistics cannot be de- 
veloped by linking the summary workload 
data collected by operating agencies. As 
management information is developed for 
particular segments of the system, how- 
ever, design of the state -level statis- 
tical systems must include methods of 
integrating these data subsystems. 

A number of guidelines for the organ- 
ization and operation of state statisti- 
cal systems were identified as a result 
of this experimental project. 

Some of the major requirements for 
sound data collection design are: 

Offenders must be traceable 
throughout their processing, 
generally by the assignment 
of a unique identification 
number. 

Offender characteristics re- 
quire careful definition and 
coding, and should not be re- 
peated at various process 
levels. 

Agency reporting which must be 
exhaustive and consistent should 
be reinforced through training 
and quality control procedures. 

All transaction reports must 
account for the passage of time 
and be reconcilable between 
agencies. 

From an organizational perspective, 
the ideal is a single agency in the 
state responsible for collection, analy- 
sis, interpretation, and dissemination 
of criminal justice statistics. The 
character and authority of the statisti- 
cal center is extremely important. It 
must be staffed with professionals empow- 
ered to determine basic data needs and 
interpretations. Most importantly, the 
director of the statistics center must 
possess statutory authority to require 
all persons or agencies dealing with 
crime or criminals to report all request- 
ed data in a specified form that guaran- 
tees completeness and uniform quality of 
response. Most of the desirable and nec- 
essary conditions appear in the Uniform 
Criminal Statistics Act which was drafted 
in 1946 by the National Conference of 



Commissioners on Uniform State Laws. 
The needs expressed in the Act have not 
changed in the 24 years since the model 
was published. 

The findings from the SEARCH proto- 
type statistical system experimentation 
led generally to the conclusion that 
this was the nature of the information 
required for the upgrading of state and 
national level statistical capability, 
and the next step should be taken to be- 
gin to create this capability. Conse- 
quently, the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA) funded a first 
phase implementation effort involving 
five states: California, Florida, 
Michigan, Minnesota, and New Jersey. 

The primary objective of this effort 
is to begin this implementation on as 
nearly a statewide basis as possible. An 
important element of the current effort 
is the intention to provide each of these 
states with a state level capability for 
the collection and preparation of sta- 
tistical data of use to decision- makers 
within the state, and extract from the 
state systems the national level data 
required by LEAA and other federal 
agencies. 

This project is a beginning toward a 
national system for the collection and 
dissemination of criminal justice sta- 
tistics. The project is being coordin- 
ated by the State of California through 
the California Crime Technological Re- 
search Foundation. Public Systems inc. 
provides the technical staff for project 
coordination. Each state has a project 
coordinator. The Statistical Steering 
Committee for the project was appointed 
by the SEARCH Project Group to direct 
the project. 

From a technical standpoint, the ex- 
perience of the experiment originally 
conducted showed rather dramatically 
that a critical component of an ongoing 
national system is the establishment of 
routine methods for the collection of 
data from the various criminal justice 
agencies in such a way as to permit the 
linking of data on offenders as they pass 
from agency to agency. Although the post - 
facto collection of data for research 
purposes is certainly possible, it is far 
too costly for an ongoing statistical 
system. The main thrust, therefore, at 
this point in time is to establish the 
routine reporting techniques along with 
the quality control procedures needed to 
insure the accuracy of the data. 

One of the continual problems in this 
field has been the difficulty of deciding 
on data elements and data element coding 
which would be consistent across juris- 
dictional boundaries. It is likely that 
this will continue to be a problem, and 
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the present SEARCH effort is exploring 
ways to keep the flexibility required 
within jurisdictions and at the same 
time produce comparable national data. 
Because of these varying needs, the 
choice of data elements and coding is 
likely to vary and be changed consider- 
ably over time as more knowledge is ob- 
tained and more applications for the 
data are identified. 

A long -range goal of this effort is 
to create a consistent, though rather 
loosely defined, "transaction space," 
having the general dimensions of: (1) the 
agency involved, (2) the offender and his 
characteristics, (3) the criminal justice 
process involved, (4) the event and its 
associated characteristics. The purpose 
of having this transaction space is to 
enable both routine and one -time research 
questions to be asked along one or more 
of these dimensions, with the capability 
of linking all subsets of the transaction 
space. 

There is a fairly wide spread accep- 
tance of this conceptual approach. There 
are many differences of viewpoints and 
needs in actually defining this concept 
in sufficient detail to make it opera- 
tional. It should also be pointed out 
that the state of the art in data collec- 
tion and analysis in criminal justice 
lags far behind this conceptualization. 
For example, only last year the Bureau 
of Census attempted to count the number 
of jails in this country. Not being 
able to know even the number of agencies 
involved in criminal justice makes it 
somewhat difficult to structure the 
transaction space. 

If the present five -state implementa- 
tion effort succeeds, these states will 
begin to have available for their own use 
and for reporting to the National Statis- 
tics Center, the beginnings of a trans- 
action -based system. Hopefully, the 
calendar year 1972 will find the state of 
the art advanced by the routine operations 
of statistical centers in the states, 
producing data for improved decision - 
making in their own criminal justice sys- 
tems. The experience of these beginning 
states will provide considerable assis- 
tance to other states attempting to begin 
to create a useful statistical system. 
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(Not available from existing statistical systems) 

1 

Bound Over Dismissed 
314 31 

Arrests 
383 

I 

Released Felony Misdemeanor 
20 356 7 

Convicted (Misd) 
18 

I 1 I I1 
Dismissed Acquitted Convicted Convicted (Mild) Jail Probation 

57 11 164 62 11 7 

Prison 
64 

Parole 

Jail 
141. 

Probation 
21 

Probation 

a. Number of Arrests 

Not available from existing statistical systems) 

Arrests 
100 

I 

Released Felony Misdemeanor 
5.2 92.9 1.8 

1 

Bound Over Dismissed Convicted (Misd) 
8.1 4.7 

1 I 1 

Dismissed Acquitted Convicted Convicted (Misd) Jail tion 
14.9 2.9 42.8 16.2 2.9 1.8 

Prison 
16.7 

Parole 

Jail Probation 
36.8 5.5 

Probation 

b. Percent of Total Arrests 

Exhibit 1: Flow of Arrestees Through Criminal Justice System 
(Example for One State) 
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Exhibit 2: Time Lapse Between Filing and Disposition -- Felony Trial 

(Not available from existing statistical systems) 

COMPARISON OF OFFENDERS ENTERING 
CORRECTIONS RECEIVING AGENCY FROM FELONY TRIAL 

(PERCENT OF ARRESTEES) 

CORRECTIONS STATE A STATE B STATE C STATE D STATE E STATE F STATE G STATE H 
RECEIVING AGENCY (%) ( ( (8) (S) 

STATE INSTITUTION 4.1 1.8 6.0 16.7 37.7 19.9 13.4 10.5 

PROBATION AGENCY 4.6 19.2 5.5 6.6 16.6 17.2 7.4 

JAIL 6.6 1.8 36.8 13.9 1.1 4.2 12.1 

OTHER 1.7 

TOTAL 15.3 1.8 27.0 57.0 58.3 37.6 36.5 30.0 

Exhibit 3: Comparison of Offenders Entering Corrections Receiving Agency From Felony Trial 
(Percent of Arrestees) 
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