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Social scientists have institutionalized a 

number of clichés about the decline of kinship 
in an industrial society. The values of clan 
and tribe have disintegrated; our bulwark against 
the storms of mass living is the nuclear family. 
I am reminded of these truths this afternoon 
because I now see the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration as a large tribe. My nuclear 
family is the National Institute of Law Enforce- 
ment and Criminal Justice; we have been hearing 
from the members of the family known as the 
National Criminal Justice Information and Statis- 
tics Service. We seem all to have been so busy 
that I have to come to a reunion like this to 
find out what my cousins have been up to. As we 
have heard, they have been planning and executing 
a statistical revolution. I am a fairly distant 
relative, but I take a sort of tribal pride in 
their accomplishments. 

For many years we have been listening to la- 
ments about the lack of criminal justice statis- 
tics. Indeed, I have contributed a lament or 
two of my own. We have heard today that dearth 
is to be replaced by plenitude. Perhaps it is 

ungracious to be uneasy about this prospect, but 
I have been complaining for so long that I must 
persist for a while longer. I hope my colleagues 
will not construe these comments as in any way 
constituting a deprecation of their efforts. 
Sociologists make part of their living from a 
natural and enduring dissatisfaction. 

Let me begin with an enormous question, one 
which no reasonable critic could have advanced 
before the refinement of statistical apparatus 
reached its present level of productivity. It 

runs like this: How Badly Does Who Need What 
Information For What Purpose and At What Time? 
All three of our speakers have discussed statis- 
tical programs which will produce unprecedented 
quantities of data about the volume of crime; 
the rates at which it increases or, please God, 
declines; its distribution in cities and census 
tracts; and the disposition of the criminals who 
commit it. To ask enormous question is not 
to imply an answer that huge masses of useless 
data are to be accumulated. Rather, it is to 
ask how are those who must administer these 
systems of the criminal justice systems to use 
this unprecedented bounty? 

I would like to demonstrate the signifi- 
cance of this question with a practical example 
drawn from experience unrelated to LEAA. 
Several years ago I was Chief of Research of the 
California Department of Corrections. This was 
in many ways a favored position. I was the bene- 
ficiary of the incomparable statistical zeal of 
Ronald Beattie, then and now the Chief of the 
California Bureau of Criminal Statistics. Using 
his data and those of our own statistics section, 
we used to conduct an annual audit of the 
decisions of the California Adult Authority, as 

that state's parole board is known. It was a 

solemn rite in which we addressed ourselves to 
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the impact of parole decisions on prison popula- 
tion, on recidivism and on correctional costs. 
We prepared carefully and communicated clearly- - 
or so we were told --and received the spellbound 
attention of the parole board members. One of 
the principal themes of our findings was that 
severe decision patterns had no apparent effect 
on recidivism but did, of course, force prison 
costs upward. I think our discussion was collab- 
orative and, in a sense, heuristic. Our data 

were not challenged and our inferences were not 
contested. Yet I don't think these reviews re- 
sulted in any changes one way or another. We 

might have said that they were an entertaining 
diversion for the parole board members except 
that they had unintended consequences. 

Eventually the legislature got wind of these 
findings. New legislation is now under conside- 
ration which will require the parole board to 
show cause when an inmate's sentence is to be 

extended beyond the minimum term. Our statistics 
provided finely tuned needle readings for a 
machine which lacked the capability of adjusting 
to them. The unexpected and undesired consequen- 
ce is the radical alteration of the machine by 
external direction. But what gauges should be 
installed on the new model? How should they be 

calibrated? And how can the new machine be fit- 
ted to adjust to feedback more or less auto- 
matically? 

This story illustrates my first point. We 

must bear in mind who it is who needs the data 
the statistician can supply and how he is going 
to use it. Administrators and statisticians 
must learn to collaborate. This state of affairs 
will not be easy to bring about. Last night we 
heard a distinguished statistician remind us that 
those who need help the most are the last to seek 
it. So it is in the criminal justice systems. 
Administrators are uneasy with figures and un- 
comfortable with the mysterious symbols and 

formulas of the statistician. They must learn to 
collaborate, and the statistician must be 
patient and respectful. There are exceptions. 
I have heard police chiefs say that they would 
not wish to work in a department which did not 
have first rate statistical service. They know 

how desperately they need data for the decisions 
they must make about the deployment of their 
undermanned forces, and to know their effective- 
ness in planning and budgeting. I have also 
heard police chiefs say that they see no point 
at all in statistics of any kind; money spent on 
statisticians would be better spent on more cops 

on the streets. Mr. Kolodney has noted that 
judges take a negligible interest in statistics 
and there are few signs that this apathy is 

changing. Correctional administrators have been 

exposed to statistics for longer than any of 
their counterparts, but methods for using 
correctional data effectively are far from 
standardization. 

In the collaboration for which I have been 



pleading, we need a joint consideration by stat- 
istician and administrator of the specific ques- 
tions on which the administrator needs light and 
of the power of statistics to shed that light. 
Who needs information? The administrator needs 
it, for one, but often he doesn't know it. The 
statistician must educate him by the dialectic 
of choices, not by presenting him with what the 
statistician thinks he needs and can most easily 
furnish him. 

My second issue concerns the costs of crime. 
I am delighted to hear from Mr. Hall that we are 
to learn something substantial about this sub- 
ject. I suppose most researchers in criminal 

justice have been subjected to disconcerting 
enquiries in this murky area. Most of us have 
to plead guilty to having contrived some sort 
of estimate to cope with importunities which 
could not be rejected. The resulting volume of 
misinformation is only beginning to be appre- 
ciated. The recent article by Max Singer in 

Public Interest concerning the persistence of 
mythical data in the assessment of the impact of 
narcotics on crime is one outstanding example. 
Any review of the speculative numbers related 
to organized crime will uncover another mine of 
misinformation. These distortions are not harm- 
less; we can be sure that they have an unhealthy 
impact on our national priorities in acting for 
crime control. Nearly always they over -simplify 
extremely complicated problems. 

What is needed is not so much the aggregated 
costs of all crime as the accurate costing of 
some kinds of crimes. If we had accurate know- 
ledge of the volume and cost of drug -related 
property crimes we could plan our anti -robbery 
and anti -burglary efforts much more intelligent- 
ly. The general public needs information about 
the costs of crime and the costs of reducing it 
so that it can vote its priorities with its eye 
open. The costs of crime control are going to 
rise along with the costs of other public serv- 
ices. Taxpayers should have factual rather than 
mythical guidance on the values to be obtained 
by increasing investments in crime control. They 
should have a fair idea as to whether the cost 
of crime will be a reduced burden if the invest- 
ment in crime control is increased. 

Third, I want to touch on Turner's thought - 
provoking discussion of the difficulties and 
methodological choices which must be borne in 
mind in devising victimization studies. In a 

study which our Institute is sponsoring, we are 
discovering that victimization and the fear of 
crime are not nearly as well correlated as we 
might have thought, at least in Philadelphia 
where the study is under way. There are, how- 
ever, indications that the fear of 
crime is closely correlated to the numbers of 
delinquents residing in the neighborhood studied. 
Where the fear of crime is most intense --in some 
cases amounting to a fear of being on the streets 
in broad daylight- -the incidence of delinquents 
seems to be highest even though the resident 
delinquents are not victimizing théir neighbors. 
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I don't know'what these preliminary results 
mean, but I think they already demonstrate the 
need for designing victimization surveys in 
forms which permit us to relate the data 
collected to other parameters. We need to con- 
sider not only the essentially criminological 
variables but also housing, public health, levet 
of public assistance and a whole gamut of the 
gauges of urban strain. 

The plan for a National Crime Panel des- 
cribed by Mr. Hall will delight criminological 
researchers throughout the nation. We need the 

reports on prisons, jails, probation and parole 
which are promised us, and we need them yester- 
day or more accurately several decades ago. I 

am concerned that these reports should tell us 

what we need to know. The United States is a 

nation of compulsive consumers of statistics, 
as any sports page can tell us. We will absorb 
and consider and even memorize statistics of no 
conceivable relevance to anything of practical 
moment. I am sure that we will happily digest 
reports which authoritatively tell us how many 
prisoners per 100,000 population each state has, 
and, state by state, how many probationers per 
probation officer. We really ought to know 
these things, even though it's hard to see how 
that knowledge contributes to a solution of real 
life problems. What we really need is informa- 
tion which can link decisions to actions to con- 

sequences in a chain which can be tested by data. 
Such a chain calls for enumeration of programs 
and program consequences. If this sort of in- 
formation can emerge from the National Crime 
Panel, we will have the statistical foundation 
for wise national policy making and effective 
local decision -making. And in that kind of out- 
come we can discern the most valuable service 
of the statistical community to the nation. 


