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(3)
ISM .
A 1 k N k ] 1
j . 4
“ F,=F,=1 F,=1(k=12 - n) A M. M
M M 1
Rn 30
4 R
F1 k2 F3 F4 F5 F6 K7 F8 F9
F1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
2 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
F3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 9
F4 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
K5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 9
F6 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 7
F7 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 4
K8 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 4
F9 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 4
9 7 2 9 2 3 4 4 4
(4)
Fi i 1 R( Fi) Fi
i 1 A(Fi) ; i
C C=R(Fi) NA(F) R(Fi) A(Fi) . .« Fi
C=R(Fi) NA(Fi) =R(Fi)” ¥,
'L1=(F1.F4) 12=F2.13=(F7.F8.F9) .14=F6.L5=( F3.F5) .
(5)
1 o
1
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An Empirical Study on the Constraints of the Third Party Fvaluation for Policy Effect of Public
Security Based on ISM ( Interpretative Structural Modeling) Model

Wang Long' Li Hui’ and Tian Huawei’
( 1.School of Public Policy and Management University of Chinese Academy of Sciences Beijing 100049;
2.School of Police Administration People’ s Public Security University of China Beijing 100038;
3.School of Criminal Investigation and Counter Terrorism People’s Public Security University of China Beijing 100038)

Abstract: Based on a systematical analysis of the relevant literature and theory the internal mechanism of different constraints is quanti—
tatively analyzed by system analysis method of ISM ( Interpretative Structural Modeling) in this paper. The main factors that influence the
third party evaluation for the policy effect of public security organizations in our country mainly include: lack of professional assessment
institutions confidentiality requirements legitimacy problems insufficient authority imperfect laws and regulations insufficient atten—
tion uniformity of evaluation criteria lack of evaluators and administrative system. Currently confidentiality requirements and legiti—
macy problems are what should be addressed as the first priority in the third party evaluation. The problems to be addressed as the second
priority are uniformity of evaluation criteria lack of evaluators and administrative system. The last ones on the priority list are constraints
of lack of professional assessment institutions and insufficient authority.

Key words: evaluation for the policy effect of public security third party evaluation interpretative structural modeling governance of

social security



