
The Criminal Justice System Strategic 
Command (CJSSC) 
 

Is the system really overwhelmed? 

Is it mis-managed? 

Is it overwhelmed by unnecessary procedure? 

Or, is there something more going on? 

 

A Public Interest Constitutional Analysis 

 

Introduction 

Throughout Britain, the public is repeatedly told that the 
criminal justice system is under intolerable pressure. 

Courts are overwhelmed. 

Police are overwhelmed. 

Prisons are overwhelmed. 

Disclosure systems are overwhelmed. 

Case backlogs are overwhelming. 

Resources are insufficient. 



Demand is unsustainable. 

These explanations are now so routinely repeated that they 
have become accepted almost as constitutional fact. 

But an important question increasingly arises: 

Is the criminal justice system truly overwhelmed by 
unavoidable demand? 

Or has the system become structurally incapable of 
functioning efficiently because of its own architecture, 
priorities, procedures and command structures? 

More importantly still: 

If the system genuinely is overwhelmed, then why do 
increasingly large and complex strategic command 
frameworks continue to expand around it? 

One such structure is the Criminal Justice System Strategic 
Command (CJSSC). 

For most members of the public, the CJSSC is virtually 
unknown, yet its existence alone raises profound 
constitutional questions. 

 

What Is the CJSSC? 

The Criminal Justice System Strategic Command appears to 
exist as a coordinating structure intended to oversee, 



manage and strategically direct aspects of the wider 
criminal justice system. 

The terminology itself is revealing. 

Not advisory. 

Not consultative. 

Not observational. 

Strategic. 

Command. 

That language matters. 

Criminal justice systems within democratic societies are 
ordinarily presented as systems grounded upon: 

• independent policing; 
• independent prosecution; 
• independent judiciary; 
• procedural fairness; 
• evidential neutrality; 
• and constitutional separation of functions. 

Yet the concept of “strategic command” introduces an 
entirely different vocabulary. 

It introduces the vocabulary of operational management. 

 



Command? Why Does a Justice System Need To Be 
Commanded? 

This may ultimately become the single most important 
constitutional question. 

Military operations require command. 

Emergency response operations require command. 

National security operations require command. 

But why does a justice system require command 
architecture? 

If the justice system exists simply to: 

• investigate crime, 
• assess evidence, 
• prosecute independently, 
• defend fairly, 
• and adjudicate impartially, 

then what precisely is being strategically commanded? 

And by whom? 

This question becomes more significant when viewed 
against the increasingly visible emergence of: 

• nationally coordinated policing postures; 
• centrally disseminated operational guidance; 



• disclosure management systems; 
• procedural harmonisation; 
• behavioural influence frameworks; 
• intelligence coordination structures; 
• and cross-institution operational integration. 

At what point does coordination become direction? 

At what point does direction become systemic influence? 

At what point does influence begin affecting independent 
constitutional functions? 

These questions remain largely unanswered. 

 

The Public Narrative: “The System Is Overwhelmed” 

The dominant institutional explanation for criminal justice 
failures is now familiar: 

• insufficient resources; 
• excessive demand; 
• increasing complexity; 
• growing evidential burdens; 
• digital disclosure pressures; 
• procedural requirements; 
• and staffing shortages. 

Certainly, many of these pressures are real. 



However, another possibility increasingly demands 
consideration: 

What if significant portions of the burden are internally 
generated by the system itself? 

 

The Expansion of Procedure 

Modern criminal justice increasingly appears consumed by: 

• risk management frameworks; 
• compliance structures; 
• layered review mechanisms; 
• intelligence recording systems; 
• strategic governance processes; 
• oversight protocols; 
• procedural duplication; 
• and institutional self-protection architecture. 

In many cases, procedure no longer appears merely to 
support justice. Procedure increasingly appears to govern 
justice. 

The result is a system which often seems to prioritise: 

• process over truth; 
• defensibility over clarity; 
• institutional protection over transparency; 



• and administrative management over substantive justice. 

 

The Bureaucratisation of Justice 

The more bureaucratic a system becomes, the easier it 
becomes for responsibility to dissolve. 

No individual actor appears accountable because decisions 
become distributed across: 

• panels; 
• command groups; 
• strategic boards; 
• operational frameworks; 
• review mechanisms; 
• and institutional processes. 

This creates a form of constitutional diffusion. 

Everyone participates. No one appears responsible. 

Meanwhile, the public increasingly experiences: 

• delayed justice; 
• procedural opacity; 
• evidential filtering; 
• and institutional non-engagement. 

 



The Strategic Management of Public Confidence 

One increasingly uncomfortable point, is whether 
substantial portions of modern justice architecture now 
exist not merely to administer justice, but to manage public 
perception of justice. 

This distinction is critical. 

A justice system grounded in truth seeks: 

• factual clarity, 
• evidential integrity, 
• and transparent accountability. 

A system grounded primarily in reputational management 
seeks: 

• narrative stability, 
• institutional containment, 
• procedural insulation, 
• and public confidence preservation. 

The two are not always compatible. 

 

The “Efficiency” Paradox 

If the criminal justice system is genuinely overwhelmed, 
then another question naturally arises: 



Why does the system continue to generate such 
extraordinary procedural complexity? 

Modern criminal justice increasingly involves: 

• extensive digital disclosure frameworks; 
• complex evidential retention systems; 
• strategic intelligence structures; 
• multi-agency governance arrangements; 
• procedural review layers; 
• and highly centralised operational coordination. 

Each additional layer consumes: 

• time, 
• manpower, 
• funding, 
• administrative oversight, 
• and operational energy. 

This raises the possibility that the system is not merely 
overwhelmed by crime. It may also be overwhelmed by itself. 

 

The Operationalisation of Justice 

Historically, justice systems were viewed primarily as 
constitutional safeguards. Increasingly, however, they 
appear to function as operational systems. 



That shift is subtle but profoundly important. 

The language of: 

• command, 
• strategy, 
• operational delivery, 
• resilience, 
• threat management, 
• and behavioural coordination 

has become increasingly common across policing and 
justice discourse. 

Such language may be entirely benign. Or, it may reflect a 
deeper structural evolution whereby justice systems 
increasingly perceive themselves not merely as neutral 
arbiters of law, but as instruments of societal management. 

That distinction matters enormously within a constitutional 
democracy. 

 

The Risk to Judicial Independence 

The existence of increasingly integrated strategic command 
structures inevitably raises concerns regarding judicial 
independence itself. Not necessarily direct interference, but 
more subtle dangers exist. 



• Cultural influence. 
• Institutional alignment. 
• Operational harmonisation. 
• Strategic prioritisation. 
• Shared assumptions. 
• Managed narratives. 

No written instruction need ever be issued for institutional 
cultures to become aligned around perceived strategic 
objectives. 

That is how sophisticated systems operate. 

 

The Danger of Institutional Self-Preservation 

All institutions possess self-preservation instincts. This is 
natural. 

However, justice institutions occupy a unique constitutional 
position because they are entrusted with coercive powers 
over citizens. 

Once institutional self-preservation begins competing with: 

• transparency, 
• evidential openness, 
• accountability, 
• or independent scrutiny, 



constitutional danger emerges rapidly. 

This is especially true where: 

• oversight mechanisms are internally interconnected; 
• investigatory pathways remain institutionally controlled; 
• and procedural structures become so complex that 

ordinary citizens can no longer meaningfully navigate 
them. 

 

Public Confidence and the Crisis of Legitimacy 

The greatest threat to modern justice systems is not 
criticism. It is disbelief. 

Once substantial numbers of citizens begin suspecting that: 

• systems are strategically managed, 
• accountability is selectively operationalised, 
• procedure overrides truth, 
• and institutions primarily protect themselves, 

public legitimacy erodes and legitimacy, once lost, is 
extraordinarily difficult, if possible at all, to restore. 

 

Conclusion 



The existence of structures such as the Criminal Justice 
System Strategic Command raises constitutional questions 
which deserve far greater public scrutiny. 

Perhaps the CJSSC exists purely for sensible administrative 
coordination within an increasingly complex justice 
environment. 

Perhaps it reflects nothing more than modern organisational 
necessity. 

Or, perhaps it reflects something larger - the gradual 
operationalisation of justice itself. 

The public has repeatedly been told that the system is 
overwhelmed. 

But overwhelmed by what? 

• Crime? 
• Complexity? 
• Procedure? 
• Administrative excess? 
• Institutional self-protection? 
• Or the consequences of increasingly centralised strategic 

management structures which now sit above systems 
once presented as constitutionally independent? 

Most importantly of all: 



Why does a justice system require strategic command? 

That question may ultimately become impossible to avoid. 
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