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FOREWORD

While innovative methods have gained a foothold in many areas
of poiice operations, reforms have largely bypassed the investigative
process in most departments. One impediment to change is the traditional
view of detective work as scmething of an art, in which success depends
more on talented individuals than sound management policies. Another
obstacle is the lack of solid information: Because few critical analyses,
of the investigative function have been done, the police administrator
looking for more effective ways to manage criminal investigations has
had 1ittle to go on.

To help remedy the situation, the National Institute in 1973
awarded funds to the Rand Corporation for a two-year study of the
criminal investigation process. From this research has come a more
realistic view of the detective's role in solving crime and recom-
mendations for increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of investi-
gative procedures. -

. ~ When the study was made public, it sparked a debate in the law
enforcement commun1ty A critical analysis of the Rand research and

the researchers' response appeared in The Police Chief. Because of

the importance of the issues involved, the National Institute has compiled

this report, which includes the or1q1na1 summary of the criminal investi-

gation study, the critical analysis and the researchers' response, and

a revised summary prepared by the researchers. We hope it will be

useful in continuing the dialogue between researcher and practitioner.

Research by its nature is tentative in what it offers. Final
answers are not in its province. -The Rand study is no exception. I
suggests new ways of attacking difficult quest1ons, and that is
useful. But the real significance of the study is that it opens up ,
another important part of police overations to analysis and experimenta-
tion, a very healthy development.

Gerald M. Caplan

Director

National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal ‘Justice
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PREFACE

This report is the first in a series of volumes resulting from a two-year study of
police criminal investigation practices and their impacts. The study, supported by
agrant from the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice of the

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U S. Department of Justice, had four
. objectives;

o To describe, on a national scale, current investigative orgamzatlon and B

practices.

e To assess the contribution that police investigation makes to the achieve-
ment of criminal justice goals

« Toascertain the effectiveness of new technology and systems being adopted
to enhance investigative performance.

e Toreveal how investigative effectiveness is related to dlﬁ'erences in orgam-
zational form, stafﬁng, procedures, ‘ete.

‘The present volume, The Cr iminal Investigation Process: Summary and Polzcy i

Implications, summarizes and synthesizes the overall findings of the study and
draws policy-relevant conclusions and recommendations. This report should be of
interest to police officials and to other criminal justice practitioners, such as prosecu-
tors and judges, whose work brings them in contact with criminal investigators.
Volume II of the series (R-1777-DOdJ), The Criminal Investigation Process: Survey
of Municipal und County Police Departments, reports on the responses of police
departments with more thar 150 employees to a national survey. Differences among

departments with regard to policies, resources used, and operational characteristics .-~ '

are identified and then related to standard gross performance statistics such. a5

crime, clearance, and arrest rates. This report should be ot mteres* to botn pohce ,

officials and the criminal justice research community.
Volume III of the series (R-1778-DOJ), The Criminal Investzgatzm Process Ob-

servations and Analysis, presents a comprehensive description of | the criminali inves- ‘

tigation process (based on all data gathered in the course of "the study) and ‘& an-
analysis of those issues that can be illuminated by quantltahve evidence. This report
is directed primarily to researchers but may also be of interest to police officials who
wish to examine the details of the analysis supporting the findings reported m thls
volume. .
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“““-tion criteria, prosecutorial interaction, case as51gnmem, use of computer ﬁles, and

SUMMARY

. SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES

Thls report the first of a series of three volumes, is the product of a two-year.

' Rand stdy of police investigation funded by the National Institute of Law Enforce-

erlt ‘and Criminal Justice of the Law Enforcement Assistance Admlmstratlon

A U.8. Department of Justice. The objectives of the research were:

« To uescrlbe, on a natlonal scale, current 1nvest1gat1ve orgamzatlon and'
practlces

o To assess the contribution that police mvestlgatlon makes to he,a'ch‘ie,ve-

ment of criminal justice goals.

+ To ascertain the effectiveness of new technology and syscems bemg adopted :

to enhance investigative performance.
« Toreveal how investigative effectiveness is related to dlﬁ’erences in orgam-‘f
zational form, stafﬁng, procedures etc.

SRR )',‘ ’

The scope of the Rand study was limited to police i 1nvesag ;ltlon of' serious report-
ed crime: homicide, rape, assault, robbery, burglary;and t eft Our work did'not
address misdemeanor offenses cr victimless and organized cl imes whose investiga-
tion is substantlally ulfferent from the felony oﬁ'enses that ‘Were our prlmary con-.
cern. h‘

The present volume summarizes and synthesmes the uoverall ﬁndmgs of the

study b‘and draws policy-relevant conclusions. Throughout the report the collectlve
“we” is used to descnbe the work of the entire pro;ect staff. -

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

The information used in this study was obtained in several ways Flrst we
examined the literature on the investigative perf‘ormance of police departments in

American cities and used some of their ﬁndmgs as hypotheses to be explored inour

work. P
We developed a comprehensive survey quesfmrmalre whlch was dlstrlbuted to

all municipal or county law enforcement departments that had 150 or more full-time .,
- employees or that served a jurisdiction whose 1970 populatron exceeded 100, 000. '
‘This survey produced extensive information from 153 jurisdictions (of.the 300 solicit= "~

ed) on such topics as department characterlstlcs, investigator deployment, investiga-
tor training and status, use of evidence technicians, nature of specmhzatwn, evalua-

crime, clearance, and arrest rates. ‘
On the basis of the survey responses, together thh the consensus of our prOJect

advisory panel ! more- than 25 pohce agencies were selected for more detalled stud y.

! A panel of distinguished police personnel were selected toserveinan adv:sory capacity tothe project.
The group consisted of Cornelius (Nell) dJ. Behan (pr York City Police Department) James Fisk (Mem-
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Our pro_]ect staff VlSll:ed each of these departments observing and part1c1patmg in ‘
the operatlons of the investigative units and discussing their prtfcedures with per- - o
sonnel at vatious departmental levels. In some cities we momtr'red individual inves- R
tigators and their supervisors continuously over a period of several days to obtain
 realistic profiles of their activities. - P
From some departments we obtained studies tnat they had made to evaluafe
novel investigative programs. Several departments cooperated closel thh the
Rand staff and provided us access to samples of completed Or suspe penided cases, whose
folders enabled us to trace case progress and d1spos1t1eu as related to the specific
investigative inputs, - '
One very useful data source made avai Iable to us was the Kansas City Detective
Case Assignment File, which has been-maintained in that department since 1971.
On the basis of daily information submitted by individual detectives, this computer
file permitted us to- determine, for each in vestigator and: #ach 1nvest1gat1ve unit, a-
description of the time spent on various activities, the nurber of cases handled and
the number of arrests and cleararnces produced. This 1nformat10n source greatly
facilitated our analyses of how deﬁctlves spend their time and to what purposes and O
effects. o
: From the FBI we .o Jbtamed a compater-readable file of 1972 Umform Crnne ,
" Report (UCR) data, by reporting departments, these data and mformatmn from the
survey were used to develop inferences about the relationship between mvestlgatlve ,
. activities and reported crime rates, arrest rates, and clearance rates. :
Finally, to provide a data source for a special study of information feedback to
crime victims, a limited telephone survey was made of robbery and‘bur_g/lafy victims - .
in a single jurisdiction. R o ST e

i

MAJOR FINDINGS : gty

+ Oninvestigative effectiveness: Differences 1 in ,noesttgatwe tratmng, staf’ing, .
workload, and procedures appenr t}’ have no appreciable effect on crime,
arrest, or clearomce rates R . »

. As part of our analysis of the survey ,4uestlonna1re, we atten@eﬂto correlate . B
e ' (by means of standard statistical tests) crime, arrest, and clearzince rates with the .
' wide differences 341 organization; staﬁing, and procedures by ‘which-those depart-
ments repo»rted that they performed the mvestlgatlon function. ThlS analysis shows :
that varlatlons in crime, arrest, arid clédrance rates nmong these commu Lmtles were S

weakly, i at all related to the disparities in mvestxgatlon inputs.

,;-45' T&e method by which pohce znbestzgators are orgamzed (l e, team polzcmg,
L ‘specialists vs. generalists, patrolmen-mvestzgq;ors) cannot be related to-' ’
I ' variations in crime, arrest and clearance: rate° ST SR

Detazled analysis of case samples, eombmed w1th FBI UCR and- Rand survey_;
. data, shows that crimes are solved similarly across departments regardless of how ’ / y
s  the mvestlgators are orgamzed , ) C o 4

- ber of the Los Angeles Polige: Commlssron), Thomas Hastings (Rochester, New York Police Department); L
Jerry Wilson (Former Chief, Washmgton, D. C Pohce Department); and Eugene Zoglio (Professor, Prmce : [
George s Commumty College)




. cases.that were eventually cleared, chiefly because (1) the oﬁ'ender was arrested at

 though he was not arrested at the scené: or (3) he was ldentlﬁablegby some)..ni ot

e On the use of i anestzgafors te /ne Substantzally/ﬁore than half of all serious
reported crimes Feceive no more than superf'/czal attentwn from mvestzga-
tors. , o el / : :

Froman analyms ofa computer-readab]e case aSSIgnment ﬁle mamtamed by the
Kansas City (Missouri) Police Department,’ ‘and observations during site visits, we

dei:ermmed that although a large proporﬁon of reported cnmes are assxgned to an e

crime incident report that is, many cases are suspender‘ at ’o“xce "’he data show that
homicide, rape, and suitide invariably resulel 40 mvestxgatlve actlv;ty Overgll,
however, less than half of the reported & felonied could be said to be worked on by an -
investigator, and the g great ms iofity of cases that are actlvely mvestlgated recexve
less than one day 8. att ntlon £

o A Gur da a conStstently reveal that an investigator’ s tzme is largely consumed
R+ 5 revzewmg Yeports, decumenting files, and attemptmg to locate and inter-
view victims on cases thatexpenence shows will not oesalved For cases that
are solved (i.e.; a suspect is identified), an mvestlgator spends more time in
r,‘,ac-clearance processing thaii he does in tdenttfymg ‘the perpetrator

ﬁrom our analyses ofa vanety of crime types, it was deter mmed that, in more
than half of the cleared cases, the identity of the perpetrator is known or readlly
determinable at the time the crime repori; is made. The investigator needs to-devote .
little time to the solution of these cases, but post-arrest processing frequently re-
quires him to perform a number of administrative tasks. Difficult cases that are
finally solved after a substantial application of investigative effort are relatively

~ uncommgn, Most of ‘the work done by investigators on cases ‘that are solved is a
- ¢onsequence. of f'the fact that an arrest has already been made. Furthermoxe, much .
of the investigator’s time is consumed by admmlstratlve duties, services to the o

pubhc, and other activities not immediately dlrected to aSSIgned caSes

e On hew cases are solved: The single most zmportant determmant of whetﬁer
or not a case will be solved is the mformatwn the mctlm suppltes 1o the-
immediately responding patrol officer. If information that uniquely iden-
tifies the perpetrator is not presented at the time the ¢rime-is. reported the
perpetrator, by and large, will noi be subsequently zdenttﬁed,

Inan analyS"‘ of' a large sample of combined crime types, it was determmed that -
the perpetrator’s identity became 1mmed1ately known in more than one-half of the .

the ‘Scene; (2) the victim or other w1tness 16ent1ﬁed ‘him by name and address e even

gne

evidence apparent at the crime scene, for example, a w1tness obq’erved the hr'ense

~ plate on the perpetrator s car or hxs employef> badge Lmber ' ;7% R

Ry
. On how cases are solved: of those cases that are’ ultzmately vleared but in’
Aw’nch ‘the perpetrator is not zdentzﬁable ot the time. of the initial poltce
-~ incident report, almost all are clearer’ ‘as a result of routine pelice proce-
dures




_ burglary, robbery, and homicide, In these crimes, we found that roughly 10 percent

- ing activities of six polige departments whi¢h employ different procedures, weé found”

S ¥ B

' made throughout the counfry and some of the results ootamed in the study of

'4s1gr'1ﬁca”tly miore thorough in performing and reportmg post-arrest 1nvest1gat1vp
" work than the department in which cases were more permlsswel;, ﬁled Yet even
“the former department fell Short of supplying the prosecutor with all sfthe informa-
‘tien he desired; the data show that eack of 39 ewdentlary qu st’ons cong idered by .

covered in only 45 percent of the cases, whlle 26 nerr*eﬁt were addressed by the latter ‘

at the time of the oﬁ‘ense the clearances were produced by routme poncr“ pr gedures,
that is, they reqmred no 1mag1nat1ve exercise of mvestlgatlve c*xperJence 5n
Typically, fingerprint search, raﬁdom informant tips, mug shth saowugs, o otoien
property recovery were 1nstrumental in pr«}ducmg clearancestmxestlaatwe ‘special -
action” made a perceptlb!e difference in_oniy “three types o,f) crimeés: commercial

of the' cases were sclved as the result of ‘nonroutine initiatives taken by mvestlgatorb

e Ornollecting physical evzdence Most police departmems collect moré physz«
““cal evidence than can be productwely processed Ow— analysis shows that
allocating more resources o-iricreasing the processmg capabilities of the

department can. le l ad to more-identifications than 50% irw other muestzga!;ve .
actions, -~ ’ 2 A R

i

From our comparative analysis of the ;}hysical evidenr-e collection and process-

that a department can assure a relatlvely hlgh recovery rate of laterit prints from
crime scenes by a sufficient i inves itment in evidence technicians and by rom:mely
dispatching techniciang to the scene of felonies. The latent print recovery 2 r:atte is also
increased by processing the crlme scene immediately following the report of the
incident. But, unless the department’s print processing capability is commensurate-. -~ |
ly 1mproved the rate of suspe'ct identifications does not, mtreasej” 51gmﬁcantly et

»  On the use of physical evidence: Latent ﬁngerprmfs/" srely promde the only T
basis for ident' "nga suspect... |

e Compd‘rlsons amowr ﬁngerprmt identification se tlons in four wntrastmg de-”
partments showed that although 4 to 9 percent of% j} 1 latent prints arveventually,,ﬂ, L o
matched with a suspect’s inked prints, they rarely provzd “thie basis f'or zmm’ﬂ L)
identification. Although the use of “coid searck™4no other evidence) apdfm, success . SR
ratearied substantially among departments; ﬁngerprmt 1dent1ncailo did not have
a 51gn1ﬁcant effect on overall arrest rates in any department. .

L - =
I - o

o On investigative thoroughness: In relatively few departments do mvestlga-- ‘
- tors consistently and thoroughly document ‘the key evzdentzary facts that |
[
reasonably assure that the prosecufor can obtam a conmctlon on tke most

LV

serious applicable charges L L 5 TSN |

;4\‘1_{' N

l‘hls finding derives from 2 combmatlon of observations’ of pohce departments

post-arrest mvestlgatlon practlces In the latter study our zg;xalysrs of\yobbery cases.
showed that the de partment confronted by a stringent pr osecutorial ﬁlmg policy was -

a -prosecutor to be necessary for effective case present?rzon ’Was on the average

department




« On investigative thoroughness: Police failure to document a case investiga-"
tion thoroughly may have contributed to a higher case dismissal rate and
a weakening of the prosecutor’s plea. bargauung posmon i

In relating case disposition to mvestlgatwe thoroughness, our ana'VSm showed

_ significant differences, between the two study Jurlsdlctxons that displayed differences

~ itrinvestigative thoroughness and prosecutorial-screening practices. For example,

none of the-sampled cases were . disinissed in the jurisdiction with more stringent

case screening and greater investigative thoroughness; furthermore, 60 percent of

_the defendants” pled guilty to the. charges as filed. By comparison, in the second

: ymsdlctlon, about one-quarter of the sampied-cases _were dismissed after filing, and
.only one-third of the defendants pled guilty to the charges a8 ﬁled

« On relations between victims and police: Crime vietims in general strongly
desire to be notified officially as to whether or not the police fiave “solved”
their case, and what progress has been made toward conv:ctmg the suspect
after his arrest i€

The Rand telephone survey md1cated a stron desire on the part of victlmé to
receive official notification when a suspect had been arrested, and of the disposition
of the case. Few victims, no matter how distressed by the information conveyed to
them by the police {e.g., that investigation into their case had been suspended),
would act to redress their grlevances by making a formal complaint.

e On mvestzgatwe orgamzatwn and procedure: Investigative strzke fo. ces
have a significant potential to increase arrest rates for a few difficult target -
offenses, provided they remain concentrated on activities for which they are :
uniquely qualified; in practice, however, they are frequently diverted else- -
where. : :

Rand analyzed the performance of suoh units in ‘general and the Long Beach
Suppression of Burglary (SOB) Unit and the Miami STOP Robbery Unit in particu-
lar. In these instances, the formation of an mvestxgatlve strike force did tend to
‘produce higher arrest rates for the targeted offense; yet, a significant proportion of . .
the arrests in which these mvestlgators part1c1pated did not result from the. specxal ; R
efforts and skllls exercised by them. - A ; - :

PROPOSED REFORMS S
The above ﬁndmgs imply that tradltlonal approaches to criminal mvesngatlon o
by police departments do not significantly affect the rate at which cases are solved. - -
It appears, rather, that most cases are solyed by the application of routine adminis-,
.« trative procedures. If these implications are valid; then several policy changes are
.. - suggested. We set forth a number of such “reforms” whase rationgle is consistent
o S w1th our findings. We do not exyect a police depax tment to adopt them uncntlcalTy
B if“‘ “Rather, it should first assure itself of the relevance of our work to ifs situationand .~ .
»hen ifitreduce the changes on an experimental basis, together withia careful evalua- -
tion fprogra}f‘ that enables their effects to be identified and assessed, Ifthese experi-
‘mental lmnlemematlons have favorable outcomes in several departments then ihe N R
‘ change(s) mvoxved \..f)lﬂ“ be promoted for natlonal adoptlon. . e




We believe that the recommended reforms should lead to a somewhat greater
number of arrests, more successful prosecutions, and savings in resources. But they
will not necessarily lead to a substantial improvement in apprehension rates, which
our work indicates are more dependent on other factors, for example, victim and
witness cooperatlon

o On their face, our study ﬁndmgs suggest that the effectiveness of criminal i mves-
tigation would not be unduly lessened if approximately half of the investigative
effort were eliminated or shifted to more productive uses. The remaining investiga-
tive force should suffice to handle routine cases, which give rise to-most of the
clearances that now occur, and'to perform the post-arrest processing involved in a

patrol arrest. These findings also indicate that significant increases in criminal = .- -

apprehension rates are much more likely to be produced by more alert-patrol units
and improved citizen cooperation than by reﬁnements 4 1nvest1gat1ve work.

1. Reduce follow-up investigation on all cases except those involving the most
serious offensac

o Rationale: Our data consistently reveal that a regular investigator’s time is
preponderantly used in reviewing reports, documenting files, and attempting to
locate and interview victims and witnesses on cases that experience shows will not
be solved. Our data show, moreover, that most cases that are solved are solved by ,
means of information spontaneously prévided by a source other than those devel-
oped by the investigator. It follows that a significant reduction in follow-up inves-
tigative efforts would be appropriate for all but the most serious offenses for which
public confidence demands some type of response. If a thorough preliminary investi-
gation fails to establish a suspect’s 1dent1ty, then the victim should be notified that
active investigation is being suspended until new lo?ads appear, for example asa
result of an arrest in another matter. ‘ : ot

2. Assign generalist-investigators (who would ‘handle the v;qbvious leads in
routine cases) to the local operattons commander

Rationale: Under the investigation pohcy suggested above, the main duty of the
generalist-investigator is to respond to information developed by the patrol units at
the crime scene or volunteered by the public, rather than to develop new leads on’
his own initiative. This role emphasizes the public service function of the investiga-
tor, and the men performing it should be responsible to the local commander who
is concerned with all aspects of police-comriunity relations.

Our research suggests that this type of investigative duty does not entaﬂ a
requirement for specialized skills or centralized coordination. The officers perform-
ing it could readily shift between patrol and investigative duties. In départments
with team policing, such investigation of routine cases “could be a duty rotated
among team members.

3. Establish a Major Offenders Unit to investigate serious crimes.

Rationale: Because of their importance to society, serious crimes (homicide,
rape, assault with great bodily injury, robbery, or first-degree burglary) may war-
rant some special investigative efforts. These eﬂ‘orts can best be provided by a Major

" Offenders Unit, manned by investigators who are.-well trained and experienced in
examining crime scenes, interpreting physical evidence, and interrogating hostile
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suspects and fearful witnesses, and who are aided by modern information systermns.
One reason to establish such a unit is to clearly identify the investigative positions
that require special skills and training and that demand knowledge of citywide
crime patterns and developments. Our analysis of traditional investigation work-
loads suggests, by way of contrast, that with current staffing patterns, most inves-
tigators rarely see these highly serious cases. Therefore, when they arise, the inves-
tigators are frequently ill equipped to cope with them and unduly distracted by the
burden of paperwork on their routine cases.

" The Major Offenders Unit would concentrate efforts on a few unsolved serious
felonies. The team would consist of a relatively small number of experienced inves-
tigators who would be closely supervised by a team commander.

4. Assign serious-offense investigations to closely supervtsed teams, rather
than to individual investigators.

Rationale: The most serious impediment te high-quality investigative work
appears to us to be the traditional method of case assignment and supervision. In
nearly every department, cases are normally assigned to an individual investigator
and become his sole responsibility whether he is a generalist, specialist, or engaged
in team policing. Supervisors do not normally review the decisions he makes on how
to pursue the case investigation—decisions that are largely unrecorded in the case
file. Consequently, the relative priority an investigator gives to the tasks on one case
assigned to him results largely from the number and nature of his other case
assignments and from his personal predilections and biases. It may froequently turn
out that caseload conflicts and personal predilections lead an investigator to unduly
postpone or improperly perform important elements of a partlcmar case assxgn-
ment,

Assigning cases to investigative teams rather than to individuals could elimi-
nate this impediment. For effective operations, this team should number approxi-
mately six men and be led by a senior investigator who is knowledgeable in the local
crime situation, in criminal law, and in police management. The leader’s primary
responsibility would be to keep informed of progress on the cases assigned to his
team and make the broad tactical decisions on the team’s expenditure of effort. Each
day the subordinate investigators would periorm individually assigned tasks. A
clerk delegated to the team would prepare progress reports to document the daily
accomplishment on open cases and to assist the leader in making the allocation for
the following day. These reports would also help the leader identify which of his men -
was most effective at which tasks. This approach should assure that significant steps
in an investigation are objectively decided by a senior experienced investigator. This
proposed reform is especially applicable to those cases handled by the Major Offend-
ers Unit, described in Reform 3, and by those investigators assigned to the prosecu-
tor, described in Reform 8.

5. Strengthen evidence-processing capabilities.

Rationale: Many police departments collect far more evidence (primarily
fingerprints) than they can productively process. Our work shows that cold searches
of latent fingerprints are far more effective in increasing the apprehension rate than
are routine follow-up investigations.

The fingerprint-processing capabilities should be strengthened as follows: First,
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. the reference print files should be organized by geographic area, with a fingerprint

specialist assigned to each area, of no more than 4000 to 5000 sets of inked prints.
Second, to assure a large number of “request searches,” which imply a cooperative
effort, between investigator and fingerprint specialist, some communication links
should be devised to help motivate and facilitate the reciprocal exchange of informa-
tion between these two parties. And third, the persons performing this function
should be highly trained, highly motivated, and not overloaded with other tasks
which detract from their primary function.

6. Increase the use of information processing systems in lieu of investigators.

Rationale: Much of the scanning and monitoring of the huge volume of infor-
mation concerning crime incidents and arrests could instead be done by means of
an information processing system that would involve clerks and routine procedures
in small departments, and electronic computers.in large ones. Rand’s nationwide
survey indicates that computerized information systems are not nearly as prevalent
as would be justified by their potential to save manpower in this area.

7. Employ strike forces selectively and judiciously.

Rationale: The few investigative strike force operations we examined support
the view that strike forces can be relatively productive, particularly against bur-
. glary and fencing offenses. But to achieve an advantage, these units must be manned
by motivated and innovative personnel. The gain in employing them becomes illuso-
ry when mere quantity of arrests is emphasized, for then the efforts of this force tend
to be diverted into making arrests that are not the result of its own unique capabili-
ties. The operation of strike forces necessitates careful procedural and legal plan-
ning to protect the involved officers and to ensure that the defendants they identify
can be successfully prosecuted. They also require close monitoring by senior officials
to ensure that they do not become overly aggresswe and infringe on individual
privacy.

In all likelihood, the relative advantage of strike force operations in a particular
department will not persist; so the department must accustom itself to creating and
then terminating strike forces, as circumstances may dictate.

8. Place post-arrest (i.e., suspect in custody) investigations under the authority
of the prosecutor.

Rationale: 'Our analyses of workload data reveal that most investigative effort

on cleared cases is made after the arrest, and that most arrests are made by a
responding patrol unit without prior investigator involvement. But many of these
cases necessitate post-arrest investigation to strengthen the evidence to meet the
“beyond a reasonable doubt” standard for conviction. Also, the investigator may be
impelled to post-arrest efforts in an attempt to achieve clearances in other cases by
the present arrest, or to satisfy the documentation requirements of the department.
- Most prosecutors do not have investigators on their staff. If they do, these
investigators are usually occupied with relatively complex “white-collar” offenses.

Generally, then, the prosecutor relies on police investigators to provide the evidence

needed to prosecute and convict the suspect. But this situation contains an inherent
conflict between prosecutor and police. A police arrest is justified by probable cause—
i.e., an articulable reasonable belief that a crime was committed and that the arrest-




ee was the offender. But generally, because of the pressure of new cases and the
expectation that the case will be bargained rather than tried, the police are reluc-
tant to expend further investigative efforts to strengthen the evidence in the case.
The prosecutor, on the other hand, may be reluctant to file the charges that the
police prefer, or to file at all, if he believes the evidence would not suffice for a
conviction, i.e., proof beyond a reasonable doubt. It is clear that many cases are
affected by the conflicting incentives of police and prosecutor, as reﬁected in failures
to file, lenient filing, early dismissals, or imbalanced bargaining.

A promising remedy for this problem would be to place post-arrest investigations
under the authority of the prosecutor’s office, under assignment or as an integral
part of his staff, depending on the local situation. They would be used to implement
the policy that post-arrest investigation should seek to demonstrate the culpability
of the suspect beyond a reasonable doubt. We feel this arrangement would be a more
effective way of assuring that the evidentiary needs for a successful prosecution are
met.

9. Initiate programs designed to impress on the citizen the crucial role he plays
in crime solution.

Rationale: All our data show that the most important factor in crime solution
is the information provided by the victim to the responding police officer. If informa-
tion that uniquely identifies the perpetrator is not presented at the time the crime
is reported, the perpetrator, by and large, will not be subsequently identified.

Police departments must initiate programs designed to increase the victim’s
desire to cooperate fully with the police. Resources allocated to such programs may
serve to increase apprehension rates. Specifically, police departments should widely
disseminate the findings uncovered by this study. The realistic picture of how crimes
are solved will help eliminate the public’s distorted stereotype images of detectives
and will impress on them the importance of their cooperation with police in order
to solve crimes.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Rand began this study prepared to find great variability in the criminal investi-

gation procedures employed by police departments across the country and in their

effectiveness. We hoped to identify and describe those key program factors which led

to improved effectiveness and to suggest how other police departments might modify
their investigative practices to achieve the identified benefits. These hopes were not
realized.

Despite our finding apparently dwerse investigation practices, organization, and

official procedures, we conclude that most detectives work similarly everywhere.

Special projects established to test new operating concepts in seme communities
usually seemed to us to be poorly designed to test the underlying concept on which
they were based, or to provide reliable proof of their eventual impact.?2 We found few
departments seriously undertaking the use of electronic data processing equipment

* Exceptions were the Long Beach SOB Unit, the New York Clty Anti- Fencmg Unit, and Rochester’s
Team Policing experiment.
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to help solve their cases; and in those departments where computing systems were
used, few objective data were available to assess their contribution.

In general, we ascertained that investigator activities have only a marginal
impact on the overall level of identifications and arrests achieved by a major police
department. Although investigators may sometimes concentrate sustained inves-
tigative efforts on particular cases, nearly all case solutions result from simple
routine processing of information available at the time of the initial police repert.

It would not be prudent for a department to materially reduce its level of
investigative effort on the strength of our findings alone. For many inescapable
reasons, a police chief would be sharply criticized by crime victims and others if he
failed to respond with some degree of investigative effort on most cases. Rather, we
recommend that a series of closely monitored experiments or demonstrations be
conducted in different types of jurisdictions. These undertakings should provide for
a carefully controlled reduction in follow-up investigative efforts and for an increase
in efforts to accomplish identifications and arrests by other means. These demonstra-
tions should be aimed at testing the substantive findings of our study and at demon-
strating practical alternatives for enhancing police capability to apprehend crimi-
nals.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Over the years it has become increasingly evident that the crime problem is-

exceeding.the capabilities of the criminal justice system to control or even contain
it. If official statistics are to be believed, the increase in crime assumed epidemic
proportions in the first few years of the 1960s. Since 1961, the rate for all serious

crimes has more than doubled. From 1973 to 1974 this rate jumped 17 percent, the

largest annual increase in the 44 years that national statistics have been collected.
The rise in criminal statistics has prompted a public awareness of the seriousness
of the problem. The observatlon was made in 1970 that “Suddenly, sometime in the
1960s, crime and race and lawlessness and civil rlghts became the most important
domestic issues in America.”* The mounting crime issue led to the formation of the

President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and The Administration of Justice in_ -

1967, which formally identified crime as a prime, nonpartisan, domestic-problem.

Congress subsequently created the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion to authorize grants to state and local goiiéinmentsﬁ ‘in order to improve and
strengthen law enforcement and encourage research directed toward the improve-
ment and development of new methods for the prevention and reduction of crime
and detection and apprehension of criminals.”? Each state planning agency was

charged with developing a comprehensive plan for reducing crime throughout its =~ =

state and allocating resources under these guidelines. The allocation of such funds, -
which rose to almost $900 million during FY 1975, was often shaped by the individu- ‘

- al philosophies of local administrators. Some, who had “liberal” views, emphasized

projects whose aims were to remedy the effects of poverty, racism, or other social
inequities on the potential offender. Others, regarded.as “conservatives,” while

-acknowledging the contribution of poverty and social injustice to criminal behavior,

placed more reliance on public measures that would increase the capabilities of

agencies more directly concerned with combatting crlme——the police, prosecutxon,v

courts, and corrections.
During the past decade, both ideological postures have helped to Justlfy the

formation of a myriad of corrections, courts, and police action programs. Billions of

dollars have been allocated to state and local governmental agencies for the purpose .

of reducing crime. Unfortunately, if one is to judge from the available evidence, such
expectations have not been realized.

The persistence of the national crime problem has compelled proponents of o
. competing remedies ‘t6 combine their approaches. For example, all sides seem to

agree that even if the goal of rehabilitating criminals cannot be achieved, the public,
at least, has a right to demand that dangerous criminals be somehow restrained.
Leading criminologists now take the position that some individuals wﬂl not be

‘readily deterred from cnmmal actlvlty by any reasonable preventive measures. For

' Richard Scammon and Ben Wattenberg The Real Ma]onty, Coward McCann. -and-Geoghegan, New

York, 1970, p. 39.
* Omnpibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, Publxc Law 90-351, 1une 19 1968
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them the crimi nal Justlce system is not a . credible deterrent; they do not find that
the penalties of criminal conduct outweigh its benefits; and they are prepared to act
accordingly. If this is the case, as research leads us to'believe, then police programs
designed to increase the likelihood that criminals will be identified and apprehended
are probably the only effective means of directly attacking the criminal behavior of
this select offender population. However, responsible public administrators recog-
nize that unselective increases of resources to policing-are likely to be inefficiently
used. Millions of dollars have recently been expended on research to explore specific
programs or activities by which the police may best contribute to crime reduction. ; - ,
This research has uncovered a number of important findings in the area of policing, = - o
but mostly of a negative nature, i.e., it has shown what does not work. , ; T
For example, the Kansas City Patrol Expenment detionstrated that, for all sy
practical purposes, changes in the level of preventive pa?‘rol made no difference at /="
all in a number of crime indexes. After one year of this experiment, no differences ,,f &
were observed in criminal activity, amount of recorded crime, rate of victimization |
as revealed in a follow-up survey, level of citizen fear, or degree of citizen satisfaction, 2
with the police among city areas where preventive patrol was varied. 3 Such ﬁndmgs S
have led police administrators to question the traditional allocation of police person- ( ‘,
nel. If it is not productive to assign substantial numbers of uniformed officers to cT
routine car patrols on the streets, then this police manpower, often as much gs “~_ =~~~
one-third of all patrol man-hours, might be better. usedin other tasks, such ‘as LS
investigation, surveillance, or community sérvices. Unfortunately, the eﬁ‘ectxveness S
of these alternative uses of police has never been clearly demonstrated.
The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice; the research G :
arm of LEAA, has been confronted by indecisive or negative research results onthe o
~ effectiveness of traditional police patrol activities; a public that’i is becOmm;r more,
. vocal in its demands that violent criminals be apprehended and swiftly prosecuted;
o and police personnel who are disillusioned and frustrated by their mablhty, because o
of manpower shortages and strlct legal statutes, to convict strongly susplr jous sus- e

on the 1nvest1gat1on function in-policing. If police mvestlgatlon were demonstrated

to he a relatively effective means of identifying and apprehendmg cnmmal oﬁ‘enders
in general, and a reliable means to assure swift and certain prosecution of‘dangerous )
offenders in particular, then publlc safety would be enhanced by allocatmg more ﬂ
resources to this:police function. To this end, the National Institute sponsored The -~~~ °
Rand Corporation in a two-year study of criminal 1nvest1gatwn as pract1ced fhrougn— o
out the country. Study objectwes included the followmg “ ' i

451

e To describe, on a natlonal scale, current mvestlgatlve or; it
practices. : : C
¢ To assess the contribution that pohce mvestlgatlon nakes to"the achieVe~ ,
~_ment of criminal justice goals. . ‘ e
« To ascertain the effectiveness of new technology and syshems bemg adopted SR
to enhance mvestlgatxve performance , SR AR )

3 For complete results of the Kansas Cxty Patrol EYperlment see The Kansas Czty Preventwe Patrot--
Experiment, by George Kelling, Tony Pate, Duane Dieckman, and Charles E, Brown, pubhshed by the
Pollfe Foundation, Washington, D.C., 1975. - : L v
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o Toreveal how 1nvest1gat*ve effectweness is related to dlﬂ'erences in organi-
zational form, staﬂirxg, ‘procedures, etc

it

In the conduct of ¢ brs study, Rand has limited its attentlon ) pohce mvestlgatxon
of the serious reported crimes—homicides, rape, robbenea, burglarles, larceny, and
auto theft—used by the FBI to establish its crime-index. Investigation aimed at’'such-

t"oﬁ‘enses as the sale and use of narcotics, vice, gambling, or organized crimes has bren
excluded as they pose an entirely different set of' issues from those presented by the
investigation of street.crimes. c : ; P "

SOURCES OF INF'ORMATION ‘ R R AT JRETA

, _The mformatlon used in this study was '“btamed in several ways. Flrst we .o ST e
B examined literature on the investigative perf‘ormance of pohce departmentu i "
American cities and used their findings as hypotheses to-be explored in our-work. e
We developed a comprehensive survey questionnaire which was dlstrlbuted to
all municipal or county law enforcement departments that had 150 or more full-time
employees or that served a Jurlsdrctlon whose 1970 population exceeded 100,000.*
This survey produced extensrve information from 153 jurisdictions (of' the 300 solicit- -
ed) on such-topics as department characterlstlcs, investigator deployment investiga-
tor trainmg and status, usé of evidence techn1c1ans, nature of specialization, evalu:x-'
“tion criteria, prosecutorlal interaction, casea ssxgnment use of computer ﬁ‘es./ and
crime, clearance, apd arrest rates: , S
On the basis ¢f the survey responses, togetber w1th the consensus of an ad VISO"y
panel of' & exper ,_,,;ced law enforcernent per $onnel, more than 25 police agencies were _
selected for more - detailed study. O Our project staff visited each of these departments,
observing and partlcmatmg iri' the operations of the 1nvest1gat1ve nnits and discuss-
ing their procedures with personnel at: varigus departmental Jevels. In some cities
we monitored individual investigators and their st.perwsors continuously over a
period of several days to obtain reahstlc proﬁles of the)r actwltxe& ’

novel mvestlgatlve programs In addition, several departments cooperated clesely ‘
with the Rand staff and provided access to data nhat were. subsequently used inone ...~ 4
of the component studres - -

o5 e e R

COMPONENT STUDIES

The components-of Rand’s criminal mvestlgatlon study are summarized in this -
volume, with the exception of our national survey Of police-departments which is ~ - ..
discussed in Volume II. We do not need:t ‘ -:f"a‘i'such summaries here; however,
-t facilitate our presentation of repre(seul,a\ e findings from the component studles 1
_in this volume, we enumerate Buf“/ brreﬂy 1dentrfy these studres

2t . : e .

o The LLteraturo /Revzew—a compre henﬁ Ve search f‘or, and the anaiysis of,
reports nf ‘Previous studles con oelrnmg the pohce} mvestxgatlve functmn,

S =

* The complete results of the Rand Survey are reported in R177T DO3 “‘Volume II of thrs study, The o
s Criminal Investigation Process: Survey of Mumczpal and County Pohce Departments October 1975, -
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con%ntratmg on work done in the past; decade.

Des¢ription of the Investigative Function—a full c}iaractenzdtlon of what;.;E
_the-criminal investigation seeks to.accomplish, how it is organized- and -
”-mcmaged how it operates, how personnel are assigried and trained, what

forms of support aregiven, efc. This descrlptlon mainly derives from infor-

rnatxon obtgined from Rand’s national survey to which 153 pohce dcpart-ff

" rients responded and from our extenswe field work - w1th1n miore than 25
~'departments.” o o
How Detectives Spend Their Time—za reconstruction of the daily routine of
- ’mvestlgators, concomitantly xeldtmg the uses of their time to various
. meastures of accompllshmer}t/I‘hls analytical portrayal is based on a pro--
“"gram of personal observations by Rand researchers, on inferences from the

numerous criminal cagé files collected and reviewed for many purposes in

this study, and on & compnter-readable data ﬁle mamtamed by the Kansas -

City Police Degartment
How Crimes Are Solued-an analysis of cleared case sampies f‘rom the

__police dcpartmcms of §ix contrasting cities, to ascertain what factors were

responsible for the identification of the suspect : and what contribution the s

irivestigators made to the case solutlon,, e

" THe Role of Physical Evidence Cotiection'and Processmg—a cornpanson of
the physical evidence collection and processmg efforts in 4ix police depart- .

_ments, seeking to show how the type and amount ofsuch efforts, and the
procedures for applying them, affect the clearance of robbery and burglary ..
cases. The role of the evidence techmcxan is extenswely explored 1nclud1ng L

differences in his productmty among the six departments studied.

Investigative Thoroughness—a.comparison of' robbery case samples from~

two prosecutors’ offices to illuminate several lssueo about the thoroughness

of perfoiming and reporting follow-on mvestlgatlons namely, What effect

does the stringency of the prosecutors charging “policy have on such
thoroughness? and Howdoes mvestlgatlve thoroughness aﬁ‘ect case dlSpOS]-
tion? ’ :

Informatton Feedback to Vzcttms——an assessment of' how the feedback of‘

- EUdes, ‘as revealed by a smah telephone survey in a single Junsdlct‘on
The Investigative Strzko Force—an examination of proactwe investigation ,

methods purporting to enhance overall arrest effectiveness. The nature,
use, and performance of strike forces are considered both in general and
for the instances of the Miami STOP Unlt and- the Lonsr Beach/SOB Unit
in particular.
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A REALISTIC VIEW OF INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVIT‘ES

Chapter 2 :

A prlmary objec iive of this study has beer to develop a realistic description of
- Lo the activities in. avhich pohce investigators are routinely engaged At its begmmng
we had conﬂlderable doubts about whether we could ever resolve.the many conflict- -
ing views concernmg what detectives really accor“phsh i
;’/

e

~ STEREQTYPES OF THE INVESTIGATOR'S ROLE

Three common stereotypes influence the public’s perception of investigative
effectivensss. First is the media image, which many detectives would claim for
themselves—the resourceful, streetwise cop, who alwsys gete his'man- -Next. is the
historical stereotype, the image that old-tlmerq on the force have of' the detective’s:

~ contribution to law and order. Finally, the crltxcalstereotype——whlch recent objec- -
tive studies have tended to develop. Some combination of these alternative stereo:
types provides the basis for current 1nvest1gat1ve pohcles in most pohce departments .
today. e

The media image of the workmg detectwe, partlcularly pervaswe 1n wMely

viewed television series, is that of.a clever, 1mam_na" Ve, -perseveranti; Streetw p ,
. who conserts with glamorous women and ‘duels with crafty criminals. He and his - e

partners roam the entire «city for days or weeks trying to brean 2§inglé ¢ case, which ’ o
BRI is ditlmately solved by means of the investigator’s deductlve powers. This image 1s
77 theé one that many investigators prefer—perhaps with.a degiee of sanitizing? They: .
R would concede that criminals are rarely as crafty or diabolical‘as depicted in the ;
media, but may not quarrel with the' medla characterlzatmn of thexr own capablh-; Lt
ties. ' o ‘

o

Some current mvest1gat1ve P actlces appear mamly as a means to preserve a
media-like i image or tc give a victim the 1.nd of seryices he expects largely because
of that image. That is, ﬁngerprmt dusting, mug shot showing, or questioning wit-
nesses are often done without any hope of develepmrr jeads, but simply for pubhc\
relations. o O X
~ The stereotyped mrases held by older police admlmstrators are mﬁuenced by the

"'"spemal status that detectives orice held in earlier times.! Not too many years ago| )
various forms of illicit-dctivity such as vice, gambling, prostltutlon "and speakeasies ‘»'

" were much more openly tolerated by city governments than they are today.-The- o G
existence of these illegal, but accepted, enterprises created problems for the city = - =
police. How could they keep such institutions under control without drmng them -~
completely out of business? The police dealings with these institutions were fre- .- I |
cluently carried on by detectlves The dete stives ensured that the bus.nesses were R

Y s
ey

SO e e v This brief hxs‘torlcan a(.count was compiled fzom mformatlon presented in: Bruce Smith, Police

L Systems in the United States, Harper & Row, New York; 1960; Raymond Fosdick, American Police

e " Systems, TgerCentury Company, New York, 1921; and Charles Franklln, The Third Degree, Robert Hale,
- . London/197 :




- run-in a somewhat orderly fashion and that “undesirables” who attempted to take
‘part were driven out. By this delicate handling of a troublesome situation the
detectives often won the favor of the business leaders and politicians connected with
these activities. Such political connections made the detective a man of respect and
influence. , , '
Allowing these illegal enterprises to continue had special investigation benefits
for the police. When serious ¢rimes did occur or when public pressure was breught
to bear on the police to deal with a particular problem, these illegal activities
provided a valuable source of information to which the detectives could turn. Not
surprisingly, thieves and ¢on men would often be customers of the vice and gambling
operations, or have close contacts with people engaged in such business. If the police
really wanted information on a particular criminal activity, the detectives could
turn fo their contacts within the illicit activities and either solicit information as
a favor or extort it by threatening the safety of the illegal operation. Thus the

“effectiveness” of detective operations frequently depended on mamtammg close

contacts with a select group of potential informers.

Another role detectives played in addition to that of policing illicit activities was
that of dispensing street-corner justice. A good cop was expected to maintain order
without resorting to the courts. He did this by persuasion, and by threats, and by
actual physical force, if necessary. Only in those instances where it was clear that
his presence alone would not deter crime did he bring in a suspect for crlmmal
proceedings.

Detectives played a prominent role in the exercise of this dlscretlonary justice
because they were less visible than a uniformed patrolman when it came to breaking
down doors or pummeling offenders on the street. Because of their experience they
were expected to be more diplomatic in handling these incidents—part of the detec-
tive’s basic working knowledge included which individuals could be treated roughly
without getting the department into trouble. The detectives who could handle or

clear up delicate situations without causing a commotlon were highly valued b Y

police and city administrators.

Another method formerly available to help a detective close cases was the
third-degree or the extended interrogation. M iranda,® increased enforcement of civil
liberties, and the rise of community review boards put a limitation on this type of
* activity. It is no longer acceptable for detectives to arrest a suspect and keep him

in custody simply for investigative purposes. The use of physical or psychological

force in an attempt to extort a confession or to get informaticn about other suspects
in a case is no longer permissible under current due process requirements. ‘

We have no empirical evidence concerning the results produced by these various
techniques; therefore any comparisons between the effectiveness of historical and
current approaches is purely speculative. However, it is obvious that investigators
once possessed a number of investigative tactics that are no longer permissible.

A more critical stereotype of investigative effectiveness can be gleaned from a
number of studies which attempt to analyze how detectives go about their work.

The earliest critic was probably Raymond Fosdick in his American Police Sys-
tems (The Century Company, New York, 1921). After visiting police departments in
all of the major cities of the United States, he crititized detectives for:

2 The rights enumerated in Mirdnda v. Arizona, 384,ﬁS 436 '(1966).
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« Lack of civil service standards in selection.

o Lack of training.

» Poor coordination with patrol operation.

« ~Lack of effective supervision.

» Lack of ordinary “business systems” for handling their administrative
work.

In many departments, these criticisms are equally appropriate today. More recent
analysts have argued that:?

« Police agencies do not routinely collect and summarize data that can be
used to determine the effectiveness of investigation activities. Clearance
and arrest statistics in particular are unsuitable because they fail te distin-
guish outputs of investigative efforts from those of other units in the de-
partment. Clearance data alone are also extremely unreliable indicators of
police performance because of their subjective nature.

« Thesolution rate of crimes assigned to detectives appears insensitive to the
number assigned, implying that detectives can accurately predict which
cases can be solved and work on only those, or that the cases solve them-
selves.

« A high proportion of cases are closed when a patrol unit makes an arrest
at the scene of the crime.

« Investigators make scant use of indirect evidence such as fingerprints,
toolmarks, etc.

Uncomplimentary views are also being espoused by a number of progressive
police chiefs who have seen reforms and new initiatives take hold in every other area
of policing, but find their detectives the last bastion of the status quo. In their
departments, an appointment to the detective bureau is no longer viewed as the best

" path to promotion. In some departments (Los Angeles Police Department, for in-
stance) an independent detective bureau no longer exists. Investigators are now
assigned directly to a local operations commander.

Many of these chiefs are quite candidly critical of the old freewheeling detective
style of operation. They sée their detectives as simply trying to preserve the freedom
and prerequisites of their jobs without making any efforts to adapt to the rapidly
shifting community and legal climate in which they must work.

CURRENT INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITIES

Since the purpose of this volume is to propose major changes in how future
criminal investigations are conducted, the reader should be well acquainted with the
current investigative process. We now turn our attention to providing a realistic
perspective of current investigative activities. An expanded version is given in
Volume III (R-1778-DOJ), together with data showing how investigative efforts are
allocated among various investigative activities,

A realistic view of investigative activities can most easily be portrayed by de-

* For a more complete discussion of these findings, see Chapter 2, Volume TII, of this study—The
Criminal Investigution Process: Observations and Analysis, R-1778-D0J, October 1975,
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scribing how a typical case is handled. We also present some variations that fre-
quently occur in this typical pattern, as well as some departmental policies that
govern how cases are handled. Finally, we discuss the supporting activities that

police perform to increase the likelihood of identification and apprehension.

Incident Report and Preliminary Investigation

Most cases involving major felonies are initiated by a citizen calling the police
to report the crime or a police patrol unit responding to evidence that a crime is in
progress. In either case, the first police representative on the scene will usually be
a uniformed patrolman. His duties are to provide aid to the victim, to secure the
crime scene for later investigation, and to begin documenting the facts of the crime.
In a very few departments, investigators may be dispatched simultaneously with the
patrol unit to begin an immediate investigation of the crime scene, but in most
departments investigation by detectives does not take place until after a patrol unit
has filed its report. The patrolman’s initial incident report usually contains the basic
facts of the crime, the identity of the victim, a description of the suspect, and the
identity and location of any potential witnesses, a&well as a description of the crime
scene and any pertinent statements by witnesses. \L»*ha,w ietim. :

In most departments, patrol units are under considerable pressure to cut short
their investigation and get back on patrol. These departments regard the investiga-
tor as responsible for developing potential leads and continuing the case. In a few
departments, patrolmen are encouraged to use their own initiative to conduct such
additional investigative activities as house-to-house canvasses or other attempts to
track down suspects.

The product of the responding patrolman’s activities will be a report which
passes to the detective unit. Depending on departmental policies and the thorough-
ness of the patrolman, it will be something between a cryptic incident report pro-
viding only the essential facts of the case and a complete preliminary report of all
pertinent information available at the time the patrolman responded, with most
departments tending toward the former. This document, then, provides the basis for
any further investigative activity by the detective.

Evidence Collection and Processing

Studies have shown that most crime scenes contain physical evidence that could
conceivably be used to link a suspect to the crime scene and that in approximately
50 percent of the crime scenes there are usable latent fingerprints. To collect this
potential evidence—primarily the fingerprints—many departments now use spe-
cially trained evidence technicians, whose sole task is to process crime scenes. They
may be available for dispatch at the time of the crime report or may be sent out
following the initial report if in the responding patrolman’s judgment there is a
potential for finding any usable evidence. The evidence technicians examine the
crime scene, lift any usable latent prints, and submit a report of their results to the
responsible investigation unit.

In most departments latent prints will not be used unless an investigator asks
the print examiner to compare them against the inked prints of a specific suspect.
In a very few departments the print examiner may attempt “cold” searches, using
the lifted prints to compare against files of known or suspected offenders.




Screening and Case Assignment

Every morning (about 7 o’clock) the previous day’s incident reports are assem-
bled and distributed to the responsible investigation unit. Assignments are deter-
mined by the organizational pattern of the department, which may be by crime type
specialties (robbery, burglary, sex offenses, etc.) or by geographic areas of the city.
The specialization may be so detailed that the assignment personnel can direct the
incident report to the specific investigator who is supposed to handle that case.
Otherwise, the incident report will go to a unit supervisor who will then assign the
case to an individual detective, based on previous patterns of offenses or individual
workloads. Each detective usually receives one or two new cases a day. Workload
assignments are lower for crimes against the person and higher for minor property
crimes.

In some departments formal “solvability factors” or the judgment of the unit
supervisor may be used to determine whether or not a specific case should be
followed up by the investigators assigned, or simply suspended until any new facts
develop. In most departments every case is assigned to a responsible investigator
with some minimal attempt at follow-up expected. This minimal effort is usually an
attempt to re-contact the victim and see whether he can remember any other facts
in addition to those recorded on the incident report. Although most investigators
will have twenty or thirty open cases on their desks at any one time, only two or
three are really considered active. Qur workload data showed that most cases are
closed within the first day of activity. Very few remain active after two or three days.

Follow-up Investigation

The new cases assigned to an investigator can generally be sorted into one of
three categories. Receiving first priority are those in which the investigative steps
are obvious from the facts related in the incident report. These are the cases in
which the victim names the suspect, gives a license number, where the suspect can
be found, or additional witnesses are indicated who were never interviewed by the
responding patrolman. Investigators are always expected to track down these obvi-
ous leads.

Second in priority are those cases which require attention, not because any
obvious leads are indicated, but because of the seriousness of the offense or the
notoriety it receives in the press or in the community. Because the investigators
want to avoid charges by the community that they are not doing their job or simply
because an investigator is outraged by the offense and wants to help the victim,
additional efforts on the case are expected. This may involve re-contacting victims
and witnesses and gmng over their prior statements.

In the lowest category of priority are the routine cases that oﬁ'er no indication
of additional leads. In all departments these cases receive nothing more than per-
functory attention. The Kansas City Case Load Assignment File indicates that
approximately 70 percent of all residential burglaries may fall into this third catego-
ry. ‘

The first task of the investigator when he comes to work is to plan his activities
for the day. Most of the morning is usually devoted to reviewing his new cases,
accomplishing the paperwork required for the cases to which he has been assigned
processing prisoners who are in custody from the previous night, and making re-
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quired court appearances. Late morning and afternoon are usually free for conduct-
ing interviews or street patrol. Although he must make his required court appear-
ances and he must process arrestees, usually within narrowly prescribed time
schedules, how he uses the rest of his time is determined by his own judgment.

He conducts interviews and checks around the community according to his own
sense of priority about each case, the difficulty or attractiveness of conducting the
various interviews, transportation difficulties, and fellow investigators’ activities.

It is rare to see an investigator take detailed written notes as a result of any of
his interviews. He only records telephone numbers, addresses, nicknames, as neces-
sary, on scraps of paper. Information put into the official case folder is only what
is required. Transcripts of witness statements are made in only the most important
cases.

Clearance and Arrest

A major demand on the investigator’s time is made when a suspect is finally
taken into custody—usually as a result of patrol activity. In most departments a
concerted effort is made to clear additional crimes in addition to the one for which
the suspect has been arrested. This effort is purely the investigator’s. If the suspect
is willing, the investigator may talk to him concerning a number of similar offenses,
or if the suspect is not willing to talk, the investigator may rely on his own judgment
about the similarity of the cases. If the suspect has been involved in crimes where
he was seen by the victim, such as sex crimes or robbery, earlier victims may be
brought in to view the suspect in a lineup. The results of these efforts must then be
conveyed to the prosecutor in written reports.

In many jurisdictions the prosecutor will require the investigator to consult with
him about the facts of the case at the time of filing. If he helped solve the case, the
investigator will have to be a witness in court.

Supporting Activities

In addition to their regular investigative activities, most departments expend
additional resources in attempts to develop leads for investigators by other means
or to provide alternative means for identifying the suspect. All departments main-
tain a variety of information files which are sources of investigative leads. These
may include: a file of crimes of a similar type or in similar locations in a specific time
period; a file of the addresses, description, and modus operandi of known offenders;
mug shot files, usually organized by ¢rime type and basic descriptors; fingerprint
files for all past arrestees; intelligence files on specific individuals suspected of
particular criminal activity; field interrogation files to indicate the location and
reason for stopping a specific individual or vehicle, along with the description of a
person and his vehicle; and files of stolen or pawned property:

In some departments, special details or strike forces may be operated in an
attempt to provide investigative leads that would never come in through normal
incident reports. The most commonly encountered example of such activity is a
pawnshop detail which routinely inspects ifems taken in by pawnshops and com-
pares them with stolen property lists. Another type of strike force uses investigators
to buy stolen property in an attempt to identify fences or frequent burglars.
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Selection, Training, and Supervision

In most departments the investigators occupy a unique position and job title,
often with civil service status. Our survey indicated that in the average department,
14.5 percent of the sworn personnel have positions designated as investigators.

The men selected for investigators usually have spent three to five years on
patrol assignments. Where selection is not based strictly on civil service criteria, the
more aggressive patrolmen are usually selected for investigative assignments, pre-
sumably because a patrolman who makes a large number of arrests has the appro-
priate type of initiative and insight to make a good investigator.

Whatever training new investigators get is usually on the job. When new re-
cruits join the department, they are given some investigative training to help them
in their patrol work, but there are usually no special classes for men recently
assigned to investigation units. Only a few departments offer continuing education
for people in investigative assignments.

Most investigators operate out of special units that are separate from patrol,
except in those team policing jurisdictions where the investigators have been inte-
grated into the patrol/team concept. The units themselves have only administrative
significance. Each investigator or investigator-pair operates fairly independently.
The supervisor worries about vacation schedules, timeliness of reports, and tidiness
of paperwork, but he does not usually enter into substantive decisions about the
case. In departments where men: are encouraged to spend a good deal of their time
on the street, the supervisor may be only vaguely aware of what his men are doing
on a day-to-day basis.

This brief description represents our attempt to portray how investigation ac-
tivities are carried out on a daily basis and to furnish the reader with some apprecia-
tion of the activities we evaluate in Chapter 3, as well as some understanding of the
difficulties an administrator would face if he tried to introduce greater accountabili-
ty into investigation activities or to eliminate unproductive efforts. A more detailed
description of daily activities is provided in Volume III (B-1778-DQJ), along with
data that show how investigative time is distributed over such activities as inter-
viewing victims, making court appearances, and attempting to locate witnesses.



Chapter 3
THE RESULTS OF INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITIES

We have described how the activities that make up the investigative function
are most frequently carried out; in some sense, these activities represent inputs to
a production process—the investigation of reported crimes. This chapter is con-
cerned with the outputs of those activities, that is, what society gains in return for
the resources expended.!

The departments we interviewed did not keep-records that permitted us to
determine this input-output relationship directly, and traditional methods proved
unsuitable as a means of measuring the results obtained from investigative, as
opposed to noninvestigative, activities. For example, clearance rates are calculated
by combining all cleared cases, regardless of which police function is actually re-
sponsible for their clearance; and no department kept records that enabled the
clearance rate to be broken down by police function. Therefore, our study approach
was to first define the outputs of the investigative function, and subsequently to
develcp criteria of effectiveness and productivity for each output.

Top-ranking police personnel and detectives concurred that the outputs sought
from police investigations are:

1. The identification and apprehension of suspects.
2. The conviction of defendants.
3. 'The satisfaction of the victim’s demand for police attention.

Once these three output goals were identified, we designed individual pieces of
research to -estimate how various investigative activities contributed te them. In
each piece of our research, with the exception of the victim survey, we collected data
from several police departments so that we could compare departments and deter-
mine whether various investigative activities and organizational arrangements
made a difference in output measures. Where possible we attempted to control for
other factors that may also make a difference.? In addition, we were interested iri -
determining how much of the overall level of police effectiveness is associated with
investigative, as opposed to noninvestigative, efforts.

The remainder of this chapter summarizes the results of the individual pieces
of research:®

! The researchers primarily responsible for the material summarized in this chapter are: “How Cases
Are Solved,” Jan M. Chaiken and Linda Prusoff} "Analysis of the Collection and Processing of Physical
Evidence,” Joan Petersilia; “The Daily Routine,” Jan M. Chaiken and Konrad Kellen; “The Relationship
Between Thoroughness of Investigation and Case Disposition,” Joan Petersilia; “Investigative Strike
Forces,” Peter Greenwocd; and “Information Feedback to Crime Victims,” Reobert Castro and Marvin
Lavin. .

? Analysis of our survey data showed that organizational differences among investigative units cannot
be directly relatcu to differences in clearance rate, arrest rate, or crime rate, The intention of the more
detailed pieces of analysis was to attempt to isolate departmental characteristics that could be said to
account for differences in investigative effectiveness.

* The complete analysis of our research appears in Volume III, The Criminal Investigation Process:
Observations and Analysis (R-1778-DOJ).

12
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o The contribution of investigation to case clearance (identification and,
where possible, arrest) was explored in several studies. We analyzed a large
sample of cleared crimes from a variety of crime types to determine what
factors contributed to case solution. The contribution of physical evidence
collection and processing efforts was determined by examining case records
and departmental statistics from a number of departments employing diff-
erent collection and processing strategies. These records were used to de-
termine what role, if any, physical evidence played in the solution of each
case and to infer if departmental differences could be directly related to the
rate at which suspects are identified through latent prints.

« Employing a data file from the Kansas City Police Department, we devel-
oped workload indexes of possible use to all departments, drew a portrait
of how an investigator’s time is spent, and analyzed the relationship be-
tween time spent and case solution.

o The impact of investigative efforts on court dispositions was determined by
examining a sample of cases from two jurisdictions which demonstrated
markedly different approaches to the post-arrest investigative function.
The quantity of information provided by one department to the prosecutor
greatly exceeded that provided by the other.

« Todetermine the impact of special investigative strike force operations, we
examined the case histories of two such units and evaluated data which
purported to demonstrate their productivity.

o And finally, to explore the attitudes of victims toward various investigative
policies, we conducted a survey of recent burglary and robbery victims to
find out how they would respond to a variety of possible investigative
policies.

HOW CASES ARE SOLVED

A police investigation is initiated when the patrolman responds to the crime
scene and records preliminary information. That crime report is subsequently for-
warded to the investigative division, where the case is assigned to a detective so that
the investigation may be completed. This method of operation suggests that in
determining the involvement of a detective in a case solution, we should distinguish
between those cases in which the solution was essentially established before the
detective received the case and those where the solution occurred afterward. Also,
to determine the type of investigative skills and effort required to solve a case, for
those cases where no initial identification was available, it was desirable to distin-
guish those cases solved through simple routine investigative activities from those
that required special investigative initiative or skills. v

To control for the variability one encounters across distinct crime types, we
examined cases from a number of typical specialized investigative units, including:
forgery and fraud, automobile theft, theft, commercial burglary, robbery, felony
morals (sex crimes), aggravated assault, and homicide.

For each of these crime types we examined a sample of cleared cases, first
classifying them as to whether there was or was not an initial identification at the
time the investigator received the report, and then, for those cases in which there

P
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was no initial identification, determining how the case was eventually solved The
results of this analysis were as follows:*

o In more than half of the cleared cases, the identification of the oﬂ'ender was
available at the time of the initial report because (1) the offender was
-arrested at the scene; (2) the victim or witness identified the suspect by
name and address; or (3) some evidence available at the crime scene, such
as a license plate or employee badge number, uniquely determined the
identity of the suspect.

o Most of the remaining cases that were eventually cleared were done so
through simple routine administrative actions: fingerprint search, inform-
ant tips, reviewing of mug shots, or arrests in connection with the recovery
of stolen property. In only three crime categories were any special action
cases observed. These were commercial burglary, robbery, and homicide;
in each of these categories special action cases accounted for about 10
percent of the solved cases.

Given these findings, it is easy to see that clearance rates cannot be expected to: ’

vary substantially according to the organization of mvestlgatnve units, the trammg
and selection of investigators, whether they specialize by crime type or not, their
workload, and other variables that were explored in our survey. Basicaily, with the
possible exception of homicide, if investigators periormed only the obvious and

routine tasks needed to clear the “‘easy” cases, they would soive the vast majority -

(97 percent) of crimes that now get cleared. All their eﬁ‘oros' in relation to other cases
have a very marginal effect on the number of crimes cleared.

Thus, it is not appropriate to view the role of investigators as that of solving
crimes. They do not spend much time on activities that lead to clearances, and much
of their work in this connection could be performed by clerical personnel.

Our findings also highlight the importance of patrol officers in producing clear-
ances. A substantial fractiou of clearances are produced by patrol arrests at the
scene of crimes. In other cases, it is the patrol officer who records the information.-
that we labeled as “initial identification.” The efforts that many department»s are
making to stricture their crime reports so that this information is propen y recorded
appear to be highly desirable. Such mf‘ormatmn can make a routme case out of an

otherwise difficult one.

Technology has also converted many prev1ously dlfﬁcult mvestlgatlve tasks/zato .

or the driver is wanted, made pos51b1e mauy spontaneousele/‘ nces that we clas-
sified as routine. Well-organized and mamtameﬂ mdg shot or modus operandi files
also helped produce routine c‘earances that either would never have occurred or
would have been nonroutine in the absence of such files, :

Finally, our review of iz ndividual case folders persuaaed us that actions by mem-
bers of the public can strongly influence the outcome of cases. Sometimes private
citizens, by ruse or restraint, held the perpetmtgr ‘at the scene of the crime. Some-

4 Initially, we analyzed 63 robbery cases, divided among four police departments (Berkeley, Los
Angeles, Miami, and Washington, D,C.). We then expanded the analysis to mc]ude 109 cleared cases for
crimes other than robbery from Long Beach, Cahf'orma The sample was again expanded to include an
additional 92 cases from the Kansas City, stseﬁn Police Department, selected according to a different
sampling design.
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times they recognized the suspect or stblen property at a later time and called the
investigator. In other cases, the victim or his relatives conducted a full-scale investi-
gation on their own and eventually presented the investigator with a solution.

Collectively, these types of citizen involvement constitute a sizable fraction of -~ )

cleared cases. Possibly many more cases could be solved if the public were made
aware that they cannot depend on the police to solve cases magically but rather must
provide the police with as much information as possible.

ANALYSIS OF THE COLLECTION AND PﬁOCESSING OF
PHYSICAL EVIDENCE

The ability of'a police agency to. pronex_jlv collect and. process the physical evi-
dence retrieved from crime ‘scenes is thought to be important to the process of

successful police investigation. Police departments across the country are emphasiz-
ing more efficient collection and processing efforts by allocating more personnel to

them, establishing crime scene search units, purchasing sophisticated equipment, -
P b

and pracessing a larger percentage of crime scenes for physical evidence. These

policy decisions are based on the assumption that there is a positive correlation -

" between the amount of physical evidence retrieved and the number of suspects

identified from such evidence. The research reported here was undertaken to see .~

whether or not such a relationship exists. Qur primary purpose was to condtict a
comparative analysis of the physical evidenee cellection and processing efforts in six
police departments (Long Beach, Berkeley, Los Angeles, and Richmond, California;
Washington, D.C.; and Miami, Florida), selected on the basis of their contrasting
evidence collection and processing efforts. In each of the six police departments we

“visited, data were collected from the evidence-gathering unit so that the role of

physical evidence could be assessed under different methods of operation.”

To get an overall indication of the frequency with which a technician responds
to residential burglaries, how frequently he lifts prints, and how frequently the
prints result in an identification, we took a sample of cleared and uncleared cases.

This sample, consisting of 200 residential burglary cases per department in three .

cities, indicated that in only about 1 percent of the cases in each department weyé
latent prints matched with the inked prints of the suspect. Our results show.that
in Richmond, California, where evidence technicians are dlspatc}‘ed to nearly 90
percent of the reported burglaries, and recover prints from 70 percent of the scenes
they process, their hit rale (or percentage of all cases where an identification re-
sulted) is the same as in Long Beach and Berkeley which dispatch evidence techni-
cians to the scene less frequently and lift prints less often.

From these data, we infer that a heavier investment in evidence techn1c1ans and’

a policy of routinely dispatching technicians to all felony crlme scenes produces a
higher print recovery rate; yet, they appear not to affect the réte at which finger-

* The Berkeley technicians are dispatched at the patrolman’gdiscretion; in Long Beach the technician

is required to process only specified types of felony crime scenes; Los-Angeles technicians process only -
violent ¢rime scenes, whereas the patrolmen lift prints at others; Miami technicians are requested at the -

patrolm'm s discretion at felony crime scenes; Richmond technicians are required to process a felony

crime immediately following the report of the incident; in Washington, D.C., the technicians are cruising

the streets in mobile evidence vans and when a felony is reported, they are automatlcally dispatched to
the svene. ,

e e

e
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print identifications serve to clear burglary cases. The data also suggest a higher
print recovery rate in Richmond, where the crime site is processed immediately
following the report of the incident.

There are several plausible explanations as to why lifting more prmts does not
actually result in a higher rate of burglary suspect identifications. The most reason-
able explanation appears to involve the fingerprint searching capabilities of the
individual department. That is, a high proportion of recovered latents are never
used to search ﬁngerprmt files and to attempt to make identifications from compari-
sons. -
We compared the effectiveness of ﬁngerprmt 1dent1ﬁcat10n sections in four po-
lice departments (Washington, Los Angeles, Miami, aiid-Richmond). wh:ch differ .
significantly in terms of size, fingerprint files maintained, and types ef ﬁngerprmt
services performed: We used the identification success rates of the nngerprmt sec- .
tions as a measure of their effectivness. : -

We compared the productivity of fingerprint identification operatlons inthefour
cities we examined in several ways. By looking at the approximate number of crime
scenes processed per year (all crimes combined), the percentage of'¢crime sites where:
prints were lifted, and the number of identifications which resulted, we were able
to draw the following conc]usmns regarding the productmty of physwal evidence ( %
processing: , s

e Miami, Rlchmond and Los Anr*eIes make apprommately the same percent-
. age of 1dent1ﬁcat10ns from retrieved latent prints—approximately 9 per-
Fs ¢ent of the prints retrieved are subsequently used to help identify a suspect.
L * In Washington, D.C., only about 4 percent of the retrieved prints (all crime

s types combined) will be matched with those of a suspect. -

) s In Washington, D.C, a majonty of identifications result from request
searches.®* Miami specialists produce nearly half of their identifications_
from own initiative searches;” Richmond is able to make nearly 20 percrnt
of their identifications.from cold searches:® S - :

o When the manpower devoted to 1dent1ﬁcat10n efforts is cmmdered it is
clear that the productivity levels of different fingerprint units differ signifi-
cantly. A fingerprint. specialist in Washlngton, D.C., averages 42 suspect -
identifications per year (assuming 70 percent of his time is spent searcbmg
prints); whereas Richmond averages 397. In terms of cost, an identification
in Washington, D.C., entails 140 hours of manpower at a cost 6f $875 per
idenfification. In the other three mtmsjhe cost for each 1dentlﬁcatlon is less
than $100. o AN P e

Plaus1ble explanations that account for some of the vpry wide differences ob- .
served in the productivity levels of these four fingernrmt identification sectlons
include the f’ollowmg S S

A requTést search is initiated when an investigator submits the name of a possible suspect and ~
requests that the suspect’s inked prints be compared with the.latents from a specified crime site. ]
“An “own initiative” search occurs when the:fingerprint specialist acts “as his‘own detective.” As Lok
“such, he attempts to match MOs by reading arrest reports, independently searching arrestees’ prints with B
recently lifted latents, etc., in an attempt to match latent prints. '
#'A cold search usually consists of taking latents and trying to miatch them with the inked prints in
a speciafized, career- oﬂ'endar file. o

it




- ....year; in Richmond, e estimate that on the average an investigator requests ﬁﬂ:een

VAL

" not necessarily lead to more suspect identifications. We are led rather to the infer-

« The Washington, D.C.kgpeci‘{a’list is responsible for several ﬁhgerprint-relat-

“ ed activities, more so than in the other three cities. These additional activi- ..
“ties may p prevent the D.C spec1ahst frot becoming as thoroughly familiar
wztn latent fingerprints and the various files mamtalned as someone who .
~ . is involved solely in this act1v1ty o : e
o 1n all four departments, the majority of the suapect 1dent‘ﬁcatlons result T
from a request made by an ifwvestigator to have the fingerprint specialist
compare a certain latent print with those of a named suspect. This implies L TR
+hat the productivity ofthe fingerprint specialist depends primarily on the '

quantity and quality of the leads or requests made bvwhe mvestlgato;

Does identification productivity depend on the number of requests. made by
investigators? A Washington investigator aVevaged #wo requests for searches per

searches per year, So, such dependence may be aignificant.

o The absolute number of prints mamuamed in the different ﬁngerprmt files -~ - i~
certainly affects the productivity of the spec1ahst InRichmond.and Miami, ' '
the specialized criminal file (usially repeat offenders) contains the prints .
of 4000 persons; in the District of Columbia, a similar file contains the
prints of over 30,000 career offenders. In practical terms, D.C.’s career file
cannot be cold-searched. This limitation makes the D.C. techmclan depen— B
dent on his own initiative or on request searches. = - T e ]

« Miami fingerprint spemahsts, maintaining close contact with the rest- of 7
the police department, are able to associate several crime scenés based on - - o T
similar MO, and then proceed on their own initiative to search latents. So '
* iff Miami, their own “detective” work has proved most profitable in leading
to suspect idéntifications. - L L 0

The current organization of the Washington Fingerprint Examination Section
makes a situation similar to Miami’s impossible. The D.C. Section receives latents -
from eight police districts, and with the large volume of criminal activity in each .
of these districts, it is doubtful that any specialists could follow the crimiinal actiwi*”
ties in all of these districts. Therefore, “own initiative” searches in D.C. are limited
primarily to situations where a suspect has been arrested and the specialist chooses . =~
to search the latents retrieved from the area in which he was arrested.

The collection of physical evidence is emphasized in many police departments
because it is biflieved that the greater the amount of physical evidence retrieved, the -
greatee will be the number of suspect identifications from such evidence. Qur study —

fails to confirm so simple a relationship. For example, our sample of burglary and

robbery cases reveals that within the range of variation exhlbned in the depavt—
ments we studied, collecting fingerprints at a higher percentage of crime scenes does

ence that an improved ﬁngerprmt identification capablhty is more productlve of
identifications than a more intensive print collection effort,

But simply increasing resources devoted to fingerprint identification’ activities
does not necessarily assure that more identifications will be produced. We have

observed that fingerprint files may become inoperable because of excessive size.

‘Therefore, the print identification process in larger police departments could be
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f’acd uted by keeping the prmt files by geographmal area, with a fingerprint specxal-

" ist assigned to each area. To make cold searches more practical, we estimate area -
subfiles-should contain the prints of no more than several thousand persons. Some

_ experlmentatlon in this area is required. :

Request searches, which imply cooperative effort between investigator and

fingerprint specialist, clearly appear to be the most productive type. An information
system should be devised to link. investigators and fingerprint specialists in an -
-efficient- manner. This should help motivate and facilitate the reciprocal exchange

- of information. :
""" The overall conclusion to be drawn from this analysxs is that the relatively small
oontrlbutlon that physical evidence currently makes to police investigation is not -
likely to increase mgmﬁ‘.antly under currsnt- procedures although there are some 4,,»,3,;”” .
areas of physical- ev1dence collection and processing where 1mprovements,£aii be © - /‘
made whlch are hkely to recult in additlonal suspect 1dent1nc_at1 OB, Regardless of L

L aentlﬁed ag the perpetrator 5. Thrs process allnws add1t10par evrdence to be presenf-‘, .
... edto the prosecutor, but cannot be seen as contubmmg to the initial mentmvatmn : :
e of a perpetrator. - T ]
We cannot determine whether ef Forts to identify perpetrators through physxcal o
- evidence are thwarted by the<ouritérmeasures adopted by the more careful criminal 4 =
offenders; or whether technological advances in processing equipment are- not. keen:a .
ing pace withthe growth of the criminal population; or whether the mobility of the
criminal population is such that purely localized systems are unablé to keep track
of an offender, and that only a national centralized system wouid enhance identifica- = - i
tion through fingerprints significantly. Each of these hypotheses merits further -
“consideration. ‘

THE DAI Y ROUTINE g :':;:i,iii:"

S

Since 1nves§;gators have cons1derab1e autonomy in determining hew they wxﬂ’
_ SDPPd~tlleli‘ workmg day and are not subject to the hour- by-hour gupervxsxon im-
R L posed on other- police personnel, we felt it would be usefdflf our research could
g - explore their daily routizie. Such information might assist in Bevelopmg rational .
' . methods for allocation of investigative personnel and perhaps also provide informa- .~
tron for mferences concermng the-Félationship between time spent and case squ-

tion. r =
All of' the quautltatrve ir rormatlon f‘or the study of mvestzgato*s actmtxes w S

Kansas C1ty (stsoun) Pub_ce uc:partment "The i} me descnbes, f‘or eaeh nvestlgator o , ,
and or.each unit, the number of hours spent on various activitiés, the number of , ' e
e " cases handled and the number of arrests and clearances produced. g o o
o = ~ Our analysm of this case file shows that for all units together, 55.7 percent of
the detectlve s time i is devoted to case work; 13.8 percent to admlmstratlve details
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which are clearly unrelated to case werk; 1 9 percent to survelllance, crime preven-
tion, warrants, youths, etc.; and 28,6 percent of their time is unaccqunted for. From
both the data and observations we conclude that detectives are not involved in a
single-minded pursult of solutions to crimes; rather, they spend some 40 percent of

- their time in an interruptible fashion on other activities.

Because of the nature.of the compaterlzed file, we were able to defﬁrmme not
only the average workload of cases per investigator, but also whetf’er or not-the

- workload was directly related to case sclution. The data in th.s file show that a large

percentage of the reportm crimes are assigned to an mvestlgator bat that many
receive no more atterition from the investigator: than a'cursory reading of the crime -
report. Certain cases are selected for 1nattenuon from the start _while other cases
are worked on. s

The data show that only homicxde and rape (and suicide, because it is potentially
homicide) are invariably worked.on. A few sther types of crimes that are umversally
regarded as serious are worked on in over 60 percent of cases.. but 'l*;zny types of

=

=

crimes are more likely than not to receive less than 2.half £HBULS attention froman

investigator (thereby counting as “not worked 67" 7 Since the bulk of crimes fall.into
these latter categories, well under helf )of all reported crimes-receive any senous
attention by an investigator. L g

The net result is that the‘dverage detective does not actually work on a large
number of cases each month, even though he may have a backlog of hundreds of

- cases that were assp?ixed to him at some time in the past and are still theoretically

his responsi isiity. The number of worked-on cases per detective in the Kansas City

~Pulice Department is generally under one per day.

In many departments, arrestees for serious crimes are processed by investiga-
tors, which means that investigators necessarily have some work to do on all cleared
crimes. Other crimes are reported to the investigator with such strong leads that the -

cleared, and then the investigator has additional work to do. As a result, worked-on
cases by mvestlg ators have twc important characteristics. Flrst the majority of
crimes that an investigator works on are cleared, and, second, most of the*clme spmf

‘on cleared crimes occurs after the arrest is:made. g : T

Moreover, for every type of case except bank robbery (whlch is often’nandled by -

- investigator is nearly compelled to pursue them.-Such crimes are very likely to be _ )

the FBI), the amount of effort devoted to cleared cases prior to the afrest isless than . -

the amount of effort devoted to those uncleared crimes th?u are worked on. We
conclude, then, that detective work is not characterized byard work leading to case
solutions. If this were so, the more effort that was dpvoted to a case, the more hkely

it would be to be cleared.-On the-contratry, the data suggest tHatthe cdses-thiat’ get o

~¢leared are primarily the easy ones to solve, ‘and that most. of the mvestlgator s work

is a consequence of the fact that an arrest has been made. ,

In addition, the vast majority of ¢ases that a-detective works on are handled in
the course of a single day, after which they are either completed or suspended. Only
a few types of crimes fail to follow this pattern: homicide, rape, safe burglary,
commercial robbery, and f'orgery/ counterfeiting.

The number of investigative man-hours devoted to crimes other than those ]ust
listed is quite small in Kansas City, averagmg under five mar-hours for. those that
are actually worked on; those-hoursare not spread out ever a long period of time,
but are concentrated in the first day or two after the crime is reported Over 86
percent of cases dre suspended by the end of the first week.

. R B
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In summary, our analysis has shown that the investigator’s daily routine cannot
be characterized as devoted primarily to piecing together clues for the purpose of
solving crimes. For the most part he operates in a reactive mode, responding to
externally generated events that require an action on his part. Administrative
activities, service to the public, and other work not related to cases consuime nearly
half of his time.

A large number of incidents come to his attentlon, but many of them receive
little or no work and simply sit on his desk constituting part of his caseload. If an
arrest has already been made, or it is apparent from the crime report that a limited
amount of work will result in an arrest, then the case is pursued and most of the
work involves post-arrest processing, writing reports, documenting evidence, and
the like. A small number of cases are pursued simply because of their seriousness
or importance, but it does not appear that the chances of clearance are enhanced
in proportion to the amount of work.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THOROUGHNESS OF
INVESTIGATION AND CASE DISPOSITION

A police investigator is responsible for gathering evidence, identifying it in
court, and testifying about the circumstances of its collection. Subsequent court
disposition of the case often depends on how well the investigator has performed
these tasks. Prosecutors frequently complain that the police have provided them
with insufficient evidence upon which to proceed, compelling them to reject cases,
to suffer dismissals, or to make undue concessions to defendants to obtain a plea of
guilty, rather than go to trial at a serious disadvantage.

The research described here was undertaken to nllummate two facets of the
controversy between police and prosecutor:

e What was the investigative completeness {i.e., the “thoroughness”) in rob-
bery cases presented by the police to the prosecutor for filing in two local
jurisdictions during the first four months of 19747

o What seemed to be the effect of the degree of completeness of the police-
provided information on the disposition of the defendant?

To reflect different prosecutorial practices in felony case screening, we selected
two California prosecutors’ offices for this study. We took from each office a sample
of approximately 20 robbery cases presented to them by the police during the first
four months of 1974. The information from these sampled cases enabled us to draw
inferences about the thoroughness® of the police investigation behind them. They
also served as a basis for our assessment of how the disposition of defendants appears'
to depend on the quality of investigation.

One of the offices (denoted A) tends to be extremely stnct in scréening cases for
filing. The standard it follows is that of filing only those charges it believes can be
proved to a jury. The other office (denoted B) appears to operate with significantly

® The term thoroughness is used here to designéte investigative completeness, i.e,, how much of the
infl'qrmation that the prosecutor deems desirable is provided in written documentation given him by the
police.
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greater accommodation to routine police procedures, accepting their practice of
presenting minimal information to substantiate the filing of a case.

To assess the completeness of investigation in each sampled case, we examined
all of the documents presented to the prosecutor by the police. For this purpose, we
developed a data collection form which was divided into subject areas pertaining
respectively to the offense, the suspect, the victim or witnesses, and the arrest (Fig.
8-1, Volume III).’° Within each area, questions were listed that an experienced
prosecutor believed should be addressed by a police investigation to facilitate prose-
cution of the case. A total of 39 questions were listed on the form. .

A comparison of the reports provided by the police to the prosecutor in our two
samples of robbery cases demonstrated, as anticipated, that the thoroughness of
police investigation in Jurisdiction A was perceptibly better than in Jurisdiction B.
In A, the reports to the prosecutor were typewritten, painstaking in detail, and
documented each investigative activity in chronological order. The police reports
provided to the B prosecutor were generally handwritten, were difficult to read and
understand, and generally contained only the major facts of the case.

The information provided to the A prosecutor at the time of screening would
always include a crime report, an arrest report, and at least one follow-up investiga-
tion report. In A, the crime report would usually include a verbatim account of the
incident from the victim and from each witness, a detailed description of the proper-
ty taken in the robbery (and if it was money, the denominations of the bills); a
description of the physical injury, if any, sustained by the victim; and a description
of the physical evidence retrieved from the crime scene,-including latent finger-
prints.

In our sample of robbery cases from B we found that a crime report and an arrest
report were given to the prosecutor, but no separate report of a follow-up investiga-
tion (even though the transcript of the preliminary hearing might indicate that
some investigative activity of this nature had been conducted). The B crime report
typically contained the identity of the victim and the witnesses, together with the
victim’s account of the crime, but seldom more than this single account of the event,
which the responding patrolman would record as volunteered. Consequently, B
crime reports tended to be short, as well as fragmentary in details.

On their face, the statistical results on the comparison of robbery investigation
seem to support the prosecutor’s view that his needs for information are not fully
and consistently met by law enforcement agencies. The data show that each of the
39 questions was on the average covered in 45 percent of the cases in our A sample;
and only 26 percent of the cases in our B sample. Each of the “offense items” of
information was covered on the average in 57 percent of the cases in our A sample,
but only 36 percent of the cases in our B sample. Investigative reporting in A more
frequently revealed the extent of force used, the victim’s injuries, and the nature of
the property taken. Both A and B reports often contained information cn the type
of weapon used, but seldom answered more detailed questions. Information about
the suspect averaged 39.3 percent coverage for the cases in the A sample, but only
14.0 percent in B.

1° One useful by-product of our study is the instrument that we employed to analyze the information
content of police reports. This data form contains a list.of 39 questions that a prosecutor desires the police
to address in conducting a robbery investigation. Thig form is comprehensive and as such could be useful
for investigator training; as a checklist in conducting an investigation; as a performance measure for the
needs of investigator supervisors; and as an to aid the prosecutor’s office in making decisions on complaint
fiting. The form should be readily modifiable to crimes other than robbery.
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The second phase of this study, seeking to relate case disposition to the thorough-
ness of police investigation and reporting, required us to trace the judicial processing
of each sampled case. This was accomplished by examining the court files. Our
comparisons between A and B concerning the rate of dismissals, the heaviness of
plea bargaining, and the type of sentences imposed are based on an examination of
these materials.

No cases in our A sample were dismissed, but nearly 23 percent were dismissed
in our B sampie. It is not clear that any cf these dismissals could have been avoided
by better police investigation and reporting in B. Yet, if the investigation had been
more thorough in B, the charges mlght not have been filed, and valuable court
resources not wasted.

A comparison between A and B as to the degree of plea bargaining showed that
about 60 percent of the defendants in A pled guilty to original charges, whereas only
32 percent in B did. Further analysis revealed that defendants in Jurisdiction B were
often allowed to plead guilty to a lesser included offense or a lesser degree of robbery
than originally charged. While on their face these results appear to show that plea
bargaining was lighter in A than in B, this may simply reflect that the gravity of
criminal conduct in the A cases was less than in the B cases, i.e., to begin with,
special allegations were considerably more frequent in B. One cannot conclude that
only the quality of police investigation accounted for the difference. No clear pattern
of differences was observed in the severity of sentences imposed.

In summary, our analysis suggested that more thorough documentation of es-
sential facts is associated with fewer dismissals and more frequent pleas to original
charges. Since court congestion currently represents a major obstacle to the ad-
ministration of swift and considered justice, and a majority of those arrested for
serious crimes are never convicted, more thorough investigation could conceivably
result in the reduction of currently wasted efforts. A possible next step in the further
evaluation of the importance of investigative thoroughness might be an analysis of
how court dispositions are affected by varying levels of investigative thoroughness
within a particular jurisdiction where prosecution policies are relatively consistent.

INVESTIGATIVE STRIKE FORCES

Investigative strike forces are units that attempt to circumvent the routine (and
often unproductive) follow-up case loads which usually consume most of an inves-
tigator’s time. Strike force investigators receive no routine case assignments. In-
stead, they. are left on their own to focus on targets of opportunity such as second-
hand stores, a suspect who is alleged to be buying stolen property, or a suspect who
is attempting to sell suspicious merchandise. Strike force detectives also develop
informants or pursue major cases for which regular investigators do not have _
enough time.

The purpose of our research was to explore the potential advantages and disad-
vantages of this type of unit and to ¢valuate the performance to date of two such
units—the Long Beach SOB Unit and the Miami Police Department’s STOP Rob-
bery Unit. Data for this discussion are based on documents and records compiled by
the units, review of their cases, and interviews with strike force investigators.



Miami—STOP Robbery

The Miami Police Department put an investigative strike force into operation
under its Robbery Control Project which commenced on October 1, 1971. This project
was intended to provide a comprehensive improvement in the department’s capabili-
ty to deal with robbery offenders and to result in a significant drop in robbery
offenses.

The primary objective of the unit was to focus on known offenders, and a list was
cempiled of wanted fugitives. Since few attempts had been made to apprehend these
fugitives after the first attempt to serve an arrest warrant had failed, the execution
of active warrants became a principal focus of the unit.

Other tactics used to increase the output of the unit in making arrests included
stake-outs, informants, surveillance, and new equipment. They carried no case load
and were responsible for responding to all possible robbery calls while on duty, as
well as for other activities designed to identify and apprehend wanted robbery
offenders. '

The principal criterion for determining the overall impact of the total robbery
control project was to have been the robbery offense rate. During the four years
immediately preceding the instigation of the project, robbery offenses had increased
at an average annual rate exceeding 25 percent. During the first 27 months of the
project a substantial decrease in the reported robbery offense rate did occur. In 1971,
robbery offenses (2,829) declined 1.3 percent compared to the previous years. In 1972
and 1973 the rates of decline were 9.6 percent and 6.4 percent, respectively.!' The
project was acclaimed a success.

However, by 1974 the robbery offense rate was no longer on the decline. By
October the department was reporting a 35 percent increase over the same time
period in 1973.'% Total departmental clearances and arrests showed a consistent
pattern of increase over the life of the project. The clearance rate increased from
17.6 percent in 19712 to 26.2 percent in 1973. Robbery arrests increased from 408
in 1971 to 526 in 1973—a 29 perceat increase.

For a sample!* of 30 robbery arrest cases examined by our staff, the STOP
Robbery officers were involved in 11 of the arrests. However, in nine of these cases,
the arrest resulted from executing an arrest warrant resulting from the regular
detective’s investigative activity. In another case, STOP Robbery men were
accompanying the assigned investigator when he made an arrest. Apparently in
only one case in 11 were STOP Robbery officers operating on their own initiative (in
response to a description of the suspect, of a bar he frequented, and of his associates)
when they apprehended a suspect.

The overall impact of the robbery control project on crime rates is difficult to

'* According to the FBI's Annual Reports, substantial decreases in robbery offense rates were being
reported in about one-third of the nation's major counties and cities during this same time period. The
national rate of change for robbery offenses in the years 1971, 1972, and 1973 were 411 percent, —3
percent, and +2 percent, respectively.

2 The Uniform Crime Reports 1974 Preliminary Annual Release shows that the national robbery
offense rate increased by 14 percent in 1974. :
¥ During the previous eight years, the robbery clearance rate had shown considerable random

fluctuation between a high of 30.0 percent and a low of 14.1 percent. If was 24.5 percent in 1969.

4 The sample consists of a random selection of cases assigned to either of two robbery detectives
during 1973 and 1974, Cases were limited to these two detectives so that they could be interviewed to
fill ia missing data. ‘

232-143 0 -7 -4
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interpret. One could argue that the project initially did have a large impact on
robbery offense rates, which diminished over time as either external factors caused
an increase in the underlying base rate or offenders became more used to the project
and its deterrent effect lessened.

Another explanation could be that the robbery offense rate is determined by
factors beyond the reach of the police and that the initial decrease was simply a
fortuitous coincidence. Some support for this theory can be found in the fact that
the trend in robbery offenses began to decline even before the project was fully
operational (1971).

Long Beach—SOB

The Long Beach, California Police Department formed an investigative strike
force called the Suppression of Burglary (SOB) Unit in April 1972 to deal with their
burglary problem. Its primary focus was the identification, arrest, and filing of
charges against burglars and receivers of stolen property, and the recovery of stolen

property for the victims. The standard operating procedure of the SOB Unit allows .

each man to work on his own cases against suspected major offenders. The unit is

never assigned routine cases for follow-up. Each SOB investigator may engage in a _
number of activities, including operating a secondhand storefront to buy stolen

property, checking property identification, as well as maintaining surveillance
stake-outs and developing informants.

The overall impact of the SOB Unit during its first three years’ existence was
that total arrests increased from 167 in 1972 to 291 in 1974. This increasing trend
is more apparent than real, for the unit operated only nine months in 1972, for most
of that period with less than eight men, and in 1974 the size of the unit was increased
to ten.

Overall arrest productivity is better assessed by looking at the averaged in-
dividual officer’s performance. In 1972 each officer averaged 3.2 felony arrests per
month. In 1973 and 1974 this figure declined to 2.4. Apparent reductions in the
average arrest productivity per officer over time might be due to any of the following
explanations: (1) The high arrest rate during the first year was simply due to chance.
(2) If the best officers had been initially selected to man the unit, manpower changes
over time might dilute the average capability of' the unit’s officers. (3) Criminals may
have adjusted to the unit’s novel techniques.

High arrest productivity was maintained without sacrificing the quality of ar-
rests. During 1972 and 1973 the percentage of cases filed by the prosecutor was
exactly the same for SOB as the department average. The unit’s average monthly
property recovery rate fluctuated between $10,000 and $23,000 over the last three
years.

Examination of similar units in the past has shown that their arrest rates were
often inflated because they were allowed to make many simple arrests which some
other police unit could just as easily have made.

Our research shows that about half of their assigned cases or 27 percent of their

total arrests really represent payoffs from the unique type of investigative practices
that this kind of unit is supposed to employ. Their other arrests come about because
they represent a pool of skilled officers, available on short notice to arrest identified
suspects, or because departmental policy gives them the opportunity to pursue some
specific types of leads (pertaining to receivers) developed by other units.
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These findings should not be interpreted in any way as disparaging the efforts
of SOB officers. As our analysis of how cases get solved shows, regular investigators
are seldom able to make arrests in which the identity of the suspect is not readily
apparent from the facts available at the time of completing the incident report.
Experimental projects intended to allow the investigators more time to investigate
cases have not shown any increase in arrests. Therefore, the SOB-initiated arrests
represent a real gain in the effectiveness of the department, both in suspects ap-
prehended and property recovered. Whether or not this gain is enough to justify the
expense of the unit is a judgment each department must make for itself.

INFORMATION FEEDBACK TO CRIME VICTIMS

Many investigators, as well as top-ranking police officials, have defended the
investigative function, not only because it contributes significantly to the identifica-
tion of perpetrators, but also because it is one of the principal contacts the police
maintain with the victims of serious crimes.

If the public’s confidence in their local police department is to be strengthened,
it seems reasonable that when the perpetrator has heen identified, the victim should
be notified. However, a policy of routinely providing case information feedback to
crime victims poses some risk of being self-defeating. For example, if a victim’ is
informed that the perpetrator of his crime has been apprehended but is being
prosecuted on another offense, not his, the victim may be resentful of the police or
the criminal justice system. We conducted a limited telephone survey (36 interviews)
of recent robbery and burglary victims concerning information feedback. The ques-
tions of how much information to convey to victims, and when to convey it, were
addressed. !

 Data from our survey suggested that victims desired very strongly to learn
officially whether or not the police had “solved” their case, when a suspect on their
case had been arrested, and what progress had been made toward conviction of the
defendant. Victims were divided as to their wish to be informed when the person
believed responsible for their victimization was released from custody. Our survey
also suggested that the greater the involvement of a victim in the prosecution of the
suspect in his'case, the greater his desire to be informed about events in the later
stages of the proceedings. The majority of victims surveyed also preferred to be
informed when the police decided to suspend investigation in their case. Even
though a sizable minority of victims said they would react unfavorably to this news,
few victims would act to express their grievances in official complaints.

To the extent that our survey results may reach beyond the confines of our small
and special sample, they broadly underscored a belief that there exists a strong
market for information feedback to victims from the police. But they also tend to .
confirm the view that giving unfavorable information to victims creates undesirable -
reactions in attitudes toward the police in some of these victims. (We have no
evidence of how widely the feelings of resentful victims might be propagated among
the general public.) Few victims, no matter how much distressed by information
coming to them from the police, would act inimicably to police interests.




Chapter 4
POLICY IMPLICATIONS

HOW RELIABLE ARE OUR FINDINGS?

The data collected and analyzed in our study imply that traditional approaches
to criminal investigation by police departments do not significantly affect the rate
at which cases are solved. It appears, rather, that the solutions result from the
application of routine administrative procedures. If these implications are valid,
then some changes in current investigative policy can be considered. But first we
should reflect on the reliability of our data and its related implications.

To begin with, our data embody a relatively small quantity of cases and police
departments from the total national population. Only the Kansas City data consti-
tute a significant proportion of a complete departmental workload. Should similar
analyses be performed in other cities whose departments deal with a different
mixture of crime types? We feel that such research would indeed strengthen the
inferences about criminal investigation that could be drawn; furthermore, we be-
lieve that these additional studies should be done by the police themselves, primarily
to forestall the difficulties that outsiders encounter in extracting the type of case
data required. Such inquiries should involve only a nominal expenditure of effort,
the bulk of which would be to code case samples (as we did in our analysis of how
cases are solved).

It may be contended that the data we collected by means of the Rand survey and
the case samples do not reflect sufficiently controlled experiments, wherein one pure
program is contrasted with an alternative. Rather, they purport only to character-
ize, for purposes of comparison, departments that were pursuing loosely defined
programs containing some experimental concepts along with many traditional
methods of operation. This limitation on our data base should be recognized, but we
feel that its effect is moderated by the fact that the departments we examined
represented a wide diversity of approaches to the performance of criminal investiga-
tion. In a practical sense, the data used in our study embody differences that are
about as large as one could find among police departments that modify their oper-
ations in an effort to improve the investigative function.

The credibility of our findings is enhanced by the consistency with which they
are supported across a variety of crime types and police departments. Moreover,
they are consistent with our personal observations as well as with the collected data;
and consistent with the findings of earlier researchers. We have socught and failed
to find contradictory evidence. Senior police officials familiar with the departments |
we studied have supported our inferences about the practice of criminal investiga-
tion and about its output. ‘

In sum, we feel that our work is sufficiently reliable, despite limitations in the
scope and amount of data collected, to support the fundamental findings that many
current investigation practices should be sharply challenged because of their ineffec-
tiveness. This finding justifies our central recommendation that police departments
concerned about making the most productive use of their manpower should proceed

26 .
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to ascertain whether or not our detailed findings apply to their circumstances and
whether or not our policy recommendations are appropriate.

WHAT ARE THE POLICY IMPLICATIONS OF OUR FINDINGS?

On their face, our study findings suggest that the effectiveness of criminal inves-
tigation would not be unduly lessened if roughly half* of the investigation effort were
eliminated or shifted to more productive uses. The remaining investigative force
should suffice to handle the routine cases, which give rise to most of the clearances
that now occur, and to perform the post-arrest processing involved in patrol arrests.
These findings also indicate that significant increases in criminal apprehension
rates are much more likely to be produced by improved patrol tactics and expanded
citizen response and cooperation than by refinements in investigative work.

If these findings are valid, then they should prompt numerous policy changes
affecting the criminal investigation function of the police. In the remainder of this
section, we set forth a number of such reforms? whose rationale is consistent with
our findings. As discussed above, we feel that a police department should not adopt
them uncritically. Rather, it should first assure itself of the relevance of our work
to its situation and then introduce the changes on an experimental basis, together
with a careful evaluation program that enables their effects to be identified and
assessed. If these experimental implementations have favorable outcomes in several
departments, then the change(s) involved could be promoted for national adoption.?

The recommended reforms should lead tc a greater number of arrests, more
successful prosecutions, and savings in resources. But they will not necessarily lead
to a substantial improvement in apprehension rates, which our work leads us to
believe are more dependent on other factors such as victim behavior.

PROPOSED REFORMS

1. Reduce follow-up investigation on all cases except those involving the most
serious offenses.

Rationale: Our data consistently reveal that a regular investigator’s time is
preponderantly consumed in reviewing reports, documenting files, and attempting..
to locate and interview victims and witnesses on cases that experience shows will
not be solved. Our data show, moreover, that most cases that are solved are solved
by means of information spontaneously provided by a source other than those devel-
oped by the investigator. It follows that a significant reduction in follow-up inves-
tigative efforts would be appropriate for all but the most serious offenses in which
public confidence demands some type of response. If a thorough preliminary investi-
gation failed to establish a suspect’s identity, then the victim could be notified that
active investigation was being suspended until new leads appeared, for example, as

! Based on our analysis of how cases are solved and of investigators’ daily routines.
? The proposed reforms could be adopted individually or as a complete package. -

" 3 To allow for adequate planning and refinements during the implementation process, an experimien-
tal adoption of a suggested reform should be in operation at least two years before a conclusive judgment
about its merits is made.
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a result of an arrest in another matter. Qur understanding, from departments that
employ a4 victim-notice procedure, is that the public will generally accept such a
policy once it is established. Future contacts with the victim would be oriented more
toward securing their cooperation in community protection programs to deter and
prevent further crimes.

2. Assign the generalist-investigators (who 'would handle the obvious leads in
routine cases) to the local operations commander.

Rationale: Under the investigation policy suggested above, the main duty of the
generalist-investigator is to respond to information developed by the patrel units at
the crime scene or volunteered by the public, rather than to develop new leads on
his own initiative. This role emphasizes the public service function of the investiga-
tor, and the men performing it should be responsible to the local commander who
is concerned with all aspects of police-community relations.

Our research suggests that this type of investigative duty does not entail a

requirement for specialized skills or centralized coordination. The officers perform-
ing it could readily shift between patrol and investigative duties. In departments
with team policing, such investigation of routine cases could be a duty rotated
among team members. '

3. Establish a Major Offenders Unit to investigate serious crimes.

Rationale: Although there will be much fewer follow-up investigations on cases
with no clear leads as to the identity of a suspect, most departments will continue
to conduct extensive follow-up investigations on a small number of serious or inter-
related cases. These special efforts can be most effectively provided by a single Major
Offenders Unit, manned by investigators who are well trained and experienced in
examining crime scenes, interpreting physical evidence, and interrogating hostile
suspects and fearful witnesses. One reason for establishing such a unit is to clearly
identify the investigative positions that require special skills and training and that
demand knowledge of citywide crime patterns and developments.‘Qur analysis of
traditional investigation workloads suggests, by way of contrast, that most inves-
tigators are rarely confronted with these serious and demanding cases; and when
they are, most investigators are ill equipped to cope with them and unduly distracted
by the burden of paperwork on their routine cases.

4. Assign serious-offense investigations to closely supervtsed teams, rather
than to individual investigators. .

Rationale: The Rand analyses described under “How Cases Are Solved” and |

“The Daily Routine” (see Chapter 3) revealed that, in the great majority of cases,

the factors governing whether or not a case is solved are largely mdependent of the
amount of investigative effort expended; that is, clearances typically result from -

factors external to the investigator’s activities. Concomitantly, our consideration of

“Investigative Thoroughness” (see Chapter 3) suggests that when a suspect has been

arrested, particularly in a complex case, the disposition of his case may be impor-

tantly affected by the quality of the investigative documentation, as well as of the
work it describes. At least in this class of cases (where an arrest is made) the amount
and quality of investigative effort may be relevant.

N\,
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The most serious impediment to high-quality investigative work appears to be
the traditional method of case assignment and supervision. In nearly every depart-
ment, cases are normally assigned to an individual investigator and become his sole
responsibility, whether he is a generalist, specialist, or engaged in team policing.
Supervisors may review his activities to make sure that paperwork requirements
are on schedule, but they do not normally review the decisions he makes on how to
pursue the case investigation—decisions that are largely unrecorded in the case file.
Consequently, the relative priority an investigator gives to the tasks on any one case
assigned to him results largely from the number and nature of his other case
assignments and from his personal predilections and biases. (The latter factors are
surely not considered in the making of assignments, which is done on the basis of
a geographic or offense specialization.) It may frequently turn out that caseload
conflicts and personal considerations lead an investigator to unduly postpone or
improperly perform important elements of a particular case assighment.

_Case assignment to investigative teams could eliminate this impediment. For
effective operations, this team of about five to seven men should be led by a senior
investigator knowledgeable in the local crime situation, in criminal law, and in

police management. The leader’s primary responsibility would be to keep informed -

of progress on cases assigned to his team and to make broad tactical decisions on the
team’s expenditure of effort. Each day the subordinate investigators would perform
individually assigned tasks. A clerk delegated to the team would prepare progress
reports to document the daily accomplishments on open cases and to assist the
leader in making the allocation for the following day. This proposed reform is
especially applicable to those cases handled by the Major Offenders Unit, described
in Reform 3, and those investigators assigned to the prosecutor, described in Reform
8. This approach should assure that significant steps in an investigation are objec-
tively decided by an experienced senior investigator.

5. Strengthen evidence-processing capabilities.

Rationale: Many police departments collect far more evidence, primarily
fingerprints, than they can productively process—so runs a finding from our study
of the “Collection and Processing of Physical Evidence” (see Chapter 3). And our
work shows that the processing of evidence can be more valuable than other inves-

-tigative actions; for example, where adequate processing capabilities exist, cold
searches of latent fingerprints are far more effective in increasing the apprehension
rate than are routine follow-up investigations.

Several important aspects must be considered in strengthening fingerprint pro-
cessing capabilities. First, the print identification process in larger police depart-
ments should be facilitated by keeping the print files by geographic area, with a -
fingerprint specialist assigned to each area. Career offender files are particularly
amenable to this sort of decentralization, and in order to make cold searches practi-
cal, this file should contain no more than 4000 or 5000 sets of inked prints. Second,
since request searches, which imply a cooperative effort betwesn investigator and
fingerprint specialist, are clearly the most productive type of search, some communi-
cation links should be devised to help motivate and facilitate the exchange of infor-
mation between these two parties. And third, the persons performing this function
should be highly trained, highly motivated, and not overloaded with other related
tasks which detract from their primary function. ‘
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6. Increase the use of information processing systems in Ez@of investigators.

Rationale: The Kanses City Detective Case Assignment File, which was inten-
sively examined in our study, suggests that a substantial part of an investigator’s
working day is taken up by the scanning and monitoring of huge yolumes of informa-
tion on crime incidents and arrests that pass through the department. In doing this, -
he seeks to make connections between cases, or between suspects and cases, or
between recovered weapons or property and past cases, etc. Success is infrequent.
Much of the scanning and monitoring could instead be done by means of an informa-
tion processing system which would involve clerks and routine procedures in small
departments and electronic computers in large cnes. Rand’s nationwide survey
indicates that computerized information systems are nof nearly as prevalent as
would be justified by their potential to save manpower in this area.

7. Employ strike forces selectively and judiciously.

Rationale: The few investigative strike force operations we examined support
the view that strike forces can be relatively productive, particularly against bur-
glary and fencing offenses. But to achieve an advantage, these units must be manned
by motivated and innovative personnel. The gain in employing them becomes illuso-
ry when mere quantity of arrests is emphasized, for then the efforts of this force tend
to be diverted into making arrests that are not the result of its own unique capabili-
ties. The operation of strike forces necessitates careful procedural and legal plan-
ning to protect the involved officers and to ensure that the defendants they identify
can be successfully prosecuted. They also require close monitoring by senior officials
to ensure that they do not become overly aggresswe and infringe on individual
privacy.

In all likelihood, the relative advantage of strike force operationsin a partlcular
department will not persist; so the department must accustom itself to creating and
then terminating strike forces, as circum‘stances may dictate.

8.  Place post-arrest (i.e., suspect in cuatody) investigations under the authorlty
of the prosecutor. ,

Ratzonale: Our analyses of workload data reveal that mosh'nvestigative effort
on cleared cases is made after the arrest. Most arrests are made by a responding
patrol unit without prior investigator involvement or by investigators who have had
to invest only a minor amount of work. But many of these cases necessitate post-
arrest investigation to strengthen the evidence to meet the “beyond a rgasbnab’le
doubt” standard for conviction. Also, the investigator may be impelled to post-arrest
efforts in an attempt to achieve clearances in other cases by the present arrest, or
to satisfy the documentation requirements of the department,

Most prosecutors do not have investigators on their staff. If they do, these
investigators are usually occupied with relatively compl«,x ‘white-collar” offenses—-
such as consumer fraud—and not with street crime. Generally, then, the prosecutor
relies on police investigators to provide the evidence needed to prosectite and convict
the suspect. But this situation contains an inherent conflict between prosecutor and
police. : -
A police arrest is justified by probable cause—i.e., an artlculable reasonable
belief that a crime was committed and that the arrestee was the offender. Once they
have made-an arrest, the police desire that the case be filed by the prosecutor on the




‘basis of the most serious criminal charge(s) applicable, both to vindicate their ac-
tions and to improve their clearance record. But generally, because of the pressure

of new cases and the expectation that the case will be bargained rather than tried,

the police are reluctant to expend further 1nvesf1gat1ve efforts to strengthen the
evidence in the case.

. The prosecutor, on the other hand, may be reluctant to iile the charges that the -

police prefer, or even to file at all, if he believes the evidence would not suffice for
a conviction, i.e., proof beyond a reasonable doubt; or even if the evidence simply
places him at a serious disadvantage in plea bargaining. He needs more and better
police investigation both at the time of the arrest and afterward. While the police
have various means of creating pressure on the prosecutor to file a case, still the
latter has the final discretion in the matter. It is clear that many cases are affected
by the conflicting incentives of police and prosecutor, as reflected in failures to file,
lenient filing, early dismissals, or imbalanced bargaining.

A promising remedy for this problem would be to place post-arrest investigations
under the authority of the prosecutor’s office,* under assignment or as an integral
part of his staff, depending on the local situation. They would be used to implement
the policy that post-arrest investigation should seek to demonstrate the culpability
of the suspect by the standard of conviction, i.e., beyond a reasonable doubt. Because
of his responsibilities in the criminal proceedings, the prosecutor is clearly the
appropriate official to direct such investigative efforts.

Is this too drastic’a measure? Would it not suffice for the prosecutor to prepare
an. investigation manual and help train police investigators? We believe that the
latter would be a less satisfactory solution, given the dynamic character of criminal
case law and the inherent conflicts between two relatively independent agencies.
Giving the prosecutor responsibility and authority over post-arrest investigation
would be a more effective way of assuring that the evidentiary needs for a successful
prosecution are-met. This is not to assert that the police should be foreclosed from
post-arrest investigations for their own intelligence purposes or to effect clearances
on other cases, but only that they would relinquish the responsibility of fohow-on
investigation of the instant case for prosecutorial purposes.

9. Initiate programs designed to merass on the citizen the crucial role he
contributes to crime solmwn ' -

Rationale: All our data show that the most important factor i in crime solution
is the information provided by the victim to the responding police officer. If informa-
tion that uniquely identifies the perpetrator is not presented at the. time the crime
is reported, the perpetrator, by and large, will not be subsequently identified.

Police departments must initiate programs designed to increase the victim’s

desire to cooperate fully with the police. Resources allocated to such programs may

serve to increase apprehension rates. Specifically, police departments should widely

disseminate the findings uncovered by this study. The realistic picture of how crimes.

are solved will help eliminate people’s distorted stereotype images of detectives and
will impress on them the importance of their cooperation with police in order to
solve crimes.

* Our analysis of investigators’ workloads suggests that this detailing of post-arrest investigators could
be made from those investigators remaining after the 50 percent cut and reduction in follow-up efforts
suggested under the proposed reforms. Post-arrest efforts would clearly account for at least half of the
remaining total investigation workload,
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entered the LAPD in 1949 and was
promoted through the ranks to his
currently held rank of Assistant Chief.
His experience ‘includes that of com-
manding officer of the Intelligerice Divi-
sion and Administrative Services
Bureau, and director of the Office of Ad-
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IN.1973, the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice of
the Law Enforcement Assistance-Ad-
ministration, United - States -Depart-

" .ment of Justice, awarded the Rand Cor- .-~

poration of Sarita’ Monica, Callforma,
contract to study polzcc criminal in-
vestigation practices. In October, 1975,
the Rand Corporation published fin-
dings and, proposed reforms in three
volumes. When a potentially influential
piece of research such as this has been -
completed, published, and publicized, it
is important for those persons and
organizations that could be affected to
review the work with care and con-
sideration. If there are questions regard--
ing the validiLy of the study and the
utility of its findings and recommen-

_;_datlons, then it would seem appropriate
““to share these views. It is within this

general framework that this analysm is
oriented. : ,

- There- is mo question that ‘Rand’s

 research project has developed some

useful data, Unfortunately there
appears to have been =n irrepressibie
nced to produce’ a. document with
meaningful findings and provocative
recommendations. Had the findings and -
proposed- solutions been supported by
and consistent with the data gathered,

the current evaluation would not have

been necessary; and, more importantly,
the Rand Report on the Criminaf
Investigation Process would have made
a valuable contribution to law enforce-
ment. Herman Kahn of the Hudson
Institute paraphrases an overused com-
puter metaphor that does not precisely
fit here but comes-—embarrassingly
close: garbage in, gospel out.”

It is hard to determine at this point

“what impact this research effort will

have-orr ilie police investigative func-
tion. To date, there appears to be no -

measurable harm done. However, as .

time passes and as police budgets are
reviewed, this report unchallenged
could have serious and perhaps
devastating impact on the whole in-
vestigative process. ‘

The present evaluation was not un-
dertaken to support the investigative

status quo. There is indeed a definite-

need for improvement in the in-
vestigative process, but there is also
substantial cause for concern that police
administrators may take at face value
Rand’s claimed research findings and
implement changes which will prove
harmful both to the police and the com-
munities they serve. It is therefore im-
perative .that we alert police ad-
ministrators to exercise great caution in
considering the Rand study’s purported

“findings and suggested reforms.

Reprinted with permission of Inter .4t1 onal Asgoc1at‘10n
of Chi‘.efs of Police e




An examination of the study’s tbree
volumes by the authors of this evalua-
tion has resulted in questions regarding
the methods, data bases, and con-
clusions of the Rand researchers, par-
ticularly from the perspective of the
police administrator. This article dis-
cusses these questions in relation to
Rand’s major findings and  proposed
reforms, and particularly in relaticn to
the Rand conclusion that:

“, .. our study findings suggest that the
effectiveness of criminzal investigation wouid
not be unduly lessened if approximately half
of the investigative effort were eliminated or
shifted to more productive uses.”

GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL
PROBLEMS

Upon considering the research
precedures of the Rand study, it should
be noted that it is traditional and
ethically sound to present statistical
evidence along with research findings.
A violation of this research procedure
occurred in a number of places in the
Rand report. The reader must accept
the word of the authors that such data
do exist, but for some reason were not
included. Phrases such as ‘‘detailed
analysis of case samples” and ““in an
analysis of a large sample of crime
types’? are used to indicate the source
of various major findings. These are of
little help in assisting the reader to con-
nect a specific finding with the data. No
conscientious police administrator
would find such explanations acceptable
as proof for conclusions with such
widespread impact as the Rand study
proposes.

Prior to conducting any piece of
research, every effort is usuaily made to
ensure that the basic data are valid and
reliable. In the Rand report, various
references are made to problems in-
herent in the data, in the measurement
of certain variables, and in the
operational definitions of variables. As
one example, in the section titled *“*How
Reliable Are Our Findings,” the Rand
researchers admit that ““It may be con-
tended that the data we
collected ... do not reflect sufficiently
controlled experiments.” Because of
problems of lack of control, accuracy,
and consistency, most researchers
would not have used these data. The
Rand researchers have recognized these
problems (as indicated by their
references) but have not hesitated to use
the data associated with them. Com-
paring data collected from different
agencies must be regarded as a serious
shortcoming. The number of uncon-
trolled and even unknown variables
operating in such situations serves to
seriously compromise the validity of

Reprinted with permission of Tnternational

any findings.

It is important to recognize that
much of the information used in the
Rand study was quantitative (with the
exception of a few subjective data
sources). The entire dimension of quali-
ty was all but overicoked. The quality
of investigative training, the quality of
investigative personnel, the quality of
their experience, the quality of
procedures, and the quality of the entire
organization all play a role in the
overall quality of the police function.
Almost all law enforcement ad-
ministrators have come to learn that
quality can be as important as quantity.
Evidently, the Rand researchers have
not come to realize this.

INSUFFICIENT DATA BASES

Rand queried 300 major police
departments in the nation through a
mail survey. One hundred and fifty-
three responded. These replies provided
general information about each depart-
ment from which Rand selected “more
than 25 police agencies” for individual
on-site research.” Volume III of the
Rand report specifically names seven
departments from which special
statistics and data samples were
collected.’ The specific identity of the
remaining “more than” 18 agencies and
the nature of the *“more detailed” study
that was performed is not clear in any of
the report’s three volumes.

As limited as this source of informa-
tion is, the majority of Rand’s con-
clusions were based on even less infor-
mation, The major conclusion at issue
here, the reduction of investigative ef-
fort, is shown by a Rand footnote as
being “based on our analysis of how
cases are solved and of investigator’s
daily routines.”® Given this generalized
explanation, it is an alert reader who
can infer that the phrase “how cases are
solved” refers to Chapter 6 of Volume
11 entitled “Analysis of How Crimes
Are Solved,” and that the phrase
“investigator’s daily routines’ refers to
Chapter 5 of Volume III entitled “The
Daily Routine.” However, an examina®
tion reveals that Rand’s entire analysis,
in Chapter 6, of how crimes are solved
was obtained from six police agencies
and that by far the majority of the infor-
mation was obtained from one agency,
the Kansas City Police Department.
The daily routine chapter does away
with the other five departments and
names only Kansas City as its source.
Rand is attempting to support a finding
of purportedly nationwide significance
with limited and potentially inadequate
data drawn primarily from a single
agency. Granted that the Kansas City
Police Department is a modern poiice
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department with a penchant for com-
puterization. that draws swarms of
researchers eager for easy data access;
however, this does not mean that Kan-
sas City can stand for the nation. To
draw a majority of information from
this one city distorts the entire data base
and leads to conclusions that are, at
best, valid only for Kansas City.

ERRORS IN DRAWING
CONCLUSIONS

Although Rand has used procedures
with questionable reliability and data
not representative of the nation, it has
gone on to draw conclusions that are
not consistent with the data. For exam-
ple, one of the *““findings” that is used to
support the Rand conclusion that in-
vestigative efforts could be lessened
states that ‘““Our data consistently
reveal that a regular investigator’s time
is preponderantly consumed ... on
cases that experience shows will not be
solved.””” However, the data behind the
“finding” claims that 60 percent of an
investigator’s time is spent investigating
cases® and approximately 40 percent of
that time is spent on cases that are not
solved.® This means that a total of 24
percent of an investigator’s time is spent
on cases that are not solved. Does this
support the conclusion that an in-
vestigator’s time is preponderantly

" spent on unsolved cases?

Even if we were to assume that 24
percent is a large amount of time to
spend on cases that are eventually un-
solved, Rand has not considered in its
conclusion the additional reasons for in-
vestigation that a police agency must
consider. For example, both the
deterrent effect on criminals and the
obligation of the police to investigate all
cases are important benefits of in-
vestigation that can not be measured by
the percent of cases solved.

AN OPINION OF THE
TOTAL WORTH OF
THE RAND STUDY

The Rand Corporation received
$500,000 to prepare a report that (1)
contains procedural errors that erase
almost all hope of accuracy, (2) has a
fatally limited data base, and (3)
presents conclusions that do not follow
from the data presented and which ig-
nore a host of important related in-
fluences.

- While every good police ad-
ministrator welcomes advice that will
increase the efficiency of his depart-
ment, 1t would seem the Rand Cor-
poration’s conclusion that half of the in-
vestigative effort could be eliminated
without lessening the effectiveness of
criminal investigation can not be
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seriously considered as anything other
than the unsubstantiated opinions of
researchers who lack the insight and un-
derstanding of the police investigation
function necessary to draw such a con-
clusion.

MAJOR FINDING 1

ON INVESTIGATIVE EFFECTIVENESS:
DIFFERENCES IN INVESTIGATIVE
TRAINING, STAFFING, WORKLOAD,
4AND PROCEDURES APPEAR TO HAVE
YO A PPRECIABLE EFFECT ON CRIME.
ARREST, ORCLEARANCER ATES"™

Source of the Finding
Cannot Be Determined

This finding is plagued by a variety of
difficulties, including contradictory
statements by the report’s authors con-
cerning which data actually produced it.
In the finding’s supporting paragraph in
Volume 1, it is unequivocally stated that
it resulted from an analysis of the
study’s survey questionnaire." In con-
trast, Volume III indicates that the part
of the finding relating to clearance rates
resulted from entirely different data —
from a study of six departments."

The report provides equally con-
tradictory statements as to whether or
not the data actually produced Major
Finding 1. Thus, the report’s authors
state in Volume II that, although they
failed to find any differences in the
effectiveness of various investigative
practices, this does not mean such
differences do not exist, but rather that
clearance and arrest rate statistics for
departments as a whole may be in-
adequate to reveal whatever differences
do exist." In this connection, the
authors note that arrest and clearance
are widely understood to be inadequate
measures of investigative effec-
tiveness.’ The authors are, in effect,
saying that arrest and clearance rates
are inadequate tools with which to
produce any valid finding.

Incredibly, there is little or no em-
pirically substantiated attempt shown
anywhere in the report to determine the
relationship between crime rates and
differences in investigative training,
staffing, workload, and proce-
dures—even though this is the essence
of Major Finding 1!

Conclusion

The authors have little or no factual
hasis for Major Finding 1; it reflects
only their failure to find a correlation
between the involved variables. By
stating a finding where none exists, the
authors call to mind geographers who,
having admitted that their instruments
are inadequate to determine if the earth

is flat, go ahead and call it flat anyway
because that is the way it appears and,
one suspects, is the way they want it to
be.

MAJOR FINDING 2

THE METHOD BY WHICH POLICE
INVESTIGATORS ARE ORGANIZED (i.e.,
TEAM POLICING,SPECIALISTS V.G EN-
ERALIST. PATROLMEN-INVESTIGATORS)
CANNOT BE RELATED TO VARI-
ATIONS IN CRIME, ARREST, AND
CLEARANCE RATES"

Source of the Finding
Limited and Arbitrary

The authors claim that this finding
resulted from a detailed analysis of case
samples combined with FBI-UCR and
Rand survey data.'® However, the Rand
survey data used to support this finding
is virtually identical to that supporting
Major Finding | and is just as in-
adequate for support of this finding as it
is for Major Finding 1."” The manner in
which FBI-UCR data supports Major
Finding 2 is not shown. As for the
detailed analysis of case samples men-
tioned, this concerns clearance rates
only and involved an extremely limited
data base comprised of two samples.'®
The first of these samples was com-
posed of 172 cleared cases (“‘with rough
estimates’ made from another 92 cases)
drawn from five cities, including 109
cases (63 percent of the sample) from
Long Beach, California.” The authors
assert that their analysis of this
miniscule sample shows that, in more
than half of cleared cases, suspect iden-
tification is available at the time of
reporting, and thus helps prove that the
organization of investigative units can
have little effect on clearance rates.”
This assertion is essentially meaningless
to the law enforcement administrator,
especially in light of the tiny, localized
sample used to produce it.

The second sample used in this con-
nection consisted of 92 cleared cases
drawn from the Kansas City, Missouri,
Police Department.?* The authors
classified the method of solution of
these cases as being either “routine” or
“special action” (‘‘requiring more than
procedural investigative skill’)®* by
means of a totally arbitrary and
specious classification system. By
means of this scheme, in which all in-
vestigative actions were classified as
“routine’” unless they happened to
strike the nonpolice researchers as un-
usual or flamboyant, the conclusion was
reached that 97 percent of all crimes
that now get cleared could be solved
using only ‘‘obvious and routine
tasks.”* This, say the authors, proves
that investigative organization cannot

be expected to influence clearance
rates.” This assertion, by merely calling
competent investigative police work
“routine” on the basis of an arbitrary
single-agency study, reflects con-
siderable ndiveté and is of little or no
value to law enforcement agencies.

Conclusion

As was the case with Major Finding
1, no attempt to establish a relationship
between crime rates and investigative
practices can be found anywhere in the
report’s three volumes. In sum then, the
Rand report provides little or no factual
basis for Major Finding 2.

MAJOR FINDING 3

ON THE USE OF INVESTIGATOR'S
TIME: SUBSTANTIALLY M ORE THAN
HALF OF ALL SERIOUS REPORTED
CRIMES RECEIVE NO MORE THAN
SUPERFICIAL ATTENTION FROM IN-
VESTIGATORS®

Single Agency Data

According to the report’s authors,
this finding is based on *‘. . . an analysis
of a computer-readable case assignment
file maintained by the Kansas City,
Missouri, Police Department and
observations during site visits, .. .”%
Despite this claim, only the Kansas City
data is discussed in the report; the data
obtained from the unspecified obser-
vations and the nature of its
relationship to the finding is not given.

Non-Crimes and Minor Crimes
Included in the Data

The authors, in discussing the Kansas
City data, state that only homicide,
rape, and suicide are invariably worked
on, and that “A few other types of
crimes universally regarded as serious
are worked on in over 60 percent of the
cases, but many types more likely than
not receive less than a half-hour’s atten-
tion (thereby counting as not ‘worked
on’).” The authors conclude that “Since
the bulk of crimes fall into these latter
categories, well under half of all
reported crimes receive any serious
attention by the investigator.”¥ This
assertion, which paraphrases Major
Finding 3, may be true for all reported
crimes (including trespussing, van-
dalism, and other minor crimes), but
the report’s data certainly does not sup-
port it in relation to the ‘‘serious
reported crimes’” specified in the major
finding.

This data, presented in Table 5-3, in-
cludes two' non-crimes, “dead body"
and “lost property,” and two Part 11
offenses — ‘“‘common assault” and

Renrinted with permission of Tnternational Association
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‘“vandalism.”?” Even with suicide
(another non-crime) removed from the
list, the data shows that 10 (77 percent)
of the 13 “serious reported crimes”
listed are investigated 59 percent of the
time with only three (23 percent) being
worked on less than 50 percent of the
time. The data also reveals that the
“worked on” average for all of the
serious crimes listed is 49,9 percent, a
far different figure than the authors’
32.4 percent average, and hardly the
“well under half” claimed by Major
Finding 3.

Conclusion

The authors have used limited data
from a single agency in their attempt to
support this finding. And while it is ob-
vious that Kansas City is not the nation,
even the data given does not support the
finding. The finding is not supported by
fact and therefore has little validity.

MAJOR FINDING 4

OUR DATA CONSISTENTLY R EVEAL
THAT AN [NVESTIGATOR'S TIME IS
LARGELY CONSUMED IN R EVIEWING
REPORTS, DOCUMENTING FILES, AND
ATTEMPTING TO LOCATE AND
INTERVIEW VICTIMS ON CASES THAT
EXPERIENCE SHOwWS WiILL NoT BE
SoLvep. FOR CASES THAT ARE
SOLVED (i.e., SUSPECT IS I DENTIFIED),
AN INVESTIGATOR SPENDS M ORE
TIME IN POSTCLEARANCE PROCESS-
ING THAN HE DOES IN IDENTIFYING
THE PERPETRATOR”

Single Agency Data

The same major finding, stated in
Volume III, substitutes the word
“preponderantly’ for “largely.”® The
finding’s supporting paragraph states
that it resulted from . . . an analysis of
a variety of crime types...,”* but
Volume III of the report informs us
that all quantitative data on the use of
investigators’ time resulted from the
Kansas City Case Assignment File.”?
The Kansas City, Missouri, Police
Department’s “omputer-readable case
assignment file must therefore con-
stitute the unspecin:d *“‘experience” to
which the finding refers, unless it can be
assumed that the report’s authors can
discern without investigative effort
which cases are unsolvable.

Limited Reliability of the Data

Concerning the case assignment file,
the authors offer the caution: “We do
not know whether the officers are con-
scientious about reporting accurately
how they spend their time ... .”* This
warning appears well founded; during

the period from which the data was
drawn (May-November 1973), Rand
lists 28.6 percent of all detective
working time as ‘“‘unaccounted for.”*

“Largely” = 24 Percent?

Undaunted by these deficiencies, the
authors used the data to compute
expenditures of ‘detective casework
time,” which the researchers estimated
to constitute 60 percent of all detective
working time.*® Their computations
produced the finding that uncleared
cases account for 40.2 percent of all
detective casework time.” Based on
Rand’s total casework estimate of 60
percent, Kansas City detectives spend
24 percent of their time on “unsolved”
cases — a percentage that in no way
“largely consumes’ the detectives’
time.

Non-Crimes and Minor Crimes

Before considering the second asser-
tion contained in Major Finding 4, that
for solved cases an investigator spends
more time in post-clearance processing
than he does in identifying the
perpetrator, we must first turn to
Volume I which states: “The scope of
the Rand study was limited to police in-
vestigation of serious reported crime:
homicide, rape, assault, robbery,
burglary, and theft, Qur work did not
address misdemeanor offenses or vic-
timless or organized crimes whose in-
vestigation is substantially different
from the felony offenses that were our
primary concern.”*

This statement notwithstanding, the
data base for the report’s casework time
percentages contains such offenses as
“trespassing,” ‘“‘protective custody,”
and “‘disorderly conduct,” among
others.” The average preclearance time
expenditure for these offenses is sub-~
stantially less than for actual serious
crimes,* but as the authors failed to
provide complete casework data, the ex-
tent to which the inclusion of these
minor offenses lowered the preclearance
time expenditure percentage could not
be determined.

Conclusion

These procedural shortcomings, to
which the authors appear peculiarly
susceptible, pale in importance beside
the fact that they are attempting to sup-
port a finding of purportedly
nationwide significance with incomplete
and potentially inaccurate data drawn
from a single agency. Major Finding 4
does not have adequate factual support
to have more than possible validity for
the Kansas City, Missouri, Police
Department,

MAJOR FINDING §

ON How CASES ARE SOLVED: THE
SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT D ETER-
MINANT OF WHETHER OR NOT ACASE
wiLL BE SOLVED IS THE INFORMA-
TION THE VICTIM SUPPLIES TO THE
IMMEDIATELY RESPONDING PATROL
OFFICER. IF INFORMATION THAT U -
NIQUELY I DENTIFIES THE PERPETRA-
TOR IS NOT PRESENTED AT THE TIME
THE CRIME IS R EPORTED, THE P ERPE-
TRATOR,BY AND LARGE, WILL NOT BE
IDENTIFIED"

Source of Finding Not Given

In the paragraph supporting this fin-
ding, the authors claim that it is based
on ‘‘. .. an analysis of a large sample of
combined crime types . ...”* Since no
additional clues as to the nature of the
finding’s supporting data are offered,
the “large sample” must be 'tracked
down, a process necessary in relation to
several of the major findings. Perusal of
Volume I reveals the following foot-
noted finding (not a “major” finding):
“In more than half of the cleared cases,
the identification of the offender was
available at the time of the initial
report ., . .”"* This is not precisely the
same as the first sentence of Major Fin-
ding 4, but is close enough to show the
relationship. The footnote appended to
this finding provides the following in-
formation: ‘“‘Initially, we analyzed 63
robbery cases, divided among four
police departments (Berkeley, Los
Angeles, Miami, and Washington,
D.C.). We then expanded the; analysis
to include 109 cleared cases for crimes
other than robbery from Long Beach,
California. The sample was again
expanded to include an additional 92
cases from the Kansas City, Missourt,
Police Department, selected according
to a different sampling design.* In dis-
cussing the 92 Kansas City cases, all of
which were drawn from that city’s case
assignment file, the authors note that
“The sample design in Kansas City also
permits us to obtain rough estimates of
the fraction of cleared cases that were
solved by initial identification in Kansas

_City.*

Inadequate Data

Are 172 cases, 109 of which are from
one city, and “rough estimates” based
on 92 cases from another city really a
“large sample” for a nationwide study?
Such a miniscule sample would at most
have limited relevance for the sampled
jurisdictions.

An Obscure Relationship

The source of the second half of
Major Finding 4 -— that if a perpetrator
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is not initially identified, he usually will
not be identified — cannot be deter-
mined from the information provided in
the report, although the authors imply
that it is based on the same six-cities
data that supports the first half of the
finding.* The six-cities data cited by the
authors in this connection includes only
previously cleared cases and does not in
any way address case solution
probabilities.” However, there is no
other data in the report that is even
remotely related to case-solution
probabilities. This fact, coupled with
the authors’ implication, makes it
reasonably safe to assume that the se-
cond half of Major Finding 4 is based
on the same insignificant six-cities data
as is the first half of the finding. Given
the nature of the data, the finding could
only have been arrived at through some
process of indirect inference, which no
doubt accounts for the use of the vague
term *‘by and large” in the finding.

Conclusion

The authors derived this finding from
very limited data drawn from six cities
and, possibly, from inferences made
from these data, Major Finding 5 does
not have adequate factual support to
have more than possible localized
validity.

MAJOR FINDING 6

ON How CASES ARE SOLVED: OF
THOSE CASES THAT AREU LTIMATELY
CLEARED BUT IN WHICH THE P ERPE-
TRATOR IS NOTIDENTIFIABLE AT THE
TIME OF THE INITIAL POLICE
INCIDENT REPORT, ALMOST ALL ARE
CLEARED AS A RESULT OF ROUTINE
POLICE PROCEDURES"

An Arbitrary Classification

This finding resulted from the
authors’ arbitrary classification .of 92
cleared cases (from the Kansas City,
Missouri, Police Department) as having
been solved by either ‘‘routine”
methods or “special action.”* It should
be adc.d here that in classifying some
types of cases, the authors followed the
guideline that *. .. investigator action
is characterized as ‘routine,” even
though the actions may be routine only
to an investigator.”*® In response to this
guideline, one may well ask: Can the in-
vestigative methods of an expert- in-
vestigator, developed as a result of
years of experience and training, be
classified as “routine” merely because
the investigator’s expertise makes them
appear so to an uninitiated observer?
Uninformed classification of competent
investigative police work as ‘‘routine”
action and the use of this classification

to generate a statement on how cases
are solved results in a finding that is
meaningless.

Conclusion

The finding is the result of arbitrary,
subjective classification and has no
validity.

MAJOR FINDING 9

ON [NVESTIGATIVE THOROUGHNESS:
IN RELATIVELY FEW DEPARTMENTS
DO INVESTIGATORS CONSISTENTLY
AND THOROUGHLY DOCUMENT THE
KEY EVIDENTIARY FACTS THAT R EA-
SONABLY ASSURE THAT THE PROSE-
CUTOR CAN OBTAIN A CONVICTION
ON THE M OST SERIOUS A PPLICABLE
CHARGES*

Two-Jurisdiction Study

Rand claims that “This finding
derives from a combination of obser-
vations of police departments made
throughout the country and some of the
results obtained in the study of post-
arrest investigation practices.””** As the
location, nature, and substantive con-
tent of these observations is not
supplied in the report, the contribution

of the observations to the finding can-

not be determined. However,
statements elsewhere in the report
suggest that the finding is in all
probability based entirely on Rand’s
study of post-arrest investigation prac;
tices involving but two jurisdictions.”

This study involved two anonymous
California prosecutors’ offices (both
branch offices of the same district) and
their companion police departments.
The authors allege, without supporting
data, that prosecutor’s office “A™ tends
to be extremely strict in screening cases
for filing; it files only those charges it
believes can be proven to a jury.
Prosecutor’s office “B” is alleged to
give ‘‘routine police procedures’
greater accommodation, *“. . . accepting
their practice of presenting minimal in-
formation to substantiate the filing of a
case.”

To assess the “completeness of in-
vestigation” of cases submitted by the
police departments to their respective
prosecutors’ offices, the authors
developed a list of 39 questions
‘“...that an experienced prosecutor
believed should be addressed by a police
investigation to facilitate prosecution of
the case.””® Twenty-one robbery cases
from Jurisdiction “A” and 22 robbery
cases from Jurisdiction *B” comprised
the study sample. The authors then
examined the case documents presented
to the prosecutor by the police. The
report states that each of the 39

questions had an average coverage of 45
percent in the sample of cases from
Jurisdiction ““A”, while 26 percent of
the questions were covered in the cases
from Jurisdiction ““B”**

From Molehills to Mountains

Concerning these results, the report
states: *“‘On their face, the statistical
results on the comparison of robbery in-
vestigation seem to support the
prosecutor’s view that his needs for in-
formation are not fully and consistently
met,”¥’

The authors have leaped from the
molehill of their limited two-agency
data to the mountains of national
significance. But what did the authors
prove, if anything, concerning even the
two jurisdictions studied?

Conclusion

Upon examining this portion of the
Rand study, it seems that the authors
operated under the premise that the
prosecutor’s filing policy was the only
variable ‘influencing investigative
thoroughness in the two different police
departments. This is explicitly indicated
by the authors’ conclusion that “strict
filing standards apparently resulted in
more thorough investigation.”*® Totally
unaccounted for are the effects of the
differences between the departments in
recruitment, training, caseload,
management, and myriad other
variables, as any police administrator
knows. Additionally, as noted in
Volume 111, the authors have no idea of
the true relevance of its questionnaire to
the actual requirements of successful
prosecutions. The questionnaire was
based on the opinion of one
“experienced” prosecutor, Finally, 43
robbery cases can hardly be considered
an adequate sample, even for two
jurisdictions. g

While there may be a continuing need
to upgrade investigative thoroughness,
Rand has not adequately documented
this need. Major Finding 9 does not
have adequate factual support to have
more than possible validity for robbery
investigations of the two involved
jurisdictions.

MAJOR FINDING 10

ON INVESTIGATIVE THOROUGHNESS:
POLICE FAILURE TO DOCUMENT 4
CASE INVESTIGATION THOROUGHLY
May HAVE CONTRIBUTED TO A
HIGHERCASED ISMISSALR ATEAND A
WEAKENING OF THE PROSECUTOR'S
PLEABARGAINING POSITION®
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EVALUATION OF THE

RAND CORPORATION’S ANALYSIS

Continued From Page 24

A Puzz.:ng Finding

This finding resulted from a Rand
analysis of the judicial processing and
disposition of the same 43 robbery cases
used in attempting to support the
previous major finding.® It is perhaps
the most puzzling of the Rand major
findings in that statements in the report
repeatedly contradict it.

Obstacles Confronting the Study

In discussing the analysis that
produced the finding, the authors seem
genuinely aware of the obstacles con-
fronting attempts to convert case dis-
positions into measures of investigative
quality. They note that numerous
variables, including the social
characteristics and criminal record of
defendants and differences in the com-
petency of prosecutors, defense counsel,
and judges, all figure importantly in
case dispositions.®® A warning is even
provided: *‘. .. it must be remembered
that extraneous variables, which cannot
be estimated, have possibly intervened
and confounded the results.”*

Results Inconclusive

This being the case, the “‘results” of
such a study could at best be considered
inconclusive. And, in Volume III, the
authors appear to accept this limitation,
In noting that several cases in the “B”
sample were dismissed, while none in
the “A" sample were dismissed, the
authors concede: “It is not clear that
any of these dismissals could have been
avoided by better police investigation
and reporting in ‘B’,”% In discussing the
totally inconclusive case disposition
results, the authors conclude: “‘Because
of the inconsistent results, no definitive
inferences can be drawn, regardless of
the fact that in the category where the
largest percentage of cases appear, the
data show less plea bargaining and
more severe sentencing in Jurisdiction
‘A’ A further conclusion is added
concerning sentencing: “It thus appears
that the outcomes in Table 8-7 reflect to
a greater extent the ‘non-comparability’
of our samples than the effects of
differences in the quality of police in-
vestigation,”’®

The Authors Reverse Themselves

Given these acknowledged obstacles,
this does not really seem to be the stuff
that a *‘major finding” is made of. But
then a generous reader might suppose
that the authors were saying that they
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really had not found anything by using
the hedge word ‘“‘may” in the finding
statement. This generosity would be
misplaced, as demonstrated by the
paragraph used to support the major
finding in Volume I; “In relating case
disposition to investigative
thoroughness, our analysis showed
significant differences between the two-
study jurisdictions that displayed
differences in investigative
thoroughness and prosecutorial
screening practices. For example, none
of the sampled cases were dismissed in
the jurisdiction with more stringent case
screening and investigative
thoroughness; furthermore, 60 percent
of the defendants pled guilty to the
charges as filed, By comparison, in the
second jurisdiction, about one quarter
of the sampled cases were dismissed
after filing, and only one third of the
defendants pled guilty to the charges as
filed.”*¢ (Emphasis added.)

Conclusion

It appears that Rand could not resist
straying from the path of scholarly rec-
titude to create a “‘finding” where none
exists. As averred in Volume III, “We
do not know of any previous study that
has succeeded in converting informa-
tion about case disposition into a valid
measure of the quality of investigative
work.”%” There still is none. The finding
is not supported by fact,

CONCLUDING REMARKS
ON THE MAJOR FINDINGS

It will be noted that Major Finding 7,
8, 11, and 12 have not been considered
in the current evaluation. These
omissions were made in the interest of
brevity and do not imply that the
omitted major findings are entirely free
from the methodological problems that
beset the other major findings. All suf-
fer from excessively small data bases.
For example, Major Finding 11, which
states in part that “Crime victims in
general strongly desire to be notified of-
ficially as to whether or not the police
have ‘solved’ their case ...,”% is
derived from -a telephone survey of 36
crime victims residing in one California
city.®

SOME PROPOSED REFORMS

AND A CONCLUSION

The Rand report offers nine
‘‘proposed reforms’’ whose

‘... rationale is consistent with our fin-
dings,” and while the authors say that
they do not expect a police department
to adopt the reforms uncritically — the
department should act in relation to its
individual situation and then only on an
experimental basis™ — the dubious
validity of the “findings” evaluated in
this critique should give pause to the
most eager of innovators. Special
wariness is warranted in view of the fact
that some of the proposed reforms
appear to be directly inimical to the in-
terests of police agencies and the com-
munities they serve, It thus becomes in-
cumbent that we examine those reforms
which possess a negative potential in
order to determine their factual basis
and to then consider their merits from
that perspective.

PROPOSED REFORM 1

REDUCE FOLLOW-UP INVESTIGATION
ON ALL CA4aSES Excepr THOSE
INVOLVING THE MOoOST SERIOUS
O FFENSES”

Is Time Spent on Cases
Which Will Not be Solved?

This proposed reform is supported by
the following “‘rationale’:

“Our data consistently reveal that a
regular investigator’s time is preponderant-
ly consumed in reviewing reports, documen-
ting files, and attempting to locate and in-
terview victims and witnesses on cases that
experience shows will not be solved. Our
data show, moreover, that most cases that
are solved are solved by means of informa-
tion spontaneously provided by a source
other than those developed by the in-
vestigator. It follows that a significant
reduction in follow-up investigative efforts
would be appropriate for all but the most
serious offenses in which public confidence
demands some type of response.”’”

What the authors are saying, then, is
that because investigators spend most
of their time working on unsolvable
cases and because most cases are solved
by irformation . from other than in-
vestigative sources, it follows that the
follow-up investigation of most crimes
should be substantially reduced. The
data which the authors view as revealing
that investigators waste most of their
time working on unsolvable cases is the
same data from the Kansas City Police
Department used by the authors in
attempting to support Major Finding 4.
It will be recalled that our examination
of that finding revealed that Kansas
City detectives spend 24.1 percent of
their time on unsolved cases, a percen-
tage that contradicts the authors’ asser-
tion that an investigator’s time is
preponderantly expended on cases
experience shows will not be solved. The
data does not even support the assertion
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for Kansas City, let alone the nation.
Although we have dealt with the
authors’ claimed basis, in terms of the
use of investigators’ time, for suggesting
a significant reduction in follow-up in-
vestigations, it may be contended that
we have responded too narrowly to the
data embracing investigative time
expenditures. For this reason additional
elements of these data will be examined.

Incorrect Finding That
Crimes Are Not Worked On

Referring to the Kansas City data (all
of the investigators’ time-use data is
from Kansas City), the authors present
the following information:

“The figures show that only homicide and
rape (and suicide, because it is potentially
homicide), are invariably worked on. A few
other types of crimes that are universally
regarded as serious are worked on in over 60
percent of cases, but many types more likely
than not receive less than a half-hour’s
attention from an investigator (thereby
counting as not ‘worked on’). Since the bulk
of crimes fall into these latter categories,
well under half of all reported crimes receive
any serious attention by an investigator.”’”
(Emphasis added.)

The incorrectness of this assertion in
relation to the Kansas City data is
proved in the evaluation of Major Fin-
ding 3 (their error is in the computing of
the percentages). The point is that the
authors believe it, in spite of the data
they collected. If we turn to Rand’s
Table 5-3 (under Major Finding 3), we
see that the serious crimes that get in-
vestigated 60 percent or more of the
time are very serious crimes on which,
the authors tell us in Volume I, follow-
up investigation ought not to be
reduced.™

We should in all fairness look at the
total investigative time expenditure
data, from the authors’ own perspec-
tive, to determine if there really is some
possibility, somewhere, of reducing
follow-up investigation and eliminating
investigators.

What Follow-Up Investigations
Can be Reduced?

In Volume III, the authors set forth
their guideline for measuring in-
vestigative productivity:

“Finally, we have been careful not to
judge any activities as unproductive when in
fact they are primarily directed at objectives
we were unable to measure. For example,
time spent by investigators on crimes that
are never solved is by definition not produe-
tive when clearances are used as a measure
of performance, but there may well be some
(unmeasured) deterrent value that justifies

such investigations.”” i

Police administrators would heartily
support this guideline which, of course,
would have been uppermost in the

authors’ minds as they cast about for

likely functions where investigation

could be reduced.

It thus becomes important to look at
the total investigative time-expenditure
data from the perspective of the
authors’ guideline. This data is sum-
marized as follows:

Per- Per-
Cent cent
Casework .........vvvvevennnnns 60.0
Work on cleared crimes
before clearance 7.4
Work on cleared crimes
after clearance 284
Work on uncleared crimes 24.1
Administrativeduties ............ 13.8
Surveillance, crime pre-
vention, and warrants  .......... 1.9
Unaccountedfor ................ 25.3

The question now becomes, which of
these work categories could be
eliminated? Work on cleared crimes
before clearance? This is largely work
on those very serious crimes which the
authors think should nearly always be
investigated.” Work on cleared crimes
after clearance? According to the
authors, detectives do not do nearly
enough post-arrest investigation as it is
now.” Work on unsolved cases? The
authors say that in Kansas City
“...well under half of all reported
crimes receive any serious attention by
an investigator,”” so this does not seem
a likely area for cuts. Besides, the
authors have said they would be careful
not to judge these efforts as unproduc-
tive. Surveillance, crime prevention,
and warrants? A tiny but highly impor-
tant category that would not contribute
much to the authors’ really big cut.
Unaccounted for activities? How can
you cut something when you do not
know what it is? The authors say they
have an idea that this category is com-
prised of duties like homicide and
robbery unit stand-by time, travelling to
interview victims and witnesses, respon-
ding to citizen requests for information,
etc., all of which seem like important
activities which should” not be done
away with.” But, the authors do not
know what is in this category, so they
cannot logically make any cuts here.

This being the case, where did this
conclusion come from?

What About Deterrence?

Throughout their discussions of
reducing follow-up investigations, the
authors avoid any reference to the
deterrent value of follow-up investiga-
tion. In Volume III, we do find the
authors questioning whether the mere
process of investigation has some
deterrent value;® the authors readily ad-
mit that they omitted from their study
any measurement of the deterrence
value of investigative activities. This

leaves unsettled (and unconsidered by
the Rand authors) the effect on the
crime rate if a sizable percentage of a
city’s serious crimes was no longer in-
vestigated and the population was told
of this unhappy situation through the
authors’ suggested victim notification
program.

How Much Manpower
Is Devoted to Solving Cases?

It will be recalled that the second half
of the authors’ basis for Proposed
Reform 1| was how cases are solved —
specifically: ‘... most cases that are
solved are solved by means of informa-
tion spontaneously provided by a source
other than those developed by the in-
vestigator.”® Given the preceding
evaluation, just what this has to do with
substantially reducing follow-up in-
vestigation is difficult to comprehend.
Even granting for the moment that the
authors’ claim for the importance of
non-investigatory case solutions is cor-
rect, their data purports to show that
well under half of all serious crimes in
Kansas City are presently investigated
and that less than one-fourth of in-
vestigative time is expended on un-
solved cases. So, how does this support
“significant” reductions in follow-up in-
vestigation?

Conclusion

The Proposed Reform 1 is based on
exceedingly limited data, not suppor-
ting the premise, but rather contradic-
ting it. This conclusion could only exert
a pernicious effect on police agencies
and their client communities,

PROPOSED REFORM 2

ASSIGN THE GENERALIST INVESTIGA-
TORS (WHO WOULD HANDLE THE
OBVIOUS LEADS IN ROUTINE CASES) TO
THE LOCAL OPERATIONS COMMAN-
DER®

No Initiative Required

In their “rationale” for this reform,
the authors explain: “Under the in-
vestigation policy suggested above, the
main duty of the generalist investigator
is to respond to information developed
by the patrol units at the crime scene or
volunteered by the public, rather than to
develop new leads on his own in-
itiative.”® Incredibly, this means that
investigators would not be allowed to
develop new leads! )

No Expertise Require

This reform is symptomatic of the
authors’ conceptualization of the in-
vestigative process, which holds: . . . if
investigators performed only the ob-
vious and routine tasks needed to clear

Reprinted with permission of International Association
of Chiefs of Police

JULY 1976/THE POLICE CHIEF



Continued From Page 75

the “easy” cases, they would solve the
vast majority (97 percent) of crimes that
now get cleared.”® Thus, the authors
continue "1 their rationale with the
statement; “‘Our research suggests that
this type of investigative duty does not
entail a requirement for specialized
skills or centralized coordination. The
officers performing it could readily shift
between patrol and investigative
duties.”® Of course, here the authors
are talking about the “‘vast majority” of
crimes — the investigation of which
usually. begins with “leads” or informa-
tion developed by patrol units or
received from citizens.

"Although the authors do not say just
which research area it is that suggests
this concept, it appears that it is the
same Kansas City research used to
produce the “finding” that 97 percent of
all cases can be solved by obvious,
routine tasks, i.e., in Kansas City
“...at most 2.7 percent of cleared
crimes are solved by special actiin.”®
This percentage and the specious case
solution classification scheme used to
arrive at it have been previously dis-
cussed, but further commentary is
warranted in connection with this
proposed reform.

The authors’ conclusion that the in-
vestigation of the vast majority of
crimes requires onily simpie tasks for
solution is obviously the basis for their
assertion that the solution of these
crimes requires no investigative exper-
tise. And yet this reasoning rests upon a
totally arbitrary classification scheme
that categorizes all case solutions as
being “‘simple” unless the nonpolice
authors say they are not. Only those
cases that happened to strike the
authors as being unusual were classified
as “‘special action.”®® Apparently no
thought was given to the fact that many
seemingly “‘routine” investigative tasks,
such as skillful crime scene investiga-
tion and evidence interpretation, com-
petent suspect interrogation, and proper
search warrant preparation, actually
demand an extremely high level of in-
vestigative expertise., Thus the authors’
conclusion that the ‘“vast majority” of
crimes require no investigative expertise
for solution resulted more from their
unfamiliarity with the investigative
process than from any research fin-
dings.

Conclusion

The authors, their single-agency data
notwithstanding, have offered no tangi-
ble evidence to support their claim that
*“routine™ cases require no investigative
expertise. All varieties of follow-up in-
vestigation require investigative exper-

tise, the development of which depends
on substantial training and experience.
The researcher’s proposal to assign this
class of investigators general duties only
and rotate them with patrol officers
would not permit the development and
maintenance of this vital investigative
expertise.

PROPOSED REFORM 4

ASSIGN SERIOUS OFFENSE I NVESTI-
GATION To CLOSELY SUPERVISED
TEAMS, RATHER THAN TO INDIVI-
DUAL INVESTIGATORS"

The Prescription Exceeds the Symptoms

The rationale explaining this reform
stresses the improper supervision of
personnel and blames this for the im-
proper performance of investigations.”
Could it be that rather than
reorganizing investigators, a solution to
the problem of improper supervision
would be the improvement of super-
vision? Reorganization would not
necessarily affect the level of proper
supervision. The imposition of super-
visory teams in other than major, com-
plex cases may be such an inefficient use
of manpower that the investigative
process would be affected quite adverse-
ly.

Conclusion

Even if it is assumed that Rand is cor-
rent in its assumption that supervision is
a problem in some investigations, the
proposed reform does not address itself
to the problem.

PROPOSED REFORM 6

INCREASE THE USE OFINFORMATION
PROCESSING SYSTEMS IN LIEU OF
INVESTIGATORS"

-Clerks Instead of Investigators

The authors state that their examina-
tion of the Kansas City Detective Case
Assignment File suggests that a sub-
stantial part of an investigator’s
working day is taken up by the scanning
and monitoring of huge volumes of
crime and arrest information in order to
make connections between cases,
suspects, and property. They indicate
that the Kansas City detectives
experience only limited success in these
endeavors and offer the opinion that
much of the scanning and monitoring
could instead be done by information
processing systems which would involve
clerks and routine procedures in small
departments and electronic computers
in large ones.”

Meaning of the Reform Is Unclear

The language of the proposed reform
can be interpreted as meaning either

that the use of information processing
systems should be increased to assist in-
vestigators or that this increased use
should be undertaken to replace them.
Be that as it may, information
processing systems are tools which can
provide valuable assistance to in-
vestigators, Information processing
systems have been of major benefit to
law enforcement agencies. However,
these systems are not a substitute for in-
vestigators. To assume otherwise would
run counter to the experience of most
major police departments.

Conclusion

Irrespective of the meaning of this
proposed reform, it is without an
adequate research basis. The authors
have possibly demonstrated that Kan-
sas City detectives spend an unknown
but substantial amount of time
processing information while realizing
but limited success in their endeavors. It
is possible, depending upon the nature
and current level of systematization of
information processing in the Kansas
City Police Department, that the detec-
tives of that department could be
materially assisted in achieving their
goals by additional information
processing systems. Given the data that
the authors have provided, nothing
more can be concluded from this
proposed reform.

PROPOSED REFORM 8

PLACE POST-ARREST (i.e., SUSPECT IN

Custopy) IVESTIGATIONS UNDER
THE AUTHORITY OF THE PROSECU-
TOR”

A Bald Supposition

Before beginning the evaluation of
this reform, it is first necessary to con-
sider the authors’ rationale:

“Generally, then, the prosecutor relies on
police investigators to provide the evidence
needed to prosecute and convict the suspect.
But this situation contains an inherent con-
flict between the prosecutor and police. A
police arrest is justified by probable cause
— i.e., an articulable reasonable belief that
a.crime was committed and that the arrestee
was the offender. But generally, because of
the pressure of new cases and the expecta-
tion that the case will be bargained rather
than tried, the police are reluctant to expend
further investigative efforts to strengthen
the evidence in the case. The prosecutor, on
the other hand, may be reluctant to file
charges that the police prefer, or to file at
all, if he believes the evidence would not suf-
fice for a conviction, i.e., proof beyond a
reasonable doubt. It is clear that many cases
are affected by the conflicting incentives of
police and prosecutor, as reflected in
failures to file, lenient filings, early dis-
missals, or imbalanced bargaining.”

The implication here is that all these
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ills are brought on by having the police
investigate crimes. The reader hastens
through the Rand report volumes to
find the source of these startling fin-
dings, but he looks in vain. The whole
rationale is a bald supposition on the
part of the authors, made without an
offering of any data which might
provide support.

A Promising Remedy?

Having “‘proven” the existence of the
problem, a solution is provided: “A
promising remedy for the problem
would be to place post-arrest in-
vestigations under the authority of the
prosecutor’s office, under assignment or
as an integral part of his staff, depen-
ding on the local situation.”*® And,
where would all of the investigators
required for the newly expanded district
attorney’s offices come from? Depen-
ding on the local situation, from the
local police department.® The authors
ask the rhetorical question, *“Is this too
drastic a measure? Would it not suffice
for the prosecutor to prepare an in-
vestigationt manual and help train police
investigators? We believe that the latter
would be a less satisfactory solution,
given the dynamic character of criminal
case law and the inherent conflicts
between two relatively independent
agencies.””” What basis do the authors
have for this belief? Do they believe that
the police are incapable of learning case
law and case preparation? And what
basis do they have for their belief that
district attorney investigators will do a
better job of post-arrest investigation

than the police?

An Exercise in Redundancy

The district attorney investigators
have a role to play in many jurisdictions
in relation to certain categories of in-
vestigations, and there are instances
where it is expedient for the district at-
torney’s office to deal directly with vic-
tims and witnesses. However, almost all
routine investigations can be more
effectively and efficiently handled by
the police investigators. The mere
political considerations of a proposal to
place post-arrest investigations under
the authority of the prosecutor would be
absurd in most jurisdictions.

If political obstacles could be over-
come, it would still be a massive exer-
cise in investigative redundancy, with
the police investigators spending half of
their time trying to show the district at-
torney’s investigators what they had
already done on the cases. The district
attorney’s investigators, being totally
unfamiliar with crime scenes, victims,
witnesses, informants, reports, tapes,
and evidence, would spend most of the
rest of their time going over the same
ground the police investigators had
already covered. In addition, there
remaiiis the questionable assumption
that the district attorney investigators
would have sufficient time to manage
this unpredictable situation.

Conclusion

Probably the only additional com-
ment this “reform’ deserves is in rela-
tion to what the authors believe should

be done with it. In their words it should
“,..be in operation for at least two
years before a conclusive judgment
about its merits is made.””® In con-
sidering the problems of applying this
recommendation, one wonders whether
it should be seriously entertained at all.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

- ON THE PROPOSED REFORMS

Much of what went awry with the
Rand study and its subsequent repor-
ting can probably be traced to un-
realistic expectations on the part of the
Rand researchers. These expectations,
largely produced no doubt by popular
stereotypes, led the Rand people to
believe that they would discover the
previously undescribed essences of the
investigative process:

“We hoped to identify and describe those
key program factors which led to improved
effectiveness and to suggest how other
police departments might modify their in-
vestigative practices to achieve the iden-
tified benefits, These hopes were not
realized.”®

Having failed in its endeavor, it
appears that Rand proceeded to erect a
series of straw men which it then
knocked down to provide a basis for
provocative, and seemingly significant,
findings and proposals. This is unfor-
tunate. Several of its proposed reforms
might be beneficial to police agencies.
But, the defective methodology and ill-
conceived conclusions associated with
most of the study’s findings™ and
proposals do not encourage experimen-
tation by the criminal justice system.¥%
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RESPONSE TO —  Bilisms .

J. Petersilia*

Thi Jully issue f9f The Pg[zce Chief contains an artfnclhe,
“An Evaluation of the Rand Corporation’s Analysis of the
An Evaluatl()l’l . Criminal Investigation Process,” by Daryl F. Gates and

Lyle Knowles. The evaluation purports to demonstrate that

Of the ./, | the“lRand Study:

contains precedural errors that erase almost all

hope of accuracy, .
Rand i *“2. has a fatally limited data base, and
: © “3. presents conclusions that do not follow from the

C Orp Ol'ati On’s ?r?ftlilx g{gggnted and which ignore a host of important related

. We believe that the evaluation is misieading to those not
An a1ys1s fully acquainted with our work, and therefore we prepared
v g this article to correct mlsconceptlons that might arise. :
f h , The principal substantive finding of our research® was
0 t C ‘ that, although the solution or clearance of reported crimes is -

. . the primary focus of police investigators, most clearances
Crlmlnal are arrived at through the application of administrative
procedures, with solutions for a very small percentage, con- -
: ° M centrated in a few specific crime types, being generated
Investlgatlﬂn through the use of what has been traditionally thought of as
: investigative efforts. Much of this traditional investigative
Pro cess effort is applied to crimes which empirical evidence shows
: will never be solved. As a result of this finding, along with
’ others on fingerprint processing, the use of information -
systems, strike forces, victim satlsfactlon -and.-post-arrest
investigation: thoroughness, which -are “based on more
limited data samples, we suggested a number - of reforms
which we believe might result in more effective investigation
activity. We cautioned against adopting any of these
reforms without careful evaluation of their possible impacts.
In the months that have passed since tl? publlcatlon of
our reports, we have been made aware of instances of im-
precise or misinterpretable wordings that we have modified
in subsequent writings.* But no one has brought forth: con-
tradictory evidence that suggests our basic conclusions are
erroneous. Studies released during this périod by the Police
Foundation and by the Stanford Research Institute directly .. .
support somé of our major findings.* Manuscripts- basedon .« -
our reports have been: accepted “for publication in the
: : research_journal, Policy Analysis, and as a book by D.C.
! Heath. Both publishers subjected the work to know-
: ledgeable outside reviewers.
Our conclusions and especxally our policy recommen-
dations should not be judged alone by whether they fiow in-
; : evitably and exclusively from the data collected in our /\*
study. Instead they should be appraised in terms of whether . -
“they are within reason correct or incorrect as cast agamst a
full backdrop of what is known about the criminal investiga-
' tien process. The evaluators do not present other than theit
opinions that our conclusions are incorrect or inappropriate.
Is it their view that every research study must be fully self-
‘ contained and should not eoxpress conclusions and
: recommendations based in part on known results by other
researchers and on the interpretations of practitioners who
worked with or advised the researchers? Both our research
design and our findings were discussed in detail with police
Sl - ~<afficials,_of VaTHEs soranks and type of experience in in-
*The Rand Corporatioi’ =< ;“ffss'aﬁsumfe ‘hatters< They did not express reservations that
-1700 Main Street ~ our findings differ from what they believed was the situation.
Santa Monica, California 90406 in their own agencies. Indeed, some commented that our*
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study was guilty of “‘overkill” in applying so much data to
demonstrate what knowledgeable professionals already con-
curred in.

Gates and Knowles (hereafter referred to as the
evaluators) repeatedly mention limitations of our data.
These limitations were not discovered by them, but rather
were clearly described in our reports. Howeyer, the
evaluators go beyond reviewing the stated limitations and
assert that *., . because of problems of control, accuracy,
and consistency, most researchers would not have used these
data.” This point is nonsense. It is the nature of social
science research, especially concerning policy issues, that
one must analyze and draw the best possible inferences from
data with such shortcomings. Given imperfect data, it is the
researcher’s duty to point out its biases and other short-
comings, and this we have done. Our findings have not been
represented as an ultimate appraisal of investigative effec-
tiveness. We urged that further research be conducted to
collect and analyze new data that would confirm, refine, or
refute our results. -

The evaluators mention two aspects of our case samples
as data limitations. First, the samples are said to be
“miniscule.” A sample is not large or small simply as a
matter of opinion, but its size must be judged in terms of the
statistically determined levels of confidence with which one
desires to draw inferences. For example, to predict which of
two candidates would win a close local election, a properly
selected sample of 100 voters would be inadequate for a
reasonable level of confidence as to the outcome. Yet a
properly drawn sample of this size would well suffice to
show, with a high level of confidence, that neither candidate
could be expected to receive over 80 percent of the votes.
That is to say, the type of inference to be drawn governs
sample size requirements. In our study we applied 95 per-
cent confidence levels that were associated with our sample
sizes  and indicated when differences between statistical
measures were significant by these criteria. In other words,
our conclusions reflect differences that were found to be
significant or they are worded in such a way as to indicate
the degree of uncertainty that must be attached to numerical
quantities,

The second fault of our samples is said to be that some
findings are based on data from a small selection of police

departments. Here the question is,.in how many .-

departments must researchers find similar patterns of data
before these patterns may be considered to be representative
of the national picture? Many of our findings had been
previously reported by other researchers in studies of single
departments. These studies could have been individually
questioned on the grounds that the department studied
might have been unique in some critical respect. But when,
in our work, similar results emerge from several
departments located in different parts of the country and
having different organizations and procedures, they take on
greater generality of interpretation,

Our reports did not assert that the study’s findings
applied to all departments. In fact, we presumed that excep-
tions exist, and we urged that each department “assure itself
of the relevance of our work to its situation.”® Especially for
types of information that are available in most departments,
we showed how these data were tabulated, so that others
could replicate the analysis. It is our hope that this will be
done in many departments in the near future so that firmer
conclusions about generality can be drawn.

The evaluators contend that our conclusions are inconsis-
tent with our data and erroneously derived, contentions they
sought to substantiate by citing items of data out of their
full context and by reiterating the limitations that we
described ourselves. Our broad rebuttal is that conclusions
and recommendations necessarily reflect subjective inter-

pretations of the data examined and cannot be confined to a
mere recital of the facial appearances of the data and their
limitations. In order that the reader be made more con-
scious of where findings have been broadened by our subjec-
tive interpretations, conclusions of this nature were
presented in a separate summary and policy implications
volume (Vol. I) and not in the main text of the analysis
volumes (Vol. II and Vol. TII).

The evaluators dispute primarily statements of con-
clusions and recommendations of policy as appearing in
Volume I rather than seriously disagreeing with the main
text of the complementary volumes (apart from the objec-
tions to our case samples discussed above). They in fact cite
the second and third volumes to support their criticism of
the first volume, intimating that we did not subscribe to or
respect our own statements concerning the nature of our fin-
dings and their limitations.

The evaluators’ comments notwithstanding, our con-
clusions still appear to be sound. Gates and Knowles have
not offered any evidence to the contrary.

The remainder of this article discusses in order and with
greater specificity the items individually considered by the
evaluators.

MAJOR FINDINGS

Major Finding 1

On investigation effectiveness: Differences in in-
vestigative training, staffing, workload, and procedures
appear to have no appreciable effect on crime, arrest, or
clearance rates.

The evaluation points out that no analysis of crime rates
was performed. This is a correct observation, and the word
“crime’” should be removed from the statement of this fin-
ding. In regard to arrest and clearance rates, the finding is
derived from cross-sectional analysis of our national survey
data. The evaluation states that the source of the finding
cannot be determined because we also mention in this con-
nection the data collected from samples of case records in
six departments. However, the case sample data are  arly
described as helping to explain why the finding is truc, not
as establishing the finding in the first instance.

The evaluation claims that we have stated a finding where
none exists, This comment appears to rest on the belief that
when no relationship among variables is found, then nothing
has been found. On the contrary, determining that no
relationship is present among variables is a valid research
finding that helps in developing new hypotheses that will
clarify the phenomena under study. A ‘‘finding” is not a
“call for action.” It is simply a true statement that requires
further explanation or analysis. In this case, our interpreta-
tion of the finding is exactly as the evaluation has quoted us:
that departmentwide arrest and clearance rates are in-
adequate as measures of investigative performance because
they primarily reflect the activities of noninvestigators,
departmental policy, the nature of police-community
relations, and a host of other factors. Thus, aspects of in-
vestigative staffing that are presumably related to “‘quality”
cannot necessarily be detected in departmentwide arrest and
clearance rates. However, since the observation is also sub-
ject to other interpretations, we have stated it separately as
a finding. :

Major Finding 2.

The method by which police investigators are organized.
(i.e., team policing, specialists vs. generalist, patrolmen-
investigators] cannot be related to - variations in crime,
arrest, and clearance rates.

The source of this finding is the same as for Finding | and
is subject to the same caveats and interpretations, In par-
ticular, the word *“crime” should be removed. (The
evaluators discussed our classification of case solutions in
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their critique of this finding; but it is not directly relevant
here and will be covered in connection with Finding 6,
below.)

Major Finding 3

On the use of investigators’ time: Substantially more than
half of all serious reported crimes received no more than
superficial attention from investigators.

Here the evaluators appear to be criticizing our report for
presenting superfluous data, While it is true, as claimed,
that we describe the fraction of cases of “dead body” and
*vandalism” that detectives work on, the finding refers to
investigation of reported felonies, for which data are also
given,

The finding was initially reported to us by our field in-
vestigators who spent many weeks observing the activities of
investigators and asking them questions about the cases
they pursued and did not pursue, However, to develop
adequate quantitative information about the extent to which
cases receive only superficial attention through the
technique of field observation would have required many
man-years of effort. To validate, then, the impressions
based on observations and interviews, we turned to the Kan-
sas City case assignment file, These data show that reported
homicides and rapes invariably received at least a half-
hour's investigative time in Kansas City, and well over half
of aggravated assaults and robberies received similar atten-
tion. But most felonies do not fall in these categories. For
homicides, rape, other felony sex crimes, kidnapping,
aggravated assault, robbery, burglary, auto theft, and
larceny together, 35.2 percent received at least a lalf-hour’s
attention, or 4.8 percent did not. We call this latter percen-
tage “substantially more than half* of serious crimes. (The
figure of 49.9 percent reported by the evaluators is
erroneous because they failed to take into account the
relative numbers of crimes, e.g., that there are more
burglaries than homicides, a fact that we pointed out in
Volume 111 even though it does not appear necessary except
for readers unfamiliar with police work.)

Major Finding 4

Our data consistently reveal that an investigator’s time is
largely consumed in reviewing reports, documenting files,
and attempting to locate and interview victims on cases that
experience shows will not be solved. For cases that are
solved (i.e., a suspect is identified), an investigator spends
more time in post-clearance processing than he does in iden-
tifving the perpetrator.

The first sentence is indeed badly worded and speaks to
several different issues at once. Criticism of this statement
that we received immediately after its publication led to
clarification in our subsequent briefings and writings about
this study. The facts are essentially as stated by the
evaluators and are clearly described in the main text of
Volume II1. First, the primary case-related activities of in-
vestigators are reviewing reports, documenting files, and
attempting to locate and interview witnesses. Second, for
those cases that detectives work on, the average time
devoted to a case that is never cleared is greater than the
average time required to clear one that is cleared. In other
words, it is not true in general that the greater the in-
vestigative effort devoted to a crime the more likely it is to
be cleared. Third (but this is not mentioned in the finding),
investigators spend somewhere around 40 percent of their
time on noncasework activities. Part of this time was
reported by us as *“unaccounted for,” meaning that it was
not explained in the Kansas City file that we used. Since we
have been made aware of some unanticipated inter-
pretations of the term ‘“‘unaccounted for,” we wish to
emphasize here that the categories of activities to be
recorded in the file did not include all conceivable activities
of investigators. We do not find it at all unreasonable that

some 20 to 40 percent of investigators’ time (varying by
unit) would be spent on activities that they were not
expected to record in the file. Examples include reading
teletypes, travel to various locations, checking out
junkyards or pawnshops, answering questions from the

. public or the press, and the like.

The second sentence of this finding was firmly established
for nearly every crime type in Kansas City, and the figures
were judged reasonably applicable by investigators in other
cities who cooperated with the study. Again the evaluators
appear to fault us for presenting more data than are needed
to reach this conclusion. But Table 5-6 in Volume 1T per-
mits the reader to consider any particular crime or collec-
tion of crimes of interest to him and determine that the
sentence is true for those crimes. The reader is free to ignore
all other crimes, if he chooses, but the assertion is true for.
them also.

Major Finding 5

On how cases are solved: The single most important
determinant of whether or not a.case will be solved is the in-
Sformation the victim supplies to the immediately responding
patrol officer. If information that uniquely identifies the
perpetrétor is not presented at the time the crime is
reported, the perpetrator, by and large, will not be sub-
sequently identified, _

We do not believe anyone would seriously contest the
observation that ctimes in which no suspect is named are
much less likely to be cleared than those in which a suspect
is positively identified or apprehended at the scene. The
thrust of this finding is that the majority of cleared crimes
fall into the latter category, i.e., where a suspect is known at
the time the crime report is taken. {The.finding applies not
only to the totality of crimes but also to each crime type

examined, except auto theft.) It requires little special =

knowledge about clearance rates for Part I crimes (which
are displayed in Volume II) to realize that if more than half
of cleared crimes are accounted for by initial identification
of the suspect, then crimes with no initial identification have
a relatively low probability of being cleared.

The evaluators’ claim that the source of this finding is not
given is preposterous in light of the fact that Volume 111 has
an entire chapter entitled “Analysis of How Crimes Are
Solved.” Chapter 6 not only describes the data collected and
analyzed for this study but also indicates that the finding
draws on results of three previous studies. Isaacs, in a 1967
study of 1905 crimes reported-to the Los Angeles Police
Department,® found that of 336 crimes cleared by arrest,
203 (or 60 percent) had a named suspect in the initial crime
report, and of 1,556 crimes without a named suspect, 133 (or
8.6 percent) were cleared by arrest. Conklin, in a study of
259 robberies reported to the Boston Police Department in
1968,” found that in 74 percent of cleared robberies the
suspect was known by arrest at the scene or by victim iden-
tification. Smith,* in a study of 59 cleared robberies. imr
Oakland in 1969, found that a victim or witness was respon-
sible for case solution in 61 percent and that the suspect was
known at the time of the crime report was filed in 80 percent
of cleared robberies.

Other studies, by Greenberg, et al.,” of 1974 Qakland
crimes and by Bloch and Bell'® of 1973 Rochester crimes,
while not specifically addressing the exact topic of this find-
ing, provide adequate information for the reader to deduce
that the same. pattern prevails for the times and locations
studied,

We view our analysis not as uncovering this finding but as
adding fresh evidence for its confirmation. Moreover, the
detailed tabulations we provide permit future analyses in
other cities to have a base of comparison, To date, the frac-
tion of cases solved by initial identification had displayed
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remarkable similarity across departments. If a department
with substantially different figures can be found, then an
analysis of the underlying causes of the difference could be
very illuminating.

Major Finding 6

On how cases are solved: Of those cases that are ultimate-
ly cleared but in which the perpetrator is not identifiable at
the time of the initial police incident report, almost all are
cleared as a result of routine police procedures.

The critique of this finding rests mostly on the claim that
case solutions were categorized as “routine’ in an arbitrary
and specious fashion. Reference to this problem was also
made by the evaluators in their discussion of Major Finding
2, but it applies primarily here. An important point is that
the Rand staff undertook the analysis with the objective of
identifying and describing the key factors that lead to im-
proved effectiveness in investigating crimes that are
reported without a named suspect. From the research point
of view, then, it was a considerable disappointment to find
so few cases in which any noticeable application of in-
vestigative skill bore an apparently causative relationship to
the case outcome.

Only someone who collects together some investigative
files and asks for each case “How was this solved” can begin
to realize that no subtle judgments are involved in dis-
tinguishing *‘routine” from “special action’ cases. The
reviewer of the files must simply be careful to distinguish
between the cause of the case solution and the various,
possibly ingenious, steps taken by the investigator without
identifying the perpetrator. If the investigator puts out a
“want” for the license number of the perpetrator’s car (as
recorded by a witness), and the suspect is subsequently
arrested by a patrol officer, is this a ‘“‘special action” case? If
the perpetrator voluntarily and unexpectedly surrenders to
the police, is this “special action™? If the investigator shows
the victint a bock of mug shots that was previcusly prepared
for all crimes of the type in question, leading to an iden-
tification, is this “special action™? (This is an example of a
solution that is routine for an investigator but would not be
routine for someone else.) If the victim tells the police of-
ficer the exact location of the suspect’s car, and the suspect
is sitting in the car, is this “special action™?

In every instance where there was any indication that in-
vestigative skill played a role in case solution, we recorded
the case as special action. For example, when an in-
vestigator had no suspect identification but did obtain a
description of a suspect with distinctive hairdo and facial
features, the clearance that was produced by a patrol officer
who read the investigator’s bulletin was classified as
“special action.” A case solved by matching latent prints to
inked prints in a file organized by modus operandi is a good
example of *‘special action.”

We are confident that even if a department establishes a
restricted definition of what constitutes ‘‘routine

-processing” it will find that investigative skill or “special ac-

tion” contributes to under 10 percent of all its clearances
(but more, of course, for certain crimes such as homicide or
commercial theft). The point is not that the special action
cases are uninteresting or unimportant in the overall police
role, but rather that they are numerically uncommon when
compared to the totality of cleared cases. It is for this reason
that differences in the quality of investigative work among
units or departments can be expected to have only a small
effect on total clearance rates, except for the crime types we
noted in our report.

This finding is also supported by the work of other
researchers. For example, the 1974 Greenberg study of
crimes in Oakland showed that 85 percent of 413 assaults
with a deadly weapon were cleared, but only two clearances
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were produced in cases with unnamed suspects more than 8
hours after the crime was reported (i.e., as a result of a
follow-up investigation). In Conklin’s study of robberies,
7.3 percent of ¢learances were attributed to “police in-
vestigation.”

Major Finding 9

On investigative thoroughness: In relatively few
departments do investigators consistently and thoroughly
document the key evidentiary facts that reasonably assure
that the prosecutor can obtain a conviction on the most
serious applicable charges.

Our overwhelming impression from site visits in both
police departments and prosecutors’ offices around the
country was that the quality of investigative documentation
is a problem in most jurisdictions, the exceptions being
those that have projects specifically directed at improving
police-prosecutor interactions. However, we agree with the
evaluators that the research design, which consisted of inter-
views in 28 jurisdictions and actual inspection of in-
vestigative reports in only eight of them, was inadequate to
support the stated conclusion that “in relatively few
departments” was the documentation of high quality.
Rather, we should have asserted that “in many large
departments investigators do not consistently and
thoroughly document the key evidentiary facts . ...” This
revision of the wording, however, in no way dilutes the fact
that we believe the documentation of investigative findings
is an important area for improvement,

As in the case of Finding 3, we attempted to verify our
field observations by collecting quantitative information in
two jurisdictions. The evaluators are distressed that our
descriptions of the filing policies and practices that dis-
tinguished the prosecutors’ offices in the two jurisdictions
are “‘without supporting data.”’! Here we are culpable of
brevity, but the source of the data is in fact mentioned.
Footnote 2, p. 105, of Volume III indicated that the Rand
researchers were -familiar with "both of the selected
prosecutors’ offices by reason of an earlier published, widely
available Rand study.'? These characterizations were not
ours alone, but reflected the expressions by responsible of-
ficials of these offices.

We plainly stated that the limited two-jurisdiction study
was illustrative and illuminative.”” It was intended to put
what we and others saw as a professional tension between
police investigators and prosecutors’ offices in concrete
terms — to demonstrate that the issue of how thorough an
investigation need be to avoid blame for a decision not to
file or a failure to convict was not an illusory question. We
selected two jurisdictions that were known to differ marked-
ly in characteristics relevant to this research exercise. And
we sought, as stated, to show by means of statistical
evidence based on modest samples of robbery cases, that
two modern police departments could substantially differ in
the completeness of evidentiary documentation provided to
their respective prosecutorial offices.

The evaluators’ judgment that 43 robbery cases werée not
an adequate sample would undeniably be sound if our pur-
poses included, as the evaluators evidently felt they should,
the measurement of the independent effects of all significant
varidbles influencing investigative thoroughness, or the
degree to which incomplete investigative documentation
governed case disposition, relative to other variables. For
the latter purposes, which we did not avow, much larger
samples and much more sophisticated analytical techniques
would be entailed." However, samples of 20-plus cases in
each jurisdiction can suffice to illuminate two facets of a
controversy between police and prosecutors, which was con-
spicuously stated to be our purpose. -

The evaluators denigrated the questionnaire of 39 eviden-
tiary items on the grounds that it reflected the opinions of




only cne “‘experienced” (their quote-marks) prosecutor and
that we did not kaow its true relevance to successful
prosecutions. For their first ground the evaluators chose to
ignore the statement on p. 105 that “This data form . . . was
developed on the basis of discussions with prosecutors,
detectives, and police supervisors.” As to the second
ground, we should first concede a semantical lapse on p.viii
of Volume I where we described the items of the question-
naire as being considered by a prosecutor as necessary for
effective case presentation, when we should have used the
term desirable (that is, we intended the list to be as complete
as we could make it at the time). Nevertheless, we stated on
p. 105, Volume III, the following: “Of course, some in-
dividual cases may require less investigative information
than is covered by this form; others may require more.
Nevertheless, it is sufficiently comprehensive to be useful
for investigator training; to be applied as a checklist in con-
ducting an investigation; to serve as a performance measure
for the needs of investigator supervisors; and to aid the
prosecutor’s office in making decisions on complaint
filing.”” But, to reiterate, we hoped that the evidentiary items
in the list more or less included the requirements for all
types of robbery cases. As to our use of the list to assess the
performance of the two prosecutors’ offices studied, the
evaluators are indeed correct to observe that the criterion of
completeness in reporting the listed evidentiary items is not
tantamount to a criterion of prosecutorial success. Some in-
dividual cases may require less information, others may
require more. But for the purpose of our analytical exercise,
the questionnaire did suffice to disclose that marked
differences existed between the amount of relevant in-
vestigative information furnished the respective prosecutors’
offices in a sample of robbery cases. And, as a consequence,
we did not need to rely wholly on the subjective statements
of involved individuals that these differences existed.

Major Finding 10

Police failure to document a case investigation thoroughly
may have contributed to a higher case dismissal rate and a
weakening of the prosecutor's plea bargaining position.

The evaluators, while acknowledging that we revealed a
genuine awareness of obstacles in relating case dispositions
and investigative quality and chiding our use of the hedge-
word “may” in the finding statement, assert that we have
reversed ourselves in moving from Volume III, which ad-
mits pervasive inconclusiveness in results, to Volume I,
which asserts certitude about differences between the
jurisdictions studied concerning case dispositions.

We have already commented about differences in tone
between Volume [ and Volume II1, reflecting the breadth of
their respective considerations, so we need not repeat this
point to the extent that it applies here.

The evaluators buttress their criticism by quotations out
of the context of our report. For example, they cite our con-
cession: ““It is not clear that any of these dismissals could
have been avoided by better police investigation and report-
ing in ‘B’ ” as evidencc of incouclusiveness, which it is, but
fail to include the following statement: “Yet, if the in-
vestigation had been more thorough in ‘B’, the charges
might not have been filed . ..,” which is the point of the
preceding statement rather than the inconclusiveness of dis-
missals.”” And they employ our statements about the in-
conclusiveness of sentencing outcomes to coniradict
statements that the two jurisdictions displayed significant
difi;glregces in case dismissals and pleas of guiity to charges
as filed.

The salient point for us to make here, however, concerns
the evaluators’ intimation that we held out the two-
jurisdiction study as one which succeeded in converting in-
formation about case disposition into a valid measure of the

£

quality of investigative work, where all before us had failed.
Qur .claims were far more modest: “We believe that the
differences in dismissal rates disclosed in this study are im-
portant. For this reason, among others, criminal justice of-
ficials should be mindful of the level of investigative
thoroughness maintained in their jurisdiction. In addition,
this research could be used to support a policy of presenting
all available information to the prosecutor in written form,
since no negative disposition effects were witnessed in a
jurisdiction where such a policy was in effect.”’’s It seems
regrettable that the evaluators have not accepted this self-
appraisal of what the two-jurisdiction study accomplished.

Additionally, the evaluators contend that the finding is
not supported by fact, and results from Rand’s inability to
“resist straying from the path of scholarly rectitude to create
a ‘finding’ where none exists.” For some reason, the
evaluators have ignored pages 104 through 122 in Volume
111, which are devoted exclusively to presenting facts which
directly support that statement. The stated finding requires
evidence to show, first, that a lower-level “documentation”
does exist in one department, and secondly, that this depart-
meent is characterized by higher dismissal rates and a greater
amount of plea bargaining. The evidence to show that the
degree of throughness differs in the two chosen jurisdictions
is contained in pages 104 through 116, Volume III. The data
show that each of the 39 questions was on the average
covered in 45 percent of the cases in our A sample; 26 per-
cent of the cases in our B sample. However, there is con-
siderable variation in percentage coverage among the four -
subject areas comprising an investigation. On items
detailing the offense, the data show that on the average the
questions were:addressed in 57 percent of the cases in our A
sample, and by 36 percent in our B sample; with respect to
the “suspect’ questions, 39.3 percent for A versus 14.0 per-
cent for B; for “victim-witness,” 31.1 percent for A versus
3.4 percent in B; and for arrest, 52 percent for both sample
jurisdictions (pages 113 and 114, Volume III). The first
burden of proof has been provided,

Secondly, the data showing differences in the dismissal
rates and the levei of plea bargaining are contained in pages
116 through 122, Volume HI. With reference to dismissal
rates: ’

*No cases in our A sample were dismissed (the jurisdiction previously
shown to possess more thorough police investigations). Nearly 23 percent
of the cases in our B sample were dismissed. Furthermore, to determine -
whether or not the large differences in dismissal rates held constant in a
larger sample, another 50 cases were randomly selected to look at dis-.
missal rates only. In this larger sample, 24 percent of the cases in jurisdic-
tion B were subsequently dismissed, whereas none was dismissed in A.
Therefore, we can conelude that indeed there is a significant difference in
the number of cases that are subsequently dismissed in the two jurisdic-
tions” (page 119, Volume II1).

With reference to level of plea bargaining, a comparison
between A and B of the heaviness of plea bargaining showed
the following:

“The charges on which the defendant was bound over to the superior
court were more frequently identical to the arrest charges in jurisdiction A
than in jurisdiction B.” (Arrest charges were unchanged in 88.8 percent.of
the cases filed in A versus 63.5 percent in B; see Teble 8-4, Volume H1.)

“In jurisdiction A, 61.1 percent of the defendants pled guilty to the
crime as charged in the information, with no apparent plea bargaining con-
cessions; whereas in jurisdiction B, 31.8 percent of the defendants pled guil--
ty as charged. The remainder of the cases were either dismissed or plea
bargained in some manner” (page 122, Volume II1).

“All of the cases in jurisdiction A were disposed of wien the defen-
dant entered a guilty plea to the charge; whereas in jurisdiction B, 15 per-
cent (three) of the cases ended in either a court or jury trial” (page 122,
Volume JII).

The above finding, which our critics allege is not sup-
ported by fact, follows quite logically from the factual data -
presented in the report.

‘Reprinted with permission of the International Association of
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PROPOSED REFORMS

Reforms were proposed in Volume I of our report as
potentially constructive changes that might produce man-
power savings, increased arrests, or higher conviction rates.
We unequivocally asserted that the proposals must be tested
in practice to ascertain if such benefits can be realized. The
rationale for each proposed reform was drawn from the data
presented, from observations made while visiting various
departments, and from discussions with a variety of
professionals, The evaluators, at several points in their arti-
cle, questicn the validity of these proposals because they are
not fully substantiated by only the empirical ¢uta that we
collected. Such criticisms ignore the spirit in which these
proposals were openly offered and the stated qualification
that they must be evalualed by suitable test.

Reform 6, for example, proposes the increased use of in-
formation systems in lieu of investigators for routine
monitoring and scanning tasks — a proposal that the
evaluators find to be “without an adequate research basis.”
The actual nature of the research was as follows: First,
through our survey and interviews we identified information
systems that are bclieved to be extremely valuable by the
departments that have them, but we were unable to state un-
equivoczily that they are effective because we did not find
any convincing evalugtions of them. Second, our staff
carefully reviewed three information systems and prepared
a document describing them. This document is available to
police departmesnts but, in accordance with the confiden-
tiality agreements under which we obtained the information,
it has not been published. It was provided to Chief Gates’
department at the same time as the other volumes of our
report. Third, we found that a common source of case
clearances was “routine processing,” which included many
instances of use of information systems. In particular, the
capability of patrol officers to determine rapidly whether a
vehicle is stolen, or, more important, whether an occupant
of the vehicle is wanted for questioning produced numerous
case solutions. Well-organized files providing rapid access
to mug shots or pawn slips having specified characteristics
also lead to clearances that, while “routine,” could not have
occurred in the absence of such systems.

Reform I, which proposes the reduction of follow-up in-

vestigative efforts on all but the most serious offenses when
no suspect has been clearly identified, is sharply criticized
by the evaluators. They have difficulty perceiving where in-
vestigative efforts might be pared and they are troubled by a
loss in deterrence if some crimes were not investigated.

Our observations suggest, consistently with our data, that
a substantial proportion of an investigator’s time is
expended on efforts applied to cases that are unlikely to be
solved. In particular, the Kansas City data base disclosed
that approximately 24 percent of an investigator’s time
could be thus attributed.” Furthermore, not all of the cases
for which such efforts are likely to be futile involve crimes of
a grave nature. The evidence suggests to us that better case
screening would make savings of investigative time possible
by diverting investigators from unpromising cases. We also
believe that some of the rion-casework time of investigators
is actually *‘overhead” related to casework, so that a portion
of this time could also be saved by case screening.

The potential effectiveness of case screening is supported
by the Rochester study: “[A] factor accounting for the
greater success of the teams in making arrests for burglary
and robbery as a result of follow-up investigations was the
teams’ use of the ‘early case closure’ procedure. This
procedure was used to weed out potentially worthless cases
from potentially worthwhile cases, that is, cases in which
follow-up investigation was likely to be productive.”

It is not true, as the evaluators intimate, that the deterrent
value of investigative efforts went unconsidered. We dis-

. cussed the issues involved and gave reasons why we would

not attempt to measure this value."” We are not aware of
evidence that crime rates would be significantly affected if
unsolvable crimes were generally not investigated, though
we accept this as a possiblity. Since investigative efforts
applied to unsolvable cases do not increase the apprehension
rate, any deterrent effect would depend upon the offenders
being aware that the investigation is taking place. For
publicly visible crimes this, of course, occurs, but further
research will be needed to ascertain its likelihood in other
types of cases.

Reform 2, which proposes that generalist investigators
(who would handle the obvious leads in routine cases) be
assigned to the local operations commander, prompts the
evaluators to question our findings on how cases are solved
and to assert incorrectly that we concluded “no investigative
expertise” is required for handling routine cases. To the
contrary, our conclusion was that the vast majority of
crimes required no specialized skills over and above what a
well-trained police officer would be expected to possess in
handling a felony complaint. Our data disclosed that the in-
vestigative activities of crime-scene search, suspect in-
terrogation, and obtaining search warrants infrequently
produced crime solutions, so the examples advanced by the
evaluators do not substantially undermine our proposal.

The challenge to this proposal made by these evaluators is
particularly puzzling since it is consistent with recent changes
in the Los Angeles Police Department’s organizational
structure — namely, elimination of the chief of detective’s
position, assignment of primary investigative respon-
sibilities- to area commanders, and adoption of team-
policing concepts at the area level.

Reform 4, proposing that serious offense investigations
be assigned to closely supervised teams rather than to in-
dividual investigators, is challenged in that it does not
directly deal with the problem of improper supervision. To
the contrary, this proposal is intended to expand the super-
visor’s role and provide him with opportunities to use his
experience. The evaluators’ skepticism about the potential
value of organizational changes to improve supervision
appears to reflect a concern that superior officers are in
some sense incapable of better supervision, a thought that
we do not share and that is also controverted by the
Rochester findings related to centralized case
management.

Reform 8, placing post-arrest investigations under the
authority of the prosecutor, is disputed on a number of
grounds. For one thing, the evaluators contend that we have
not offered data to support the finding that case dismissals
or pleas to reduced charges might be the consequence of in-
adequate reporting of investigative work (which, in turn,
might be the consequence of inadequate investigation). Yet
the body of Chapter 8, Volume I1I, is entirely directed to
that finding. The results were admittedly inconclusive in
various respects, so the finding itself is grounded on views
expressed to us as well as on hard data. Here again we have
urged that further research be done to evaluate this finding.

We do not believe, as the evaluators intimate we do, that
police are incapable of mastering case law and case prepara-
tion. But we do believe that their application by the police is
seldom of the highest priority.

The evaluators further assert that political considerations
alone would render our proposal absurd in most jurisdic-
tions. Regrettably, they did not elaborate on this point.
Several of LEAA’s Career Criminal Cities have assigned
senior investigators to work with the prosecutor without en-
countering political repercussions.

Finally, the evaluators irsist that the proposed reform
would produce redundant efforts between police in-
vestigators and prosecution investigators. 1n rebuttal, we
observe that many suspects are handled by police in-
vestigators not at all. They are arrested by a patrol officer,
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and the information on the offense that is communicated to
the prosecutor is sclely that contained in the patrol officer’s
report. In such instances redundancy would not occur,

But suppose that police investigators have worked on a
case. Must it be regarded as an unnecessary burden on them to
inform prosecution investigators of what they have done? Such
information would have to be communicated for supervision
and prosecution purposes in any event. Only if police
investigators fail to document their efforts — a situation we
frequently encountered — would there be an added burden
imposed by this proposed reform.

As a final note, we regret that our findings and proposals
were first communicated to most police administrators
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through their local media, rather than by direct presentation
from us. Those who have heard us present our findings or
have had an opportunity to read all our reports on this study
realize that we have given a balanced appraisal that cannot
be captured by a few highlighted sentences. We are dis-
mayed that some municipal officials are employing what
they believe to be the results of our study as a rationale to
reduce police budgets at a time when law enforcement per-
sonnel as a whole are more acutely needed than ever. We
continue to hope that the results of our work will provide an
objective basis for police administrators to explore more
productive uses of their manpower and for the public to
reach a more realistic appreciation of what law enforcement
can reasonably be expected to accomplish. *
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base. Early in our study we determined that no other data source in the country
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tents. We did not single out the Kansas City data resources from a number of
alternatives for the purpose of economizing on our efforts. Instead we sub-
jected this data base to intenslve analysis because it was the only existing com-
prehensive source of certain types of data. Then, having performed this
analysis, we exerted our efforts to ascertain the relevance of Kansas City
experience to other communities,
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ABSTRACT

The criminal investigation process in municipal and county police
departments was studied by survey, interviews and observations, and
special data collection. Investigators spend about 7 percent of their
time on activities that lead to solving crimes. Case solutions reflect
activities of patrol officers, members of the public, and routine clerical
processing more than investigative techniques. Nearly half of investi-
gators' case-related activities are devoted to post-arrest processings;
these activities are inadequately responsive to the needs of prosecutors.
Collecting physical vidence at crime scenes does not help solve crimes
unless evidence processing capabilities are adequate. Policy implications

are discussed.

NOTE: A vers%on of this paper will appear in the journal
Policy Analysis, Volume 3:2, Spring 1977.




The criminal investigation process is one of the more important
functions of municipal and county police departments. Yet many police
administrators know little about the nature or effectiveness of their
own department's investigative operatiuns and even less about other
departments.

At the request of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice, The Rand Corporation undertook a nationwide study to
fill some of these knowledge gaps.1 The objectives of the two-year
study were:

o] To describe, on a national scale, current investigative

organization and practice.

o To assess the contribution that police investigation makes

to the achievement of criminal justice goals.

o To ascertain the effectiveness of new technology and systems

being adopted to enhance investigative performance.

o To reveal how investigative effectiveness is related to

differences in organizational form, staffing, procedures,
etc.

While the objectives were broad, many questions of potential
interest had to be excluded from consideration in order to have a study
of manageable size. In particular, the study was focused on fnvestiga-
tions of Part 1 crimes,2 thereby excluding analysis of how misdemeanors
and vice, narcotics, and gambling offenses are investigated. Also,
little attention was paid to personnel pradtices such as selection,

promotion, and motivation of investigators.




Several principles guided our design of the study. First, it had
to be conducted with the participation and oversight of expetvienced
police officials from around the country. Second, information had to
be collected from many police departments, since single-city studies
had already been conducted and failed to be persuasive by virtue of
the possibility that the host department was unique in some way. Third,
in as many departments as possible, information had to be obtained by
direct on-site interviews and observations.

Participation by the law enforcement community was accomplished
by appointing an advisory board,3 retaining a prosecutor and retired
federal and local investigators as coﬁsultants,4 and assembling a panel
of currerily working investigators. The advisory board reviewed and
vigorously criticized our research approach, data-collection instruments,.
findings, and interpretations of the findings. The consultants assisted
in designing data instruments and participated with Rand staff in on-
site interviews in many locations. The panel of working investigators
commented on the wvalidity of our observations in other cities, by com-
paring them with their own daily experiences, and highlighted important
issues that could not be captured by numerical data.

Collection of data from a large number of departments was accom-
plished by developing a comprehensive survey questionnaire and distrib-
uting it to all municipal or county law enforcement departments that
had 150 or more full-time employees or that served a jurisdiction whose
1970 population exceeded 100,000. This survey produced extensivé in-
formation from 153 jurisdictions (of the 300 ;solicited) on such topics

as department characteristics, investigator deployment, investigator



training and status, use of evidence technicians, nature of specializa-
tion, evaluation criteria, prosecutorial interaction, case assignment,
use of computer files, and crime, clearance, and arrest rates.5 For
example, the number of officers assigned to investigative units was
found to average 17.3 percent of the police force. Thus, the investi-
gative function costs about $1 billion per year in the United States,
approximately the same as the entire court s}stem.

On-site interviews were conducted in more than 25 of the 153 police
agencies. Many of these were selected because they were known to have
implemented novel investigative practices that were reportedly success-
ful, while others were selected based on theirvsurvey responses. Project
staff and consultants visited each of these departments, observing and
participating in the operations of the investigative units and discussing
their procedures with personnel at various departmental levels. 1In some
cities, Rand taff monitored individual investigators and their super-
visors continuously over a period of several days to obtain realistic
profiles of their activities.

From some departments we obtained written evaluations of their
investigative programs. In addition, several departments cooperated
closely with the Rand staff and provideéd access to data that were sub-
sequently used in one of the component studies.

One useful data source located during the course of the survey and
made avallable was the Kansas City (Missouri) Detective Case Assignment
File, which had been maintained in that department since 1971. On the
basls of dally information submitted by individual detectives, thils com-

puter file permitted us to determine, for each investigator and each




investigative unit, a description of the time spent on various activities,
the number of cases handled, and the number of arrests and clearances
produced. This unique information source greatly facilitated the anal-
yses of how detectives spend their time and to what purposes and effects.
Additional sources of information used in the study included a
computer-readable file of 1972 Uniform Crime Reporting data provided by

the FBI and a limited telephone survey of robbery and burglary victims.

ARREST AND CLEARANCE RATES
Several earlier studies, each conducted in a single city or a

small number of nearby cities, had shown that department-wide clearance7

and arrest statistics are not suitable measures of the effectiveness of

investigative operations. Our own study, using data from cities across

the country, confirmed this observation in several different ways. The
implication is that measures of effectiveness related to solving crimes
must be defined carefully and can only be interpreted in conjunction
with other information related to prosecution of arrestees, public satis—
faction with the police, deterrence effects, and so forth.

In a study in New York City published in 1970, Greenwood8 found
that the average number of clearances claimed for each burglary arrest
varied from 1 to 20 across the éity's precincts, depending on how fre-

quently clearances were credited on the basis of modus operandi only.

Similarly, Greenberg's 1972 study9 in six Califofnia departments found
wide variations in clearance rates that arose from differences among
departments in the strictness of their application of FBI "exceptional
clearance" guidelines. Our own study,lo using 1972 data from all de-

partments with 150 or more employees, showed that the average number




of clearances claimed for each arrest for a Part I crime ranged from

a low of (.38 to a high of 4.04, a factor of over 10. The ratio from
high to low was even larger for each individual crime type, such as
robbery or auto theft. Some departments claim a clearance for an auto
theft whenever the vehicle is recovered, while others will not claim a
clearance unless the perpetrator is arrested and charged for the inétant
offense. Clearance statistics are also affected by the amount of effort
devoted to classifying reported crimes as "unfounded" (i.e., the police
find there is no evidence that a crime was actually committéd). This
practice reduces reported crime rates as well as increasing reported
clearance rates.

With administrative discretion playing such a large role in deter-
mining a departmenﬁ's clearance rates, any attempt to compare effective-
ness among departments using clearance rates is evidently meaningless.
Even comparisons over time within a single department are unreliable
unless steps are taken to assure that no change occurs in administrative
practices concerning clearances and classification of crimes. Arrest
rates are also unreliable measures of effectiveness, since arrests can
be made without resulting in any clearance.11 The frequency of such
events can be judged from the fact that in half of all departments the
number of arrests for Part I crimes exceeds the number of clearances.12

Quite apart from the unreliability of arrest and clearance rates
is the fact that they reflect activities of patrol officers and mem=
bers of the public more than they reflect activities of ihvestigators.
Isaacs,13 Conklin,14 and our own study showed that approximately 30
percent of all clearances are produced by pickup arrests by patrol

officers who respond to the scene of the crime.15 In roughly another
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50 percent of cleared crimes (less for homicide and auto theft), the
perpetrator is known when the crime report is first taken, and the main
jobs for the investigator are to locate the perpetrator, take him or
her into custody, and assemble the facts needed to present charges in
court. (See Table 1.) This means that around 20 percent of cleared
crimes could possibly be attributed to investigative work, but we
found16 that most of these were also solved by patrol officers, members
of the public who spontaneously provide further information, or routine
investigative practices that could also have been followed by clerical
personnel.

In fact, we estimate that at most 2.7 percent of all Part I crime
clearances can be attributed to special techniques used by investigators.
(These are called "special action cases" in Table 2.) The remaining
97.3 percent of cleared crimes will be cleared no matter what the
investigators do, as long as the obvious routine follow-up steps are
taken.. Of course, included in the 2.7 percent are the most interesting
and publicly visible crimes reported to the department, especially homi-
cides and commercial burglaries. But the thrust of our analysis is that
all the time spent by investigators on difficult cases where the perpe-
trator 1s unknown résults in only 2.7 percent of the clearances.

This finding has now been established for a sufficiently large
number of departments that there can be little doubt of its general
correctness, with some variation, in all departments. By establishing
a restricted interpretation of what constitutes "routine processing,"

a department might find that investigative skill or "special action"
contributes to as much as 10 percent of all its clearances. Even 50,

the basic conclusion remains the same. Only in cases of homicide,




Table 1

CLEARED CASES HAVING INITIAL IDENTIFICATION OF PERPETRATOR
(As a percent of all cleared cases)

Kansas City Total

Complete Initial ID
Arrest ID by Uniquely Total From Five

at Victim or Linking  Initial Other

Crime Type Scene Witness Evidence 1D Departmentsb
Forgery/fraud 30.6 20.0 39.7 90.3 90.9
Auto theft 38.5 12.7 <7.8 >51,228 47.4
Theft 48.4 8.6 17.2 74.2 70.0
Commercial burglary 24.4 16.9 16.9 58.2 80.0
Residential burglary  26.7 42.7 <6.2 >81.72 80.0
Robbery 28.4 20.9 10.6 59.9 53.4
Felony morals 25.8 27.8 27.8 81.4 72.8
Aggravated assault 28.6 63.4 7.9 ->94.14a 100.0
Homicide 28.3 34.8 10.9 74.0 - 42,9

NOTE: Numbers may not add to total because of rounding error.

a . - . :

If no cases of uniquely linking evidence were found in the sample,
or no cases other than initial identification, 95% confidence points
are shown.

bBerkeley, Long Beach and Los Angeles, Ca.j; Miami, Fla.,
Washington, D.C. ,



Table 2

SPECIAL ACTION CASES
(Percent of all cleared cases)

Kansas City Five Other Departmentsa
HMaximum Maximum
Estimate Estimate
Sample at 95% Sample at 95%
Crime Type Estimate <Confidence  Estimate  Confidence
Forgery/fraud 0 5.7 0 12.7
Auto theft 0 6.9 0 14.6
Theft 0 3.2 0 25.9
Commercial burglary 4.9 12.4 10 39.4
Residential burglary 0 3.5 0 13.9
Robbery 7.1 16.6 9.5 15.6
Felony morals 0 14.5 9.1 36.4
Aggravated assault 0 5.9 0 25.9
Homicide 10.2 37.3 0 34.8
All typesb 1.3 2.7

aBerkeley, Long Beach and Los Angeles, Ca.; Miami, Fla.,
Washington, D.C.

bThis figure is shown for Kansas City only and reflects the
relative numbers of cleared cases of each type in that city. The
maximum estimate for the total is lower than the estimate for any
single crime type because the sample size is larger.
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robbery, and commercial theft did we find that the quality of investi-
gative efforts could affect the clearance rate to any substantial extent.
Conversely, the contribution of victims, witnesses, and patrol officers
is most important to the identification and apprehension of criminal

offenders.

VARTATIONS WITH DEPARTMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS

Once the nature of investigators' contributions to arrest and
clearance rates is understood, it must be anticipated that variations
in these rates among departments are exélained primarily by character-
istics that have nothing to do with the organization and deployment of
investigators. This is in fact what we found from our survey data..17
The three most important determinants of a department's arrest and
clearance rates are its size, the region of the country it is locéted
in, and its crime workload.

Large departments (measured by number of employees, budget, or
population of the jurisdiction) claim more clearances per arrest in
all crime categories than do smaller departments. However, the arrest
rates of large departments do not differ from those in small departments.

Departments in the South Central states claim higher clearance
rates than those in other regions, which follow in the order North
Central, South Atlantic, Northeast, and West. However, arrest rates
vary in almost exactly the reverse ordér. Evidently these differences
reflect administrative practices or patterns of crime commission rather
than differences in effectiveness.

In regard to crime workload, we found that departments having a

large number of reported crimes per police officer have lower arrest

G
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rates than-other departments. This relationship arises in the follow~

ing way. The number of arrests pér police officer in a year was found

to rise neafly (but not quite) in direct proportion to. the number of
reported crimes per police officer until a certain threshold was reached.
Beyond this threshold, increasing workload is associated with very small
increases in the number of arrests per police officer. The th;esholds
are at approximately 35 Part I crimes per police officer per year and

3.5 crimes against persons per police officer per year. These thresholds
are fairly high, as only about 20 percent of departments have greater
workload levels.

These findings are consistent with the assumption that atéity can
increase its number of arrests or decrease the number of crimes (or both)
by increasing the size of its police'force, but the effect of added
resources would be greatest for cities above the threshold.

In regard to clearance rates, the data showed that departments
with high crime workload tend to claim more clearances per arrest than

cities with low crime workload. As a result, clearance rates are less

.sensitive to workload than arrest rates. Although clearance rates for

every crime type were found’tg decrease with increasing wofkload, the
decreases were not significant for some types of crimes. |
Thesebworkload relationships apply to all pbliceyéfficers, not-.. ‘
just investigators. Although investigators aré known to make more ar-
rests per year than patrol officers, and our data confirmed this, the

effect was not large enough é@ét}we could find a significant variation

7

according to the fraction of the force in investigative units. In other

words, if the total number of officers in a department is kept fixed,
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switching some of them into or out of investigative units is not likely
to have a susstantial effect on arrest or clearance rates.

Aside from the effects of size, region of the country, and work-
load on clearance and arrest rates, we did find a few smaller effects
of possible interest. Departments that assign a major investigative
role to patrolmen have lower clearance rates, but not arrest rates, than
other departments. This appears to reflect the fact that patrolmen can-
not carry files around with them and therefore do not clear old crimes
with new arrests. Departments with specialized units (concentrating on
a single crime such as robbery) were found to have lower arrest rates,
but not cleararnce rates, for the types of crimes in which they special-
ize, as compared with departments having generalist investigators.
Departments in which investigators work in pairs had lower numbers of
arrests per officer than those in which they work singly. Since we did
not collect data permitting a comparison of the quality of arrests pro-
duced by solo and paired investigators, this finding must be interpreted
with caution. The practice of pairing investigators, whicﬁ'is common ,
only in the Northeast, is nonetheless brought into sufficient question
that further research appears warranted. |

Most other characteristics of investigateors were found to be unre-
lated to arrest and clearance rates. These include the nature and extént
of training for investigators, their civil service rank or rate oflpay,
and the nature of their interactions with prosecutors. Howevet, this
absence of correlations probably indicates more about thg;inadequacies
of arrést and clearance rates as meagures of effectiygﬁ;ss than about

the inherent value of training and other characteristics.
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HOW INVESTIGATORS' TIME IS SPENT

From an analysis of the computer-readable case assignment file
maintained by the Kansas City (Missouri) Police Department, and obser-—
vations during site visits, it was determined that although a large
proportion of reported crimes are assigned to an investigator, many of
these receive no more attention than the reading of the initial crime
incident report; that is, many cases are suspended at once. The data
show that homicide, rape, and suicide invariably resulted in investi-
gative activity; while other serious types of cases received significant
attention (i.e., at least a8 half-hour of a detective'’s time) in at least
60 percent of the instances. Overall, however, less than half of all
reported crimes receive any serious attention byvan investigator,’and
the great majority of cases that are actively investigated receive less
than one day's attention. Table 3 shows, for several crime types, the
percentage of cases that detectives worked on during the study period
(May 1, 1973, to April 30, 1974).

The net result is that the average detective does not actually
work on a large number of cases each month, even though he may have a
backlog of hundreds or thousands of cases that were assigned to him at
some time in the past and are still theoretically his respomsibility.
Table 4 shows the number of worked-on cases per detective per month in
the various units of the Kansas City Police Department.18 The number
of worked-on cases per detective is generally under one per day, with
the exception of the Missing Persons Unit. If we imagine that each
case 1g assigned to a particular investigator as his responsibility,
the table shows the average number of cases that an Investigator would

be responsible for and work on in a month.
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Table 3

PERCENT OF REPORTED CASES THAT
DETECTIVES WORKED ON

Type of Incident Percent
Homicide 100.0
Rape . 100.0
Suicide 100.0
Forgery/counterfeit 90.4
Kidnapping 73.3
Arson 70.4
Auto theft 65.5
Aggravated assault 64.4
Robbery 62.6
Fraud/embezzlement 59.6
Felony sex crimes 59.0
Common assault 41.8
Nonresidential burglary 36.3
Dead body 35.7
Residential burglary 30.0
Larceny 18.4
Vandalism 6.8
Lost property 0.9

All above types together 32.4

SOURCE: Kansas City Case Assign-
ment File, cases reported May-Novem~
ber 1973.
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Table 4

AVERAGE NUMBER OF WORKED~ON CASES
PER DETECTIVE PER MONTH

Number of

Unit Cases

Crimes against persons 9.2
Homicide 11.2
Robbery 7.7
Sex crimes 6.2
Crimes against property 16.9
Auto theft 19.5
Nonresidential burglary 9.4
Residential burglary/larceny 22.9
General assignment 18.6
Incendiary 7.8
Forgery/fraud/bunco 10.4
Shoplifting/pickpocket 20.9
Youth and women's 26.0
Missing persons 88.4

SOURCE: Kansas City Case Assignment
File.

. 232-1430-711-17
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Our data revealed that an investigator's time spent on casework is
preponderantly consumed in reviewing reports, documenting files, and
attempting to locate and interview victims. For cases that are solved
(i.e., a suspect has been identified), an investigator spends more time
in post-clearance processing than he does in identifying the perpetrator.
A substantial fraction of time is spent on noncasework activities.

In Kansas City, the breakdown of investigators' time was as fol-
lows.. About 45 percent was spent on activities not attributable to
individual cases. This includes administrative assignments, speeches,
travel, reading teletypes, general surveillance of junkyards, pawnshops,
gathering spots for juveniles, and the like, as well as slack time (for
example, in a unit that is on duty at night to respond to robberies
and homicides). The remaining 55 percent of the time is spent on casa-
work. Of this, 40 percent (or 22 percent of the total) is spent investi-
gating crimes that are never solved, just over 12 percent (or 7 percent
of the total) is spent investigating crimes that are eventually solved,
and nearly 48 percent Lor 26 percent of the total) is spent on cleared
cases after they have been solved. While these figures‘apply only to
Kansas City, we reviewed them, as well as more detailed.tabulations,
with investigactors from other cities and compared them with our obser-
vational notes. We concluded they are approximately correct for other
cities, with variations primarily in the areas of slack time (if inves-
tigators are not on duty at night) and time spent in conference with
prosecutors.

Thus, investigators spend about 93 percent of their time .on activ-

ities that do not lead directly to solving previously reported crimes.
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How are they to be judged on the quality of these activities? The time
they spend on cases after they have been cleared serves the important
purpose of preparing cases for court; this activity will be discussed
below. The time they spend on noncasework activities serves a general
support function for casework actilvities and therefore may be useful in
ways that are difficult to quantify. The time they spend on crimes that
are never solved can only be judged in terms of its public relations
value and a possible deterrent value, because most of these crimes can
be easily recognized at the start. (They are primarily the ones for
which there is no positive identification of the perpetrator available
at the scene of the crime.) Police administrators must ask themselves
whether the efforts devoted to investigating crimes that are initially
unsolved are justified by either the small number of case solutions

produced by these activities or the associated public relations benefits.

COLLECTING AND PROCESSING PHYSICAL EVIDENCE

The ability of a police agency to collect and process the physical
evidence at crime scenes is thought to be an important component of the
criminal investigation process. However, in our stqu we focused on
the role of physical evidence in contributing to théW§olution of crimes,
as distinguished from its value in proving guilt once the crime is
solved.

Earlier studies showed that in only a small number of felony of-
fenses were evidence technicians requested to process the crime scene,
and even when the crime scene was processed a significant portion of
the available evidence might not be retrieved.zo Police administrators,

aware of these deficiencies, have begun to experiment with a variety of
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organizational changes designed to increase the number of crime sites
processed for physical evidence.

Our analysis of the physical evidence collection and processing
activities of six police departments which employ different procedure521
confirmed that a department can assure a relatively high recovery rate

.
of latent prints from crime scenes by a sufficient investment in evi-
dence technicians and by routinelv dispatching technicians to the scene
of felonies. The latent print recovery rate is also increased by pro-
cessing the crime scene immediately following the report of the incident
rather than at a later time. Some of our data supporting these conclu-
sions are shown in the first three lines of Table 5.

However, the last line of Table 5 shows that the rate at which
fingerprints were used to identify the perpetrator of a burglary was
essentially unrelated to the print recovery rate. In fact, 1 to 2 per-
cent of the burglary cases in each of three departments were cleared
by identification from a latent print, despite substantial differences
in operating procedures. In Richmond, evidence technicians are dis-
patched to nearly 90 percent of the reported burglaries and recover//
prints from 70 percent of the scenes they process!’but the fraction of
burglaries solved by fingerprints is about gﬁé‘same,as in Long Beach or
Berkeley where evidence technicians are disééfgged to the scene less
frequently and 1ift prints less often.

The most plausible explanation as to why lifting more prints does
not actually result in a higher rate of identifications appears to be
that the fingerprintvfile searching capabilities of police depértments

are severely limited. If a suspect is known, there is little difficulty

LR
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Table 5

THE PRODUCTIVITY OF CRIME SCENE PROCESSING FOR FINGERPRINTS,
RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY SAMPLEZ2

Item Long Beach Berkeley Richmond

Percentage of cases in which
technicians were requested 58.0 76.6 87.6

Percentage of technician-requested
cases in which print recovery
was made 50.8 42.0 69.1

Cases in which print recovery was
made, as percentage of total
cases 29.4 32.2 60.5

Cases in which perpetrator was
identified as a result of lifted
prints, as percentage of total
cases 1.5 1.1 1.2

2200 randomly selected residential burglary cases from each of
three departments (cleared or uncleared).

282143077
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in comparing his prints with latent prints that have been collected.
Thus, latent primnts may help to confirm suspect identifications obtained
in other ways. But in the absence of an effective means to perform
"cold searches" (where the suspect is unknown), the availability of a
latent print cannot help to solve the crime.

From a -comparison of the fingerprint identification sections in
Washington, Los Angeles, Miami, and Richmond, we determined that 4 to
9 percent of all retrieved prints are eventually matched with those of
a suspect in each of the departments. However; the number of "cold-
search'" matches produced per man-year differed substantially among
departments, according to the size of their inked print files and the
attention devoted to this activity. In some departments, technicians
performing cold searches produced far more case solutions per man-year
than investigators.

The inference we reached was that an improved fingerprint identi-
fication capability will be more productive of identifications than a
more intensive print collection effort., Although some techniques and
equipment currently available to police departments were found to enhance
identification capability, the technology needed to match single latent
prints to inked prints 1s not fully developed and appears to us to bev

a high-priority item for research.

PREPARING THE CASE FOR PROSECUTION
Police investigation, whether or not it can be regarded as con-

tributing significantly to the identification of perpetrators, is a

necessary police function because it is the principal means by which

all relevant evidence is gathered and presented to the court so that
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a criminal prosecution can be made. Thus, police investigators can be
viewed as serving a support function for prosecutors.

Prosecutors have frequently contended that a high rate of case
dismissals, excessive plea bargaining, and overly lenient sentences are
common consequences of inadequate police investigations. The police,
in response, often claim that even when they conduct ﬁhorough investi~-
gations, case dispositions are not significantly affected. We undertook
a study to illuminate the issues surrounding the controversy between
police and prosecutor about responsibilities for prosecutorial failures.

A data form containing 39 questions that a prosecutor might want
the police to address in conducting a robbery investigation was de-
veloped on the basis of discussions with prosecutors, deteciives. and
police supervisors. When this form was used to analyze the completeness
of robbery investigations in two California prosecutors' offices, chosen
to reflect contrasting prosecutorial practices concerning felony case
screening, but similar workload and case characteristics,22 it was
found that the department confronted by a stringent prosecutorial fil-
ing policy (called Jurisdiction A) was signifiqantly more thorough in
reporting follow-on investigative work than thé department whose cacses
were more permissively filed (Jurisdiction B). Yet, even the former
department fell short of supplying the prosecutor with all of the infor-
mation he desired; the data show that each of 39 evidentiary questions
considered by a prosecutor to Be necegssary for effective case pregenta-
tion was, on the average, covered in 45 percent of the cases in Juris-
diction A, while 26 percent were addressed by the department in Juris-

diction B.
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Table 6 lists questions that experienced prosecutors informed us
should be addressed by a police investigation to facilitate the presen-
tation of a robbery case. The summary entries indicate the percentage
of cases where a question could be answered from information in the
documents provided by the police to the prosecutor.

We then determined whether the degree of thorough do¢umentation
of the police investigation was related to the disposition of cases,
specifically to the rate of dismissals, the heaviness of plea bargain-
ing, and the type of sentence imposed. Our analysis showed differences
between the two jurisdictions. For example, none of the sampled cases
was dismissed in Jurisdiction A; furthermore, 60 percent of the defen-
dants pled guilty to the charges as filed. By comparisou, in Juris-
diction B about one-quarter of the sampled cases were dismissed after
filing, and only one-third of the defendants pled guilty to the charges
as filed.

A comparison between the two offices concerning the heaviness of
plea bargaining is shown in Table 7. Although plea bargaining appears
lighter in Jurisdiction A, this may simply reflect that the gravity of
criminal conduct in the A cases was less than in the B cases, i.e.,
special allegations were considerably more frequent to begin with in B.
One cannot conclude that only.the quality of documentation of the police
investigation accounted for the difference.

A similar conclusion was reached with respect to sentence imposed.
That is, differences in sentencing were found, but in light of varia-
tions in other case characteristics these differences might not neces-

sarily be related to thoroughness of documentation. This analysis leads
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Table 6

PRESENCE OF INFORMATION IN POLICE REPORYT™
(In percent)

Jurisdiction AY  Jurisdiction B®

Tnfarmation Information
From at Leugt From at Leagt
Case Information Desirable for Prosecution One Source One Source
1. What INTERVIEWS were conducted? 100.0 100.0
Offense
2. Is there a verbatim report of the instant OFFENSE? 90,4 95,2
3. 1Is there a verbatim report of the FORCE USED? 95,2 36.5
4, What was the PHYSICAL HARM to the victim? 47.6 18.5
5. 1Is there a detailed description of the PROPERTY taken? 90.4 27.2
6. What was the method of S(uspect)'s ESCAPE? 71.4 57.5% 45,4 6. 2%
7. What type of VEHICLE was used by §? 8.0 .52 45.4 p 38
8. What type of WEAPON was used by S? 85.7 63.6
9. 1f a gun was used, was it LOADED? 19.0 13.5
10. If a gun was used, when was it ACQUIRED? 28.4 .0
11. Where is the LOCATION of the weapon now? 9.5 18,1
Suspect \ \
12. Was S UNDER THE INFLUENCE of alcohol or drugs? 42.8 22.7
13. What are the details of S's DEFENSE? : 18.9 .0
14, What is S's ECONOMIC STATUS? 14.2 4.5
15. Was S advised of CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS? 100.0 63.6|
16. If multiple suspects, what is their RELATIONSHIP? 42.7 .0
17. 1s there evidence of PRIOR OFFENSES by 57 66.6 }39.32 9.0 »14.0%
18. 1Is there evidence of S's MOTIVES? 47.6 18.1
19. 1Is there evidence of past PSYCHIATRIC TREATMENT of S? 9.5 4,5
20. What is S's PAROLE OR PROBATION status? 37.8 18.1
21. Does S have an alcohol or drug ABUSE HISTORY? 23.8 9.0
22. Where is S EMPLGYED? 28.5) 4.5)
Victim/Witnesses
23. What is the RELATIONSHIP between S and V(ictim)? 4.7 \ 9.0 \
24. What is the CREDIBILITY of the W(itnesses)? 9.5 .0
25. Can the W make a CONTRIBUTION to the case prosecution? 23.8 13.5
26. Were MUG SHOTS shown to V or W? 51.7 4.5
27. 1f show, are the PROCEDURES and RESULTS adequately described? 30.0 .0
28. Was a LINE-UP conducted? 53.0 .0
29, If conducted, are the PROCEDURES and RESULTS adequately described? 40.0 >31.12 .0 >3.4Z
30. Was an effort made to LIFT FINGERPRINTS at the scene? 41.0 4.5
3. It made, were USABLE FINGERPRINTS OBTAINED? 59.0 9.0
32. Were PHOTOS TAKEN at the crime scene? 35.0 4.5
33. ' Is the EXACT LOCATION from where the photos and prints were taken given? 29.0 .0
34, Did V VERIFY his statements in the crime report? 24.0 .0
35. Did V have IMPROPER MCOTIVES in reporting the offense? 4.7 ) .0/
Arrest .
36. What was the legal BASIS FOR SEARCH AND SEIZURE? 23.8 . 36.3
37. How was the LOCATION OF EVIDENCE learned? 33.3 52.3% 32.0 52.2%
38. How was the LOCATION OF S learned? 66.6 : 68,1 )
39. How was the ARREST QOF S made? 85.7 72.7
Overall 45.0% Overall 26.4%

NOTE: The percentages within the matrix refer only to the presence of information the police chose to record;
they may not represent a complete picture of the information gathered by the police in the course of the investiga-
tion, It is possible that certain police officers racord only "positive" information and assume that an omission of
information automatically implies that the information is either not applicable or inappropriate in a specific case.

421 cases in each sample.

bPercentage of cases that presented this information from at least one source.

“u
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Table 7 !

/
|

A COMPARISON BETWEEN A AND B OF DISPOSITIONS
BY PLEAS OF GUILTY

Percentage Percentage
Disposition in A Sample in B Sample

Plea of guilty to original charges 61.1 31.8
Plea of guilty to original charges
but with special allegations .
stricken or not considered 27.7 22.7
Plea of guilty to 2nd degree robbery

reduced from lst degree robbery 5.5 18.1
Plea of guilty to other lesser offense 3.5 4.5
Cases dismissed - 22.7

NOTE: Columns do not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
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us to suggest that police failure to document a case investigation
thoroughly may have contributed to a higher case dismissal rate and a

weakening of the prosecutor's plea bargaining position.

RELATIONS BETWEEN VICTIMS AND POLICE

Many investigators, as well as top~ranking ﬁolice officials, have
defended the investigative functioh, nét becausé it’cqﬁtributesAsig;if—
icantly to the identification of perpetrators, but because it is one‘A
of the principal contacts the police maintaih with the Qictims of
serious crimes. But although the police verbally esﬁouse the publick
service function as an important part of the investigative role, our
observations in departments'écross the country indicate ﬁhat most police
merely respond initially to the crime scene and file a curséry feport;
subsequenﬁrpoiicé°coﬁtacts with the viétiﬁs cohcerning the progress of
the case are rare. This is uﬁderétandable g%ﬁen the rising nuﬁber 6f
reported crimes and relatively stable police budgefs.

I1f thevpublic's confidence in their local police department is
rto be strengthened, it seems reasonable that when the perpetrator has
been identified, the viélimwshéuld be notifiedfr However, akpolicy 6f
routinely providing case informatiggtfégdhack to crime victims poses
some risk‘of being‘self—defeéting. .For exampléi?f}”a~victim is in-

formed that the perpetrator of his crime has been apprehended but not

charged with his offeﬁgé'ah& is being prcsecutediqgnanothér, the victim;
rather than feeling more confident in the police or the criﬁinal justice
system, may in fact be disillusioned by such information. A reSenﬁful“
victim also could become highly vocal about his dissatisfactions and

cause other citizens‘to be negative about police performance.
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How much information to give the victimyand when it is appropriate
to convey it were.the questions behind a telephone survey taken of rob-“uﬁ
bery and burglary victims. This study must be regarded as exploratory;
the survey was conducted simply as an initial attempt to explore how
victims feel about receiﬁing information feedback regarding their spe-
cific case, and which types of i;formatiOn they feel are most important.

The inquiry summarized by Table 8 was accompanied byrtwo pairs of
questions, with the first question ofieach pair‘addnessing the victim's
desire to have feedback onvafspecific matter‘and thg sécond éi;citing 
his probable reaction ifFZhe feedback occurred. Table § displays the
responses on whether or not the victim desired to be told of a police
decision to suspend or drop inveétigatiGe efforgxquhis,case if such
a decision were made. These suggest a consisﬁent p#eféfeﬁce‘faffF10w1=f«
edge about this police decision, but with an observable tendency in
cleared robbery cases (a relatively small segment of the underlying
population) to the contrary.

Table 10 exhibitg the responses that the victims made when asked
what their reactions would be if they had been told that no further

investigation was intended on their cases. We note that approximately

one-third of our sample would react negatively to unfavorable feedback

(and the proportion would be higher if the data weré weighted to reflect
the relative numbers of each crime type).

To the éxtent that our survey results may reach beyond. the con-
fines of our small sample, they broadly undersqore the belief that the;e»
exists a strong market for informatioﬁ feedback to victims from £h¢,

‘police. But they also tend to confirm the view that giving unfavorable
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Table 8

KIND OF INFORMATION DESIRED BY VICTIMS

Survey Question: If Your Answer Was ''Yes"
As a Victim, Did You How Important Was It to
Want the Police Indif- You to Be Informed?
to Inform You? Yes No . ferent Very Somewhat
If your case was solved? 32 (89%) 1 (3%) 3 (8%) 26. 6
If a suspect was arrested? 30 (83%) 5 (14%) 1 (3%) 22° 8
If a defendant was tried? 27 (75%) & (11%) 5 (147%) 15 12
1f a defendant was sentenced? 27 (75%) 4 (11%) 5 (14%) ¢ 16 11
What sentence was imposed? 27 (75%) 4 (11%) 5 (14%) 16 11
If the defendant was released
from custody? 18 (50%) 11 (31%) - 7 (19%) coo1 -7
/

S/




Table 9 7

RESPONDENT'S DESIRE TO BE TOLD OF POLICE DECISIOR
TO SUSPEND INVESTIGATION OF HIS CASE

Victim's B

Response Bur,lary  Robbery Total
Yes 16 10 26 (727)
No : 3 4 7 (19%)
Indifferent or

no answer 1 2 3 (8%)

Total 20 16 36 (100%)

: ’Ai'\}ﬂ{N‘
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Table 10

VICTIM'S PREDICTED REACTIONS TO INFORMATION THAT POLICE
INVESTIGATION OF HIS CASE WOULD BE SUSPENDED

Victim's Prediction ,
of his Reaction Burglary  Robbery ‘Total

Appreciative‘of being
told and agreeable to

police decision 3 1 4 (12%)
Understanding and

resigned 11 7 18 (53%)
Disturbed and resistant 4 1 5 (15%)
Angry and resentful 2 5 721

342(100%)

%Two victims were omitted: the response to one was
not appliceble and the other declined to answer.




cme s

_ robbery teams, or active fences. A number of such units have been sup-
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information to victims creates undesirable reactions in attitude toward

the police in some of these victims. »Finally; our results suggest that

other repercussions from information feedback, of .which the police are
sometimes apprehensive, are of slight significgnée. Few victims, no
matter how much distressed by information coming to them from the police,

indicated they would act inimically to police interests. ' ¢

PROACTIVE INVESTIGATION METHODS
In contrast to the typically reactive mode (so called, because -
the investigator does not focus on the case until after a ¢rime has

occurred) of most investigators assigned to Part 1 crimes, some police

departments have shifted z small number of their investigators to more
proactive investigation tactics. These units are usually established

to deal with a particulér type of offender such as known burglars,

w

' 23
ported on an experimental basis with LEAA funds. .

The proactive team members often work quite closely with other

investigators, but unlike regular investigators they are no§ a§signgq_7 @

a caseload of reported crimés. ‘instead they are ekpecfed to generate
other sources of information to identify serious offenders. 'These‘ |
other sources may include informants they have developéd, intelligence
data from éurveillanée éctivities, or undercover fencing oﬁerations
which,the police operate themselves. |

The primary objgctive in establishing these units is to reduce
the incidence of théggarget crime. The reduction is supposed- to fesuIt.
from the céntaiﬁment effect of successfully arresting and pfosecuting

offenders and the deterrent effect which the publicity given these
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programs isxexpected to have on others. Therefore, theﬂarrest prqduc-
tivity of these units is typicaliy used as a measure of their primary ﬁ
effect. Changes in the incidence rate for the target crime type is
also‘Cited for this purpose.® The chief prcblem in us;ng‘these two
measures is the difficulties in isolating the unique effects of the
proactive units from either other activities of the police department
or external: factors affecting’crime or arrest rates.

In the coursé of our study we 1;oked at several such units.by
either examining evaluation reporté or direct observation. In general,
they all seemed to result in a much higher number of'arrest; for thé
officers aésigned than other types of patrol or inveétigatiﬁe activitiés.
Consistent effects on targeted crime rates could not be ideﬁtified.

In order to determine which activities of these units actually

resulted in arrests, we examined a sample of cases from two of =them in

considerable detail. Thege units were the‘Miami Stop Robbery Unit and
the thg Beach (California) Suppression of Bufglary unit.

By examining a sample}of robbery cases in Miami, we determined..
that although the Stop officers averaged 4 arrests ﬁer man;month, half
of which were for robbery, in 10 out of 11 of these arrests the Stop
officer was simply executing a warrant obtained by some 6ther unit’or
accompanying another officér to make the arrest.

In Long Beacﬁ,_the Suppression of Burglaryrofficérs averaged 2.4
arrests per man—month, half of which were for burgiary or*receiving
stoien property. An analysié,of 27 of‘their arrests discloéed that
‘just half (13) resulted from their own work, wiéhkthé remainder repre-

senting referral arrests or routine investigation which any other unit

could have handled.

W
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Our general conciusion from these observatipns was that_proactive
techniques can be productive in making.arrests, éérticularly for bﬁr-
glary and fencing. To be effective, such units>musthbe staffed with
highly motivated and ihnovative personnel. Their’efforts must also be
carefully monitorédvtogensure tHat they‘do nqt‘Becoﬁe diverted to mak-~

ing arrests for other units and that their tactics do not become overly

aggressive so as to infringe on individual liberties,

POLICY IMPLICATIONS
We have identified several distinguishable functions perfbrmeq

by investigators: preparing cases for prosécutionrafter the suspects

s

are in custody, apprehending known susﬁects,'pérforming_certain‘routine
" ~tasks that may lead to identifying unknown suspects, engaging in in-

tensive investigations when there are no suspects 6r it is not clear = . 7

whether a crime has been committed, and proactive investigations. “In

addition, investigators engage in various administrative and paperwsfk -

. \ .
tasks related to these functionms. o

at all and, if so, who should do it. The notion"that all these func- S .

tions must'be performed by a singlé individdal,.or bfvbfficers ha&ing

similar ranks or capabilities,rdoes not7Sténd up’takscrutinj, and in

fact many policé departments have,bégun to»assignydistinguishable fune-

tions to separate units. Our oﬁn suggestions, tO‘befﬁresenﬁéd E;lbw,rc

support this devéiopment and’extend it in cér;aiﬁvw;ys. If a fpﬁctionly7 ,  TS
now aSsigﬁed to investigatprs can bé performed as weli or bettgr,'buta

at lower cost, by patrol officers, clerical personnel, or information




of the prosecutor; and if especially competent investigators are re- f g
quired, the function should be assigned to a unit composed of such . ° 55
officers. . - ' : T o

~processing of physical evidence, and the role of the public;“é’

.. relies on police investigators tuv provide the evidence needed to prose-
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systems, it should be removed from investigators; if it serves the ob-
. /" . :

P

o

jectives of the prosecqpﬁ%, then it should be responsive to the needs

In'fhié section we describe the implications of our findings for .

needéd changes in the organization of the investigative funCtion: thé

Preparing Cases for Prosecution
Post~arrest investigative activity is not only important for prose-
cution but is also one of the major activities now perfiormed by inves-
f .
-less costly or

tigators. This activity can perhaps be performed in
more effective manner. r

From our-observations, the current coordination, or lack thereof,

between the police and prosecutorial agencies does not support arhealthy‘n

working relationship. It allows a.situation where each can blame the

o

other for outcomes in court that they view as unfavorable.

Most prosecutors do not have investigators on their staff. 1If .

they do, these investigators are usually gccupieﬁ"ﬁiEﬁﬁﬁwhite—collar"

of fenses rather than street crime. Generally, then, the prosecutor

cute and convict arrestees. But this situation contains-an inherent

conflict between prosecutor and police. An arrest isyjustified by .7

probable cause--i.e., an"érticuiatable;treaéonable belief that a crime”

was committed2and that the arrestee was;tﬁe offender. Often, thé'policé

are satisfied to‘documéng the justificatidh for the arrest rather thaﬁ‘
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"the ev1dence would not suffice for a conv1ct10n,,-.e., proof beyond a

_for robbery cases.{summarized .in Table 6) gives an eXample ;f how7such

*expending.further investigative efforts tb:streng;henfrhe evidence in

guilt for each type of offénse andﬁiﬁ”allc

,_34__ 7 a s SR

e
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the case. - The preseéutor on the other band fmay’be relﬁctantvto fi%g//f

the charges preferred by the pollce, or to flle at all if hexbéiieves

/, v

reasonable doubt. Many cases appear to be affected by the confiicting

<

1ncent1ves of ‘police and prosecutor, as rerlected in fallares to file,

lenient,filing,,eariy dismissalsﬂ orrimbalapced.bargaining.

7

One way of ameliorating thisfprahiem'is,to makeféXpIieit”Ehe typee_ e

of 1nformat1on the prosecu;or and pol ce agree are approprlate to col—

ylect and document,'given the nature 5T the crime.f The form‘we,deaigned

information'caﬁ be madeﬁexplicit.‘ Each:jurisdiction shoul d develop

approprlate forms ror major categorles of crlmes.j Such wrltten ducu-'

},‘,

ments would a531st the police 1n becomlng more knowledgeable about the -

e

Y B

efforts to provide this,‘nfﬁrﬁaticn.zsffy

-7$offices where the officef’presenting the case may not have,participatedv.":'

cases quseahencly dlsmrssed and the degree of plea hargalnlng Given T

t

\H
[N

F Ldlng, we suggest that proeecutors be mlndful of the 1evel Of

O

1nvest1gdt1ve documentation “in thelr Jurlsdlctlons, espec1a11y in f

. - : f
= \

in the investigation. e ' o b e

One rationale advanced in some police departments for minimizing
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‘the factual content of formal i K

;

ports-are subject co discovery by defeneefcounsel'and~thereby facilitate

£

A T EREL LR

the impeachment of prosecution witnesses, including policemen. Such

departments believe the resultsyof detailed:in/ figa';oﬁsmare better/

commualcafed orally to the prosecuto‘ The fesults‘of oug#a

LgE T
: s

research would tend to rafute this argumenf although they are not con~>'

clusive. In :ne Jurlhdlctlon where detalled documentatlon 1s prepared

=4 . . : . ’ e
L - A E . 7

qq;sﬁch negative consequenceslw oted bur 1n the juris dlction'having

less information-in the documentatioﬁ}’oralfcommuniCatioh failed.in - ¢

some instances to reach all the prosecutors involved with the case.

-Above and beyond merely improving1coordination’bétween polidE;aﬁd,vﬂ
prosecotorS, it is worthy of experimentation to assign.the prosecutoi o

respon31b111ty for certaln 1nvest1gat1ve effortsn We feel that a prom—

v pnn S 4

'“fyL31ng approach would be to place nearly all post—alrest 1nvesngat10ns

under the authorlty of the prosecutor, elther by ass1gn1ng pollce Offl— o ‘f'g{

cers .to his office or making investigators an;integral,part of his'staff,»',h  T

o
Lo

depending'on the local si:uation. A tes; of thlS arrangement would per~

mit determining whethef it is an effective way of assoring fnat the

i

‘ ¥ i S .
i g : P ST
‘evidentiary needs for a successful prosecution are met. -

Apprehending Knowﬁfguspécté’

scene of”the,r“imeg If he or she is alreadv in custody, thch sé be—

”
7
)

e 'comes/a mapcer*for post—artest‘procegging, aS»dichSSed‘abové,. lf the

e . e =

ol e T
i3 r

/Vf~rpetrator is not 1n custoay, t is’ 1mp

‘rgant for the,respondlng off1—

B . i

cer(s?,-whethéfjfromvipvésgigaﬁive or patro¢'un1ts, to obtaln and make'ﬁ~

g




'efrectlve, especlally if the 1nvest1gators are headquartered at some

‘Tlcction of mug shots for the crlme in questlon checking paWns up~slips;

‘ment can take to convert 1nvest1gat1ve tasks into routine actions w1ll,

pécially

pified as "routine." Such clearares might“never have occurred inm the =~

i

a record of the evidence

the crlme—reportlng form,be designed in such a way that the prcsence
i - T‘V

of- 1nrormatlon 1dent1fy1ng a suspect is unmrstakably recorded

I
3 n

Apprehendlng a known suspect may or ma] not be dviflcult Assign~
!
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ing all such apprenenslons to 1nvest1gators does not appear to be cost—“

dlstance from the suspect 'S locatlon and a. patrol offlcer 1s nearby

i

e

investigators,'could be tfained ro handle this function in sﬁchfa,way}

that thefsrrests are legally prﬁper“and~a minimum number ;5 innocengﬁﬁf

pprsons are breught in for quentlonlng Only when appfehension provesp,f

p=i - CL AR
difficult $h0ﬂlt£¥ﬁﬁéstigat1ve units.become involvédu.,
L v P P P L
s 1,—;‘”
s

2

Routine Investigative Actions':-

For crimes w1thout ‘an initial'suspecﬁ’identifiCatiOn;

/,/

Weﬁfonnda L
./—

that many of those eventually cleared are solved by rnﬁ 1ne lnvestlga~ *i

. i;

i NP : . ¢ gt as k
tive actions. These‘actc sting”a stolen automoblle 1n the R

"hot car” flle, asking the v1ct1m_to~v1ew a prewlously assembled cor— .

S

awaiting phone calls from the publlc, tracing owners%ip of a: weapon, etc.

On541mplicstion of this finding is that,any'steps a poliee depart4 Sy

Pl B B

&x”lmprovements, es—

increase the number of crimes solved. Technologlc

&




and investigative dutiesy:.In departments with team policing, such
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absence of such systems or might‘have been di?ficult to aéhieve. The
abilifygdf-Patggl officers to pheck rapidiy’ﬁhether a vehicle is stolen
or, more impo;ﬁant,lwhethermghg'owner is wanted for‘questioning produced
pgmeréﬁs céée solutions in our Samﬁles;u'Wéll~crgani§ed and maintained

mug shot, modus operandi, or pawn slip files also lead to clearances.

A second implication is that it may not be necessary for investi-

.

gators, who aré usually paid more than‘ﬁatrol officers or clerks, to

perform the functicns that lead to routine clearances. We believe an

experiment should be conducted to determine the cost and effectiveness

“

of lower-paid personnel performing these tasks.
Once clerical processing is complete, some action by a police
officer may still be needed (e.g., apprehending the suspect). Such

cases should be assigned to the generalist-investigators.

Investigating Crimes Without Suspects

taking more than

Basically, two different objectiveé are sérvedﬂby
routine inﬁestigative action when the suspect is unknawn. One is a
genuine desiré to solve the crime, and the other is to perform a public
service function, demonstrating that the p&iiéé”éére ahout the crime ' ."

and the victim. The latter function can be performed by generaliétf L

investigators who are responsible to a local commander who is concerned

mﬁigh all aspects of police~community relations. ' This type of investi-

gative duty does not require specialized skills or centralized coordina- -

tion.  The foiéétsﬁperforming it could readily shift beﬁ&eéh patrol

" . : R
N

Y > B . - Sl o

investigations could be a dutwaapgted among team members.

sl

o
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If the objective is actually to solve the crime, police depart—
ments must realize that the results will rarely be commensurate with
the effort involved. An exp;icit decision must be made that the}nature
of the crime itself or public concern about the crime warrants a full
follow~-up investigetioe. A significant reduetibﬁgih'inveetigative
efforts would be appropriate.for'a1115ut the most serious offenses.

If a thorough:pfeliminayy investigation fails to establish a suspect's.
identity in a less gerious offense, then the victim should be notified
that active investigation is being,suspended until new ieads appear, i

for example, as a resultiof an arrest in another matter.

Serious c¢rimes (homicide, raﬁe,(assault with great bodily injury,
robbery, or first-degree burglary) warrant special investigative efforts.
These efforts can best be provided by a Major Offensesiﬁnit, manned by
investigators who are well-trained and experienced in examining crime

scenes, interpreting physical evidence, and interrogating hostile sus-

pects and fearful witnesses, and who are aided by modern information

systems. One reason to establish such a unit is to identify the inves-
tigative positions that require special skills and training and.that

demand knowledge of citywide crime patterns and developments. Our

.

observations suggest, by way of contrast, that with current staffing

patterns, most investigators rarely see these highly serious cases..

Therefore, when they arise, the investigators are frequently ill-
y g q y

‘equipped to copé with them and undulyigistracted by the burden of

A

paperwork on their routine cases.
:‘\'Q‘ e r
The Major Offenses Uifit would concentrate efforts on a few un-

gsolved serious felonies. Thé:peam,would'cdnsist of a relatively small
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number of experienced investigators who would be closely superviéed by
a team commander. From our observations, the most serious impediment
to higﬁ—quélity investigative work appears to us to be the traditional
method of case assignment and supervision; In nearly every department,
cases are normally ass}gned to an individual investigator and become
hié sole responsibility whether he is a generalist, specialist, or
engaged in team policing. Supervisors do not normally review the deci-
sions he makes on how to pursue the case investigation--decisions thap
are largely unrecorded in the case file. Consequently, the relative
priority an investigator gives to the tasks on one case assigned to
him results largely from the number and nature of his other case assign-
ments and from his personal predilections and biases. It may frequently
e turn out that caseload confiicts and personal predilections lead an
investigator to unduly postpone or impréperly perform important elements
of a particular case assignment.

Assigning cases to investigative teams rather than tb,individuals
could eliminéte this impediment. For effective éperatibns,'this,team
shoula number approximately six men and be led by a senior irwvestigator
who is knowledgeable in the local crime situation;’in ériminal law,
and in police manageﬁent. The leader's primary responsibility woul&
be to keep informed of progress on the caées assigned to his team and
make the broad taetical decisions on the team's expénditure of effort.
Each day the subordinate investigators would perform individually as-
signed tasks. A clerk delegated to the team would prepare progréss
reports to document the daily accomp1ishment o open cases and assist

the leader in making the allocation for the following day. These
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reports would also help the leader identify which of his men was most
effective at which tasks. This approach should assure that significant
steps in an investigation are objectively directed by a senior experi-

enced investigator.

Proactive Investigations

Our research into proactive investigations, or strike force opera-
tions, leads us to conclude that these units can be relatively produc-
tive. In instances where such units did aéhieve an advantage, the units
were manned by motivated and innovative personnel. The gain in employ—
ing them becomes illusory when mere quantity of arrests is emphasized,
for then the efforts of this force tend to be diverted into making ar-
rests that are not the result of unique capabilities. We feel that
departments should employ strike forces selectively and judiciously.

The operation of strike forces necessitates careful procedural and legal
planning to protect the involved officers and to ensure that the defen-
dants they identify can be successfully prosecuted. They also require
close monitoring by senior officers to ensure that they do not become
overly aggressive énd infringe on individual privacy.

In all likelihood, the relative advantage of strike force opera-
tions in a particular department will not persist over a long period
of time. The department must accustom itself to creating and then

terminating strike forces, as circumstances may dictate.

Processing Physical’Evidence

Most police departments collect far more evidence (primarily fin-

gerprints) than they can productively process. . Our work shows that
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cold searches of inked fingerprint files could be far more effective
in increasing the apprehension rate than routiné followfqp investiga~
tions.

We believe that fingerprint-processing capabilities should be
strengthened as follows. First, the reference print files. should be
brganized by geographic area, with a fingerprint specialist assigned
to each area, of no more than 4000 to 5000 sets of inked prints. Sec-

ond, to assure a large number of "request searches,"

which imply a
cooperative effort between investigétor’and fingerprint specialist,
some communication links should be devised to help motivate and faeili-
tate the reciprocal exchange of information between tﬁeSe tw0vpérties.
And, third, the persons performing this function should be highly
trained, highly motivated, and not overloaded with other tasks which
detract from their primary function.

Several existing systems for storing and retrieving inked prints
having specified characteristics (of the latent print or the offender)
appear useful and were widely praised by departments that have them.
However, furtﬁer research might contribute a major technological im-

provement in the capability of police departments to match latent prints

with inked prints.

Role of the Public

Qur research persuaded us that actiohs by members ofuthe'public
can strongly influence the outcome of cases.: Somet}meskprivéte citi~
zens hold the perpetrator at the séene‘of fhe crime; Sometimes they
recognize the suspect or stolen property at a lager,time and call the

G

investigator. In other cases, the victim or his relatives conduct a -
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full~scale investigation on their own and eventually present.tha inves-
tigator with a solution. Collectively, these types of citizen involve-
ment constitute a sizable fraction of cleared cases.

Police departments should initiaté programs designed to i?crease
the victim's desire to cooperate fully with the police. Résources
allocated to such programs may serve to increase apprehension rates as
well as improve the quality of prosecutions. Specifically, police de-
partments should announce, when major crimes are solved, the particular
contribution of members of the public, although of course their desires
for anonymity should be respected. A, realistic picture of how crimes
are solved will help eliminate the public's distorted image of detec-
tives and will impress on them the importance of their cooperatioé with

police in order to solve crimes.

Reallocation of Investigative Resources

If; after appropriate test and evaluation, the suggestions we have
made for improving the investigative function prove:to be effective, ~
the ultimate implication of our work would be a substantialﬂéhift of
police resources from investigétive units to otﬁer units. First, most
:initial investigations would be assigned to patrol units undér the '
direction of local commanders. To improve the qualify of iﬁitiélvin-
vestigatidns, the patrol force would have to be augmented with a lérge
number of generalistwinvestigatorsg‘ Thesé;Officers Would,also perforﬁ
certain follow-up work such as apprehending'knowp suspects ;nd imprOVing:
communications with victims and witnesses of’crimes; The resohrces o
needéd to field generalist-investigators would be obtained by reducing

the number of investigators. S RTINS b
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Additional major reallocations of resources away from "traditional"
reactive investigative units are implied by our suggestions to have
clerical personnel and generalist-investigators perform routine pro-
cessing of cases, to increase the use of information systems, to enhance
capabilities for processing physical evidence, to increase the number
of proactive investigative units, and to assign investigative personnel
to the prosecutor for pest-arrest preparation of cases. If all these
changes were made, the only remaining'investigative units concerned
witthart I crime would be the Major Offenses Units. The number of
investigators assigned to such units would ordinarily be well under”
half thé;current number of investigators in most departments.

LOur“study does not in any way suggest that total police resources

should be reduced. On the contrary, our analysis ofVFBI data suggests -

that such a reduction might lower arrest and clearance rates. Reallo-

catiné resources may lead to somewhat increased arrest and clearance
rates, but our suggestions are primarily intended to result in more
successful prosecution of arresteés.aﬁd improved public relations.
Most of our éuggéétions for change are known to be practical,
because we observed them in operation in one 5£‘more departments. gbr

example, a number of departments have recently introduced "

case screen—
ing," which means thét each crime report is examined>fo‘détermine.
ﬁhether or not a follow—up‘inﬁestigation should be conducteé; POur
findings indicate fhat the dé&ision Eule fbriéase ééreening cén:bé
quite simple. .if a suspect isvknown, thekcésé shou1d be‘puréﬁed; if
no suspect is known after a thoroughrpreiiminary‘inVestigatioh?”the

N .

case should be assigned for routine clerical'prdcéésing,unléés it-is

=
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serioﬁs enough to be assigned to the appropriate Major Offenses Unit.
The definition of "serious" must be determined individually by each
department, since it is essentially a political decision.
Another current innovation is "team policing," in which investi-
gators are assigned to work with patrol officers who cover a specified
geographical area. While there are many organizatidhai variations on
team poli‘eing,z6 most forms would permit the iﬁtroduction‘of generalist—
investigators having the functions we describe, and some already include
such personnel. e
We are not aware of any jurisdiction in which the prosecutor cur-
rently administers post-arrest investigatibns, aléhough investigators
have been assigned to several prosecutor's offices (for example, in
Boston, New Orleans, and San Diego) to facilitate intéractions with the
police. To determine the feasibility and effectiveness of prosecutor
responsibility for post-arrest investigatiops, a careful ekperiment
will be required. » =
The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal JUstice o
plans to fund the introductiom of revised investigative procedures in
approximately ten jurisdictions. The experimental changés,-which are
based partly on the findings of our study, will be carefully evaiuated
to determine whether, to what extent, and under what'circuﬁstances‘they R

actually lead to improved effectiveness.

%
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FOOTNOTES

1. This article summarizés the work of all the Rand research staff
engaged in the study of criminal investigation. In}addition to the
authors, they are: Robert Castro, Konrad Kellen, Eugene Poggio,
Linda Prusoff, and Sorrel Wildhorn.

2. Part I crimes are criminal homicide, forcible rape;.robbery, aggra-

vated assault, burglary, larceny, and auto theft. The‘FBI defini-
tions of these crimes include attempts, except for homicide.

3. The advisory board consisted of Corneliué (Neil) J. Behan (New York
City Police Department); James Fisk (member of the Los Angeles
Police Commission); Thomas Hastings (Rochester, New York Polide
Department); Jerry Wilson (former Chief, Washington, D.C. Police
Department); and Eugene Zoglio (professor, Prince George'S‘Community
College).

&, ConsultantS'we£e Sydney Cooper, Carmine Motto, Albert ‘Seedman,
Seymour Silver, and Raymond Sinetar, |

5. The complete results of the Rand survey are reported in Chaiken,

Jan M., The Criminal Investigation Process: 'Voldmé‘II;"Survey

of Municipal and County Police Departments, The Rand Corporatiqna

R-1777-D0OJ, Octcber 1975.
6. See, for example, "Expenditure and Employmentquta~for5the-Criminéi
Justice System," National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics

o Service, U.S. Govermment Printing Office, Washington, D.C., updated

annually.
7. A crime is cleared when a pefpetrator is apprehended or is identified
as unapprehendable. The latter possibility is intended to apply in v

"exceptional" circumstances, such as when the perpetrator is dead.
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Checklist and Handbook, Stanford Research Instltute, Menlo Park, ' “

California, 1972. ~ (Volume: II not avallable )

10; The Criminal Investigation Process: Volume 11, pp. 36,37.

11. 1In some jurisdictions, persons may be arrested ffor,lnvestlgation,"
without a crime being charged. In ail“juriedictione persons'ate
occasionally arrested by,efrot_end are subsequently teleesed byva
prosecutor or magisttate without any clearance being claimed 5§ the =
;poliCe:

12; Instances in which several perpetrators are arrested‘for avsingie
crime may also explain an érrest/clearance‘ratio over if&'"

13. Isaacs, Herbert H., "A Study of Cdmmunications, Crimes, and,Atresté

in a Metropolitan Police Department,"‘Appendix B of Institute“ofvrfv
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study was primarily intended to edmpare team policing with non—- . @

team policing, the report presents data permitting a calculation

- of the ratio of on-stene arrests to all clearances by arrest for

three crimes. The data show that in Rochester 31.7 percent of

burglary cleayances by arrest, .31.1 percent of robberzwégea;gncesi ) +
by arrest, and 28.7 percent of larceny clearances by afrést Werév /;wfzm*%%%f
the result of on~scene‘arres§s. | | . : '?
See Chapter 6 in The Criminal Inveétigation Proées$: - Volume TII: i B ’ﬁ
Observations and Analysis, bnyeter W. Greenwppd, Jan &: Chaiﬁen;.iﬁ i?
Joan Petersilia, Linda Pruéoff, Bob Caspgggﬁﬁpgrad Kellen, Eugénéﬁf,‘fmk‘ﬁﬁ/“gﬁ/
foggio, and Sorrel Wildhorn, ThéfﬁéﬁﬁACorporation, R—1778—D6i5 G;iv:_?;%ﬁ |
October 1975. ‘ ; o : /f?J 4 e 'uf: 
See The Criminal Investigation Process: Jleume 11, P;.’38;47ga  f 5 g
"Worked-on™ means:that at least one-half hour waé speht‘dn thé case.

The types of cases assigned to each unitwgrg/desgpibgdﬁin’Iheacriminai*’

irvestigation Process, Volume III, pp. 53-55." For example$xgpeﬁﬁ6mi~

cide unit handles suicides and unattended dgaths,from-natﬂralféaﬁses,

as well as homicides.

Parker, Brian, and Joseph Peterson, Physidgl-Evidence_Utilizafign

in the Administration of Criminal JuStice, School of,C%igiﬁ%ngy,,;¥;h

Uuniversity of California at Berkeley, 1972.

President's Commission on Crime in the District of Columbia, Report -
et 1d, Report

va,SJ&éovernment Printing Offica;ﬁWashington,’D.C., 1966.
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Chapter 7 of The Cr1m1nal Investlgatlon Process. Volume 111 fo:r

further detdlls.

22. Greenwobd, Peter W., et'ai;, Prosecution of Aduit Felony Defendants

in Los Angeles Coﬁnty: A Policy Perspective, The Rand Corporation,

R—llé7—DOJ, March 1973, led us to expect significant differences in. v

police investigative effort and prosecutorial posture between the-="
two selected jurisdictions. *L‘ S e e

23. For a description of five an r bery units of. thlq type, see

Richard H. Ward, et’al., Police Robbery Control Manual, National,
Institute of Law‘Enfqpcement and Criminal Justice, 1975.

24, An expanded discugSion of the poliﬁ?wimplications is reﬁef;éd,iﬁ

Greenwood, Peter W., and Joan Peteggilia, The Criminal Investigation -

Process: volume T, Summaty"énd'Policy.Implications, The Rand C0r43¢¢?_f5*&

poration, R—17 6—DOJ October 1975.
= : 25. Other alternatlves whlch mlght accompllsh some 51m11;r aims 1nclud ‘

having the prOschtor provide the invessigator withdpefiodiC~eval-

uations of their case preparation efforts; training for new inves-
tigators 4in case preparaticn; or om-call attorneys tg assist in the
" preparation of sericus cascs: o e e

- 26. See, for example,»Bloch Peter B., and David Specht Nelghborhood

7 Team PolJf1ng, Natlonal Instlfute Qf‘Lﬁ% Enforcement and Crlmlnal
.J"s:ice December 1973 ,J‘*?  B
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